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Preface

The Church of Jesus Christ is great and manifold and

although the basic beliefs common to all members are simple

the outworking of these into creed, practice and ritual may

be seen, according to one's point oi view, either as a

fascinating diversity that may be cause for wonder and re¬

joicing, or an internecine divisiveness that must be deplored.

Being born an American of European ancestors and having been

introduced to the Body of Christ through the influence of

Baptist theology, it has been almost an obsession with me,

since my conversion, to know and to appreciate my brethren of

other lands axxd communions. As a chaplain in the second world

war I had my first taste of inter-confessional ivorship on

foreign soil and X enjoyed it. Later, having the privilege

of studying abroad in preparation for an interdenomina¬

tional type of ministry, I was faced with the choice of a

thesis topic and I chose the theology of Daniel Waterland

for three reasons: he was Anglican and X had a degree in

English history; he was an authority on the Eucharist and

since this is the heax*t of the liturgical type of worship

such a study could be calculated to reveal a new theological

world to me; and no comprehensive study of his life and
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works had yet "been made.

The study has been rewarding and, although I did not

realize at the beginning all that was involved in the

gaining of a completely ne outlook upon life as well as

theology, I am convinced that there could have been no

shorter route to my present understanding. Of course, a

few years can never do what centuries have done but it is

hoped that the 1 ick in familiarity will be compensated in some

measure by an objectivity in the treatment of the subject.

I can say without reservation that I have admired Daniel

slater land both as a man and as a theologian and believe him

to be deserving of a larger place in Anglican hearts tha he

apparently occupies at present. His intolerance of

Evangelicals and non-conformity is, under the circumstances

of his situation, perfectly, understandable.

Most of the articles in the ten volumes of V.aterl nd* s

collected works either expound or are directly related to his

two principal themes: the Eucharist and the Trinity, and I

have largely limited myself to the treatment of these doc¬

trines. He also deals with the doctrines of Justification and

Regeneration but writes only two short articles, one of thirty

pages and the other of thirty-four and it is plain that he

did not feel called to take it upon himself to expound these
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doctrines as he did the other two. I have given a short

account of his views in chapter II.

V.aterland was firm in his refusal to forsake the

writings of the Fathers as being the "best means of deter~

mining the correct interpretation of the Scripture but he

always regarded them as secondary evidence and never bases

his case solely upon their testimony. Because it requires

greater knowledge of patristics than my own to conclude,

with any authority, which side has correctly understood the

Fathers, and in the interest of conciseness, since very

lengthy discussions persistently develop whenever the early

writings are cited, with Waterland's opponents challenging

his use of them with voluminous quotations of their own,

I have devoted my attention chiefly to the evidence found

in his use of Scripture and logic.

I wish here to express my sincere thanks for help and

counsel received from the Reverend Principal John Baillie,

the Reverend Canon R.K. fimbush, the Reverend Professor

John H.3. Burleigh, the Reverend Principal Charles S.

Duthie, the Reverend Professor Thomas F. Torrance, and

Mr. Andrew Walls, M.A., B.Lit. (Oxon. ), librarian at

Tyndale House, Cambridge.



CHAPTER I

WATSRLAHP'S LIFE A1ID TIf'ES

Daniel Waterland was an outstanding Church of England

theologian who was engaged in the major doctrinal controver¬

sies of the first half of the eighteenth century. His life¬

span (1683-1740) corresponds to a period in the history of

thought that has left its impression on the entire field of

theology. The period is usually defined as being those years

extending from the time of Locke to that of Joseph butler and

its chief distinction from other periods is its rationalism.

Since Waterland was completing his fellowship at Cambridge in

the same year that John Locke died, it may be expected that

most of his writing was directly related to the emphasis of

this age begun by Locke.

Although Waterland is remembered for his writing on

several specialized subjects, such as the Eucharist, the

Trinity, and his surprisingly accui'ate critical study of the

Athnnasian Creed, he .as a man of one theme. All of his

major orko with possibly one exception, were devoted to the

defence of revealed religion, of orthodoxy as conceived by

the founders of the Church of England. He resisted Arlanism

and Deism because they failed to do justice to Go. the Son
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whom he conceived to be the heart of the revealed faith. He

defended the Sacraments because he saw in them the means by

which the benefits of the Divine revelation were extended to

man. He stressed the doctrine of depravity because human

self-sufficiency made revealed religion unnecessary. His view

of the direct relationship between Christ and the credibility

of the Christian revelation was stated in the following!

Low notions of the person of Christ are apt to
bring in low notions of his merit and satisfaction,
and of the use and value of the Christian sacraments,
which represent and apply them. And when faith in
Christ*s blood is once depreciated or frustrated,
it is natural to set up works, not only as the con¬
ditional, but as the efficacious or meritorious cause
of salvation. The next step is to exalt morality In
opposition to faith, and mere morality in opposition
to instituted religionj hich again prepares the way
for looking upon all revealed religion as needless
or useless which comes to the same thing with denying
the truth, because an all-wise God can do nothing in
vain.'

Any form of religion that regarded revelation as un¬

necessary and which men claimed to find in nature, or in moral

consciousness, or through the exercise of reason alone, he

considered to be a threat to the foundation of the Christian

faith. Natural religion was never denied a place in his

thinking and he had high regard for reason but both of these

were to be carefully defined. He faced all of the major issues

arising out of the eighteenth century struggle for a reasonable

faith.

1. William van Mlldert, ed., The Works of the Reverend Daniel
Waterland, P.P., to which is prefixed "a review of the author's
life and writings. "1 8 2 3», Vol.VI11,p. 3* Hereafter referred
to as Works.
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W&terland does not fit neatly into any of the eighteenth

century categories. Plummer states that High churchmanship

was mainly political in the eighteenth century and could be re¬

ferred to as Tory protestantism with conforaity to the Estab¬

lished Church as its chief distinction but he said further

that to a large extent it had lost veneration for antiquity

and patristic authority. In this Waterland was not typical

for he placed great importance upon the Fathers: "... we

urge not their authority, but their testimony, their suffrage,

their judgment, as carrying great force of reason with it;
2

and reason we should all submit to" Furthermore, he was

not a Tory but rather a decided Whig"^ who had little sympathy

for Nonjurors. Van Mildert, specking of the political ani¬

mosities at Cambridge when Waterland was Vice-Chancellor

asserts that: "He was a steadfast supporter of the Hanoverian

succession! which was by no means the prevailing sentiment at

that time in Cambridge! the Tories having been, on several
"L

occasions, the strongest party.

He might properly be termed a Whig in that he advocated

a measure of religious toleration if it did not menace what

he considered to be the essence of the Faith, but when he made

1. Alfred Plummer, The Church of England in the Eighteenth
Century. (1910), p. lifi. "

2. Works. V, 330.
3. The terns are indefinite but "Whig" was generally associa¬
ted with a degree of liberalism in both government and reli¬
gion and "Tory" tended toward conservatism usually having a
slightly higher regard for constituted authority and being-
less lenient with dissent.

4. Works. I, 17*



4

reference to the King he did not hesitate to use the term
A

"sacred Royalty" in the best Divine Right tradition. He

could sound very like a Tory when he spoke of, • • the

true and only cure, the Restoration." in which:

. • • the Sovereign resumed his throne? the nobility
their ancient grandeur, and seat3 in parliament} the
Bishops their sees? the loyal gentry their estates and
privileges? the commons their rights and franchises;
the whole kingdom their freedom, safety, and tranqui¬
lity . . • all things reverted to their primitive
order and regularity, " 2

It is of interest, and its significance will be consi¬

dered further in the following chapter, that the Broad Church¬

men, otherwise known as Latltudinarians and represented by

such distinguished men as Stillingfleet, Tillotson, and

Burnet, were Whig© without exception. Canon Overton notes

the close relationship in the following:

Broad Churchmen, on the other hand, were looked upon
by those who differed from them as altogether -atitu-
dinarians in religion and Whigs in politics.- terns
constantly used as practically convertible.-'

To make these terms apply to the Whig, Waterland, of whom it

was said, "Waterland did more than any other divine of his

generation to check the advance of latitudinarlan ideas with¬

in the Church of Ingland"'4" seems inconsistent but at least it

1» Works, VI, 278.
2» Ibid. . VIII, 458.
3* C.J. Abbey and J.II. Overton, The English Church in the

Eighteenth Century. (1887), p.175.
4. Dictionary of national Biography. Vol.XLIX, p.446.
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reveals the problem of classification. That he was a Whig

and was unswervingly loyal to his Church may be looked upon

as evidence of his being especially worthy of historical

consideration. Sykes is convinced that:

"The conversion of the Whig party into the situation
of supporters of the position of the Established
Church was tmdoubtedly the most important factor
of the ecclesiastical development of the first
half of the eighteenth century."''

A determined effort to maintain a balance can be traced

in Waterland* s theology. He perceived the dangers of Roman

Catholic authoritarianism and of rationalistic relativism

while he granted that there was need both for authority and

for personal freedom. In his doctrine of the Eucharist he

sought to avoid anything resembling trsnsubstantiation but

he was equally opposed to making the Sacrament a mere memorial.

A persistent determination to balance the doctrinal with the

practical may be traced in his sermons and in his disserta¬

tions. Though he respects and makes good use of reason, he

admits the element of mystery and insists on the necessity

of faith in man's x>elationship with God.

1. Norman Sykes. Church and State in England in the
XVIIlth Century (1934), p. 34
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I. THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem* It is the purpose of this

study (1) to determine the value and extent of Waterland's

theological contribution to the Church of England;and (2) to

formulate a doctrinal synthesis from his collected works

with particular reference to the Trinity and to the Eucharist*

II. LIFE OP DANIEL WATERLAITD

The only comprehensive biographical material from a pri¬

mary source is that communicated by Theodore Waterland, Daniel's

brotherj and most of this is contained in the article found in

the first edition of Biographla Dpitannics* Bishop van

Mildert, in spite of exhaustive and scholarly research, was

able to supply very few additional details. A work, dated 1736,

and bearing the promising title: Memoirs of the life and

writ laws of Dr» Waterland* being a summary view of the

Trinitarian controversy for twenty .years* between the Doctor

and a Clergyman in the Country, etc. By a Clergyman, is

utterly misleading as it contains no useful Information at

all but is instead a sarcastic denunciation. It was undoubted¬

ly written by John Jackson who used the above nom de nlume

for other articles of like character.
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Edward Churton published Fourteen Letters from Daniel
A

Waterland to Zachary Pearce in 1868, with a considerable pre¬

face that sheds some light on Waterland's controversial acti¬

vity. Van Mildert was apparently not aware of these letters

when he published the collected Works in 1843, hut in any

case they would not have augmented his biographical sketch.

Jeremiah Seeds sermon, preached at Water-land*e funeral,

was a splendid tribute to the man, and Joseph Clarke, a

former pupil of the learned doctor, wrote an affectionate

preface to a collection of posthumously published sermons,

2
found in Van I'ildert a edition of his Works, but it is doubt¬

ful whether such eulogy, though it be well earned, would be

of benefit in a study of this nature.

All of the extant biographical material neglects the

early part of Waterland*s life so there is very little informa¬

tion pertaining to the years previous to 1699, the year of

his admittance to Magdalene College. He ivas brought up in

the vicarage of Reverend Henry Waterland, rector of Walesby,

Lincolnshire, who found time in the midst of his p ish mini¬

stry to teach his son the first rudiments of grammar. Both

Daniel and Theodore, his elder brother, were undoubtedly

destined for Magdalene College in Cambridge from the beginning

of their lives as it is quite certain that the name entered

1 • Oxford Press
2. Vol. IX, i.
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In the college register on June 28, 1665, Henry Waterland,

was that of their father. He also was the son of a clergyman

and was granted a scholarship on the Wray foundation, which

would suggest that he showed promise.

Daniel was able to obtain his scholarship in 1702, at

the age of sixteen, proceeded to the degree of A.B. in the

Lent term following and was elected Fellow of the college on

February 15, 1703* He served the college in the capacity of

Tutor, or Dean, for the next ten years, taking his aster's

degree in 1706. It has been noted that the number of ad¬

missions increased greatly about the time he began his tuto¬

rial duties.

Upon the death of Gabriel Cuadring, Master of the college,

in 1713, an unusual opportunity came to this thirty year old

scholar. The power of appointment to the Mastership is in

Magdalene, which is unique among Castoridge colleges in this

respect, a hereditary right exercised by the Earl of Suffolk

and Bindon. Since there is no hint that political pressure

was responsible for the selection of this young man, who had

not yet gained his Bachelor of Divinity degree, it may be

assumed that his appointment was a recognition of ability.

It spoke x^ell for his industry, after his elevation, that

he did not apply, as was usual with Heads of Houses in

Cambridge, for a degree by mandamus but followed the pre¬

scribed B,D. course just as any other student would do.
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The Earl also presented him to the rectory of Elllngham

in Norfolk but he continued in his tutorial work and paid a

curate to care for most of the pastoral duties# It was in

this period that the first of his works, later to be published,

was written. Advice to a Student. With a Method of Etucl; for

the First Four Years must have been well received when first

published in 1730 because Edward Churton, in his preface to

Fourteen Letters from Daniel Waterland to Zachery Pearee.1
refers to a republication of this ork, with additions, some

time after 1735* The mediating tendency is seen even in

this early production which advocates the combining of a well-

rounded education with a vital spiritual experience.

It may be concluded that it was in these years from 1706,

when he commenced his graduate study, to 1719, when he pub¬

lished his first considerable work, A Vindication of Christ's

Divinity, that he acquired the store of knowledge which was

to give him a command of the major theological issues of his

day. Witness to the thoroughness of his preparation is borne

by the intimate acquaintance with many fields of learning

that his works reveal. The profitable use of this period

of his life doubtless had much to do with the willingness of

such a recognised Church of England historian as Overton to
p

describe him as, "... an intellectual giant. . .

1. p. xxv.
2. Abbey and Overton, on. cit. . p«364.
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Although faced with administrative problems, arising

chiefly out of political animosity, and in spite of additional

responsibilities such as his being appointed in 1715 to the

Vice-Chancellorship of the University, there were indications

that he utilized the late hours in the attainment of dis¬

tinction in his field. Lights were seen in his study night

after night according to Cyril Jackson whose father was an

under-graduate at Magdalene College in those years. It is

regrettable that in this instance Waterland did not seem to

apply his rule of moderation. His biographers intimate that

his health was much impaired, and probably his life shortened,

by too intense application to his studies.

His ability was frequently recognized in the early years

of his public life. He was appointed in 1710 to the office

of Examiner of the students proceeding to the degree of

Bachelor in Arts. On the occasion of his graduation as B*D#

he was publicly commended for his fluent and scholarly dis¬

course in answer to the learned Dr* James. In 1717 he was

selected to be one of the Chaplains in Ordinary to the King,

in whose presence he was made Doctor of Divinity in the latter

part of that same year at Cambridge. This degree was granted

to him without request on his part, but it was probably an

honour inevitably linked with his particular station in life.

Two other Heads of Houses: Crigg, Master of Clare Hall, and

Davies, President of ueens', were similarly honoured at the
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same time#

Information pertaining to his marriage is very meagre

hut it is Icnown that the woman he married, a Miss Jane Tregon ell,

in 1719, was lineally descended from Sir John Tregonwell, Esq#

of Anderson in Dorsetshire. That same year brought a change

of direction in his professional career. Hitherto he had

been an educator but now he began to take his place as one of

the outstanding controversialists of the early part of the

eighteenth century.

Although I'Vaterland* s literary activity was his chief

interest in life it xionld be impractical to trace in detail

the rapid shuttling of "queries", "defences", "replies",

"vindication", and "remarks" between him and his op:onents.

He lived in an era of systematic and minute refutation which

can make the resultant literature tedious unless one has

followed the argument from the first "defence". Since

Waterland participated in the main controversies of the period,

it is possible to group those of his writings that pertain to

each one and to arrange them in a modified chronological

order with only occasional overlapping.

The numerous Arian and Socinian publications that appeared

towards the end of the seventeenth century were the immediate

cause of the great Trinitarian controversy that raged throughout

the first half of the eighteenth century, bishop Bull defended

the orthodox conception of the divinity of Christ. For thirty
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years, ending with his last publication in 1?03» he laboured

unceasingly to present the comprehensive historical view of

the subject in performances that were conceded to have been

superior in his times. This reference is made to hira because

van Mildert suggests that "the best view, perhaps, that can be

taken of Dr. Waterland's labours, will be to regard them as

a continuation of those of Bishop Bull."1
Samuel Clarke*s Scripture-Doctrine of the Trinity, pub¬

lished in 1712 began a new phase of the controversy in that

a considerable number of notable writers reacted against it

in the belief that Clarke's writing was a threat to several

of the Articles of Faith relating to the Trinity.

John Jackson, who signed himself "a Clergyman in the

Country," took up the defence of Clarke's Trinitarian views.

Waterland, in about 1716, had, at the request of friends,

drawn up thirty-one critical questions which were st; led
" ueries" and which were opposed to Clarke's views as expressed

in scripture Doctrine. According to haterland's account2
these were never intended for publication but Jackson suddenly

announced that he had committed them, along with his Answer to

the ueries, to the press and that if further discussion were

desired, it must be continued in this public fashion. Although

Waterland considered it unsporting on Jackson's part to place

1 • Works. I, Mm
2. A Vindication of Christ's Divinity; being a defence of

some ueries, Works. I. iv.
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an unpolished argument, Intended only for private correspon¬

dence, before the public, It is possible that this surprising

move gave the impetus required to launch his literary career#

Thus in 1719 there appeared A Vindication of Christ*s

Divinity; being a defence of some Queries relating to Dr.

Clarke's scheme of the Holy Trinity, in answer to a Clergyman

in the Country, in which the queries were restated and

bolstered against Jackson's attack. In this . ork Waterland

sought to prove that the Arlan distinction between an abso¬

lute and a relative Deity has no scriptural foundation. The

skilful arrangement of the argument, based largely on Scrip¬

ture exegesis, resulted in a powerful answer to Jackson.

Samuel Clarke, who soon responded in his own behalf

against Waterland with a tract entitled The Lodest Plea

continued, or a brief and distinct Answer to Dr. 'Waterland*s
1

ueries. was a thoroughly capable writer who is described

in the Dictionary of Hat tonal Biography as 51 the first of

English metaphysicians," and he held that title by common

consent for twenty-five years following the death of Locke

in 1704.

The theological arguments will be weighed in a later

chapter but proof of Waterland's talent was revealed in his

appointment, by the Bishop of London, Dr. Robinson, to preach

1, See Benjamin Hoadly's Account of the Life ana Writings
of Samuel Clarke.



14

the Lady Moyer's lecture which was endowed to encourage

"an able Minister of God's Word, to preach eight sermons

every year on the Trinity, and Divinity of our ever Blessed
1

Saviour. This was doubtless an outcome of his performance

in the Vindication. Waterland, in fact, stated in his pre¬

face to the hi/Git Sermons, that "they may be looked upon as a

Supplement to my Vindication."

In 1718 there appeared a volume, written in Latin, en¬

titled Dlsqulsitiones modestae in Clarisaimi ulli Defensionem

Fidel Nicenae by Dr. Whitby. The book was dedicated to Clarke

although the author was not entirely satisfied with Clarke's

views. It was intended to be in answer to Bishop lull's

Defensio Fidel Hicenae. published in 1683* Why Whitby waited

until after the death of the worthy Bishop was not explained,

laterland commented upon this questionable practice in his

twenty-sixth Query and. added that there were general fallacies

running through the whole work. Whitby's answer led to the

second chapter in Wateiland's controversial writings on the

Trinity. This exchange came to no conclusive end and

Waterland's att ntion was diverted to another phase of the

problem.

Clarke, in the first edition of his Scripture Doctrine,

advocated subscription to the Thirty-Line Articles "for every

person ... whenever he can, in any sense at all, reconcile

1. Extract from Lady Meyer's will, cited by van Mildert in
Works. 1,50.

2. Works, II, 5*
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1 It
them with Scripture." This was labelled "Arian subscription

and resulted in extensive writing by several distinguished

contributors. Sykes defended it and Whlston and Emlyn cri¬

ticised it.

The appearance of an anonymous article, simply referred

as Hemarks, was the incident that brought Waterland into

the controversy. Arian subscription was a theme not unfamiliar

to him as he had debated the lawfulness of it with Dr. James,

his professor, in 1714- when ho obtained his I>.D. degree. The

Case of Arian Subscription is rated by van L'ildert as "one of

our author's ablest productions." It appeared in 1721.

Sykes began vigorous opposition to the position stated and

numerous "replies" appeared before Waterland considered it

useless to continue.

In the Spring of 1722 John Jackson renewed his attack

on Waterland's "Queries." Clarke had given advance notice

of this work at the end of his Modest Plea continued and

there was some evidence that he made no small contribution to

it. Jackson's biographer, Button, speaking of this work,

admitted: "In this our author received considerable assistance

from Dr. Clarke, as he has acknowledgedto me"^ and he sub¬

stantiated the admission with two letters from Clarke to

Jackson, one of which, dated June 23, 1719, read as follows:

1. Quoted by Waterland, Works. I, 271.
2. Works. I, 78.
3. Sutton of Leicester, Memoirs of the Life ana Writings of

the late Rev. Mr. John Jackson, p. 80.
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I have interleaved W—d, and am making short notes
for you throughout ... I believe you need do little
more than transcribe all the Places I have marked,
with the Remarks I have made upon theraj and then
range them in some proper method under distinct Heads,
such as they will naturally fall tinder.

In addition to the letters there was strong internal evidence

that the piece was written by an abler hand than that of "the

Country Clergyman."

Water land's reply, in the following year, was a I econd

Defence of some ,ueries and it led to disputation which

finally involved Clarke although he withheld his identity.

The controversy ended when Waterland declined to answer

Jackson's Farther Remarks on Dr. Waterlandh Farther Vindica¬

tion.. published in 1724«

Somehow Waterland found time for research in these days

of strenuous activity for he published a scholarly work

entitled Critical History of the Athanasian Creed in 1723.

This dissertation will serve in the following chapter as an

example of the author's critical competence but it may be said

here that many of Waterland's conclusions on this much deba¬

ted subject are still valid. A second edition was required

in 1728.

In the course of these years several lesser writers drew

Waterland into doctrinal disputation but most of the writing

is of little aid in gaining a conception of his life and works.

His correspondence with a Mr. Staunton1 that began in 1721

1. Works. IV, 375.
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revealed an Interest in sincere seekers of truth however

unlearned. " r. Staunton began by confessing his ignorance in

these matters although he had already written several tracts

that indicated a heretical drift. Waterland continued

correspondence until he recognised a decided unwillingness

to come to the real points at issue. The incident revealed

qualities of forbearance, unaffected frankness, and good

humour that were not so readily seen in the formal 'writings.

To be included with the Trinitarian works was the

Dissertation upon the Argument a priori for proving the

Existence of a First Cause which did not appear until 1734.

Clarke had espoused the a priori argument in his Deraonstra-»

tion of the Being and Attributes of God and in later editions

of it published letters ritten in defence of the .argument.

According to Jackson* s vindictive I'emoirs of Dr. Waterland,

the dispute began some years before 1734« Waterland did

make incidental reference to Clarke's argument in his first

and second Defences. The Dissertation was Waterland*s only

strictly metaphysical composition but he proceeded carefully

to analyse the matter in his methodical way and presented a

formidable challenge to his opponent, who was conceded to be

a foremost authority in this field. His interest lay chiefly

in the relation of the a priori argument to the Arian contro¬

versy.
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Waterland's largest and most valuable production

dealing with the Trinity was The Importance of the Doctrine

of the Holy Trinity« published in 173k» It was a summary

work that served as a climax to this particular controversy

and it was not directed against any specific author's doctrine

although he refers to an anonymously written pamphlet of 76

pages entitled A Sober and Charitable Disquisition concerning
1

the Importance of the Doctrine of the Trinity* He was con¬

vinced that the prevailing confusion demanded a comprehensive

treatise on this fundamental article of the Faith and under¬

took the task with a preparation of more than twenty years'

consideration of the subject#

The first of a series of his writings that could be

grouped under the heading "anti-Deistic" appeared in 1730.

Many of his other trinitarlan works might be so classified

but are more correctly defined as anti-Arlan."

Lord Herbert of Cherbury and other Deistic writers, in

their contest with orthodoxy, insisted that they were loyal

to the true spirit of Christianity. They claimed that they

wished only to make doctrine and practice conformable to the

standard of reason. Men were not to be asked to believe

anything without the legitimate authority of rationality

behind it. Tindal called himself a Christian Deist and pub¬

lished Christianity as Old as the Creation to prove that the

1. Works. V, 1.
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truths of revelation were merely a republication of natural

religion.

Waterland's Scripture Vindicated was a direct reply to

T i'adal. This work appeared in three parts, the last being

published in 1732, and every point in Old Testament Scripture

that Tindal had questioned was reasserted and defended.

Waterland's intention was to deal with the entire Bible in

this fashion but he never completed the New Testament phase.

He made extensive use of arguments that already had been ad-
1

vanced by others. The thesis that Bible-characters needed

to be justified in all incidents of their lives before the

Scripture could be acclaimed authoritative seems to have

underlain much of his thinking. He did not disagree with

his opponents in the matter of the validity of reason but

maintained that there were issues that went beyond the scope

of man* s reason.

The most severe criticism he ever received from respon¬

sible sources came in reaction to these writings and much of

it from professed friends of orthodoxy. He was charged with

having given advantage to the cause of infidelity by placing

the vindication of Scripture on untenable ground. Tindal's

scathing reply was so full of railing that Waterland only made

passing reference to it in the second part of scripture

vindicated: "The author, I perceive, had exhausted himself

1. Locke, Bull, Patrick, Burnet, Le Clerc, Glassius.
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in his great work, and it is but very little reinforcement

we are to expect from him. He has shown that he can rail,

which nobody doubted of: . . .w

Conyers Middleton manifested personal ill-will toward

Waterland from the early days of their academic life and evi¬

dently saw, in Scripture Vindicated, an opportunity to expose

what he thought to be his adversary's weakness. A Letter to

Dr. Waterland. containing some Remarks on his Vindication of

Scripture, in answer to a book, entitled, Christianity as old,

as the Creation: together with a sketch or plan of another

answer to the said book was published in 173^" The plan

mentioned was that of making hypothetical concessions to

the Deists that Christianity might be considered as only an

imposture along with other Impostures but that it was so firmly

founded upon reason that it must be received. Zachary Pearce

wrote in defence of Waterland who did not take part in the

extended discussion of his original work. He probably felt

that the personal animosity of his opponent would make such

extension fruitless.

During this period the appearance of several other

publications testified to his continual diligence. Some of

these were: the "Charges" preached hile he served as arch¬

deacon of Middlesex! A Defence of the Lord 33ishop of St.

David's, who had proposed that some restraint should be im¬

posed upon infidel writers; and a tract entitled, Regeneration

1. Works, VI, 81.
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stated and explained which appeared in 1739 and was written in

reaction to Wesley's and Whitafield*s emphasis on the subjective

aspects of spirituality. This latter piece was probably the

last thing published while the author was alive.

His Eucharistic writings, the first of which appeared

in 1730, form another section. Although Clarke died in 1729

he left his Exposition of the Church Catechism prepared for

the press and it was published in the same year. In the

following year Waterland responded with Renarks on the Exposi¬

tion and Sykes, through his friendship for Clarke and his

espousal of Clarke's doctrine, was drawn into the debate. It

appeared that the real issue centred in the Eucharist and

Waterland was obliged to write The Nature. Obligation, and

:fficac.v of the Christian sacraments Considered in 1730.

Sykes wanted to draw a sharp distinction between moral duties

and positive duties but Waterlnnd contended that the same-

authority instituted them and that they were therefore to be

e lually regarded.

In 1735 Bishop Hoadly startled orthodoxy with his Plain

Account of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper* He reduced

the purpose of the Sacrament to a mere manorial with no mysti¬

cal significance or efficacy in conveying pardon. Waterland

made no direct reference to this work but he did begin an

enlarged and comprehensive inquiry into the whole matter not

long after Hoadly*s publication because his Review of the
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Doctrine of the Eucharist came out in 1737. His avoidance
A

both of "superstition" and of "profane neglect" is plain

in this treatise.

His last three "Charges" to the Middlesex Clergy, de¬

livered in 1738, 1739, and 1740, the year of his death, all

dealt with the sacrificial aspect of the Eucharist. They

were, in general, op osed to the view of Johnson's Unbloody

Sacrifice and, although Johnson had died, his friend and

admirer, Dr. Brett, took up his defence in a tract entitled

Some Remarks on Dr. Waterland's Review of the Doctrine of the

Xiclr riot. 1738.

It should be remembered that, for moot of these years,

this voluminous writer served as pastor with the continual

necessity of sermon preparation and other ministerial re¬

sponsibilities upon him. He also was carrying the weight

of the Magdalene College mastership. In 1721 he was pre¬

sented by the Dean and Chapter of St. Paul's to the Rectory

of St. Austin and St. Faith in the City of London where

many of his published sermons were preached. In 1723 Sir

William Dawes, Archbishop of York, recommended him to the

Chancellorship of York which was a singular honour but did

not impose many additional duties. The next ecclesiastical

promotion came in 1727 when Dr. Gibson, Bishop of London,

and Lord Townshend, Secretary of State, jointly recommended

^ y,orks< VII, 3.
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him to a Canonry of Windsor* This led to his obtaining

the Vicarage of Twickenham in Middlesex from the Chapter in

1730* He was obliged at this point to resign the Rectory

of St* Austin and St* Faith in London. A further appoint¬

ment, while he served this post, to the Archdeaconry of

Middlesex, was made by Gibson. The principal obligation

was a yearly "Charge" to the clergy.

The clergy of the Lower House of Convocation chose

Waterland as their Prolocutor in 1734* Undoubtedly he was

deeply sensible of the honour bestowed upon him but he found

it necessary to decline the office. His letters to Mr.Loveday

and to Dr. Gray, indicated that his state of health made the
•1

refusal necessary.

Jeremiah Seed, who delivered the address at Waterland's

funeral, hinted in the sermon that his elevation to the

episcopal bench was intended. Blographla Britannica augments

this with the claim that he was offered the Bishopric of

Llandaff. No date is given but since the post was vacant in

1738 and in 1740 the offer doubtless was made In one of these

years. Whether he declined because of his reluctance to

abandon projected writing plans or because of poor health, or

through knowledge of the scanty revenue then accruing from the

See of Llandaff, is not known.

His letter to John Loveday, written from Magdalene College

and dated July 6, 1740, described the situation that brought

T. Works. X. 412. A50, 454. ~ ~~~ ™
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both comfort and purpose to his last days.

It will not be long before I must return to
Twickenham, to stay there a month or two, in
the neighbourhood of the town. In. the mean
season I am here, in an agreeable situation,
amidst plenty of books, printed and manuscript,
entertaining myself, and serving diot nt
friends in a literary way. '

Many references in his correspondence indicate that his

health was not good for quite a number of years preceding his

death. In that weakened condition it required only an ingrown

toe-nail to eause an infection that could not be checked by

the medical science of that day,
' William Cole, the antiquary, has penned on one of

O

Waterland's letters to Mr# Gray, which appears in a collec¬

tion of original manuscripts deposited in the British Museum,

a comment that supplies some needed detail as to the closing

circumstances of his life. His authority for it is not

supplied:

He was attended here at Camb idge by the famous
Mr. Gheselden for many days from London: and
removing from Cambridge to Twickenham for change
of air, died there. . . Mr. Cheselden attended
for many days, at a great expense, and with
Dr. Plumptre, the Professor of Physic, attended,
him to Town.

Death at the comparatively early age of fifty-seven was

an occasion of deep regret to many who saw in Daniel Waterland

an example of his via media in the combination of his keen

• Ibid. , X, 442.
2. Cole's Collections, XXX pp. 170 et. seq.
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scholarship and genuine piety. His wife outlived him by

twenty-one years and never remarried. There were no
1

children. The encomium addressed to the Synod of the pro¬

vince of Canterbury within a year of Waterlnnd* s death by

Archbishop Potter was an outstanding tribute. He made

allusion to the honours which Waterland had "too modestly

refused," which further supports the belief that he was

offered a bishopric. There can be no doubt that the Church

of England suffered a distinct loss through his untimely death.

III. THE HISTORICAL SETTING

Daniel Waterland, in particular, must be seen in the

light of the influences that produced the "age of reason"

because his entire life-work was called into being by his

reaction to these Influences. His tendency was to reject

the novel and the untried but he himself bore the imprint

of the new age more than he realized. A consideration of

both the seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries is necessary

to a proper background for his works because he was a man of

two centuries not only by right of the fact that he lived in

both but also because in his mentality were blended traits of

each in a unique manner. Because of the many volumes already

written on these centuries and because their general features

1. Cole's Collections, I, 330.
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are familiar, only a brief glance at some characteristics of

those times will be necessary.

The Seventeenth Century. The poet who said "Something

there is that does not love a wall" was sayingmetaphorically

what many leaders in this century felt about the taboos and

confinements that had long walled off certain areas from

inquiry. The inevitable fruit of the Reformation with its

challenge to authoritarianism, began to be borne in the form

of a steadily increasing volume of questional questions about

Justice, authority, freedom, ethics, and human destiny. And,

though not apparent at first, the answers which began to be

supplied seemed to move God, and His will, more to the

circumference of things. To the consternation of s me Re¬

formers, it began to appear that the principles of the Re¬

naissance and Reformation, and of justification by faith with

its emphasis upon the individual conscience, had prepared the

Protestant world to receive the seeds of a theological ra¬

tionalism. It appeared that hard-earned truth would have to

suffer, along with oppressive authority, as the price of libe¬

ration from that very oppression.

The exposition of Reformation truth was hindered by the

fact that much of the theological writing conforms to the

pattern of tedious point for point contention with a solemn

parade of authorities behind each proposition and there is a

certain vagueness of statement which, after allowance is made
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for changing styles, still seems to have been intended.

The very thorough documentation of E. John MeLachlan's

recent book lends weight to one of his concluding observa¬

tions as to the cause of this obscurity:

... to argue from a man's silence that he did not
hold an opinion for which he might be ruined and Im¬
prisoned or, up to 1699» even hanged, seems rather
absurd. We have observed on the contrary, how
opponents of the received doctrines often carefully
trimmed their sails to the prevailing winds to avoid
shipwreck and purposely used vague and ambiguous
expressions.1

But the sails of the man who wished to speak of reason needed

no trimming because no party was prepared to declare Itself

opposed to having a sound rational basis.

The attraction of the "reasonable" grew steadily

throughout the century and by the time of Charles II science,

philosophy and theology were making their obeisance to the

new goddess. S. L. Bethell has chosen the date of the

Restoration, 1660, as a suitable division point between two

different conceptions of reason. Pre-Restoration reason went

beyond the mere function of mentality to include "faith,

intuition, feeling, as well as the more strictly rational
2

processes." Post-Restoration reason was more occupied with

the structure of matter, mathematics and the impersonal

1. H. John McLachlan, Socinianism in Seventeenth Century
England. (1951)* P»33^1

2. The Cultural Revolution of the Seventeenth Century (1951),
p. 51. *
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sciences leaving no moans of dealing with the complex spiri¬

tual, material, and soci 1 nature of man. nothing was pro¬

vided to take the place of the old reason that was so much

more than merely rational. T.S. Eliot probably refers to

this development in the conception of reason when he says of
A

the century that there was a "dioosociation of sensibility"

or split between thought and feeling. When reason thus be¬

came chiefly associated with systems of logic and mathemati¬

cal formulae it was bound to affect the attitude of men to¬

ward a God who would always lie beyond any system or formula.

The seventeenth century quarrel with scholastic methods

and dogmas, however, was not because of the insistence that

faith was above reason, which was granted by the most liberal

minded, but that further inquiry along experimental lines

seemed to be discouraged. The right to •uestion traditional

authority became a passionate demand and this led to an in¬

creasing indifference to the testimony of history in general

which cast suspicion upon anything from the past whether it

was good or bad. A historically grounded Faith had to make

ready its defences and men like John Locke were taking their

places on the battlements. Locke*s philosophical weapons were

somewhat new in the armoury but they were ideally suited for

a seventeenth century battle.

1. 'The Metaphysical Poets' in Selected Essays. (1932) p.287.
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The word MSocinlanism" began to be heard more and more

as the century wore on*. It was associated with Arianism,

Arminianism, and Anti-trinitarianism and was applied equally

to those who departed radically from the orthodox tenets and

to those who allowed to reason its legitimate place in

religion. While Arminius was, of course, in no sense an

Arian, it is true that his more liberal theology, with its

criticism of predestination and limited atonement, favoured

the spread of Socinian influence.

The new mode of thinking was in some ways typified by

the Cambridge Platonis-ts 'who .ere believed to share socinian

opinions. The Platoniots never intended any destructive

criticism of fundamental Christian truth and their rationalising

was largely an attempt to avoid extremes but one of the unfor¬

tunate by-products of this unwillingness to risk any passionate

commitment was a gradual decline toward mediocrity especially

in the realm of personal convictions. The lethargic state of

the church in the beginning of the eighteenth century is wit¬

ness to the persistence of this declension.

The Church of England was apparently not too deeply

disturbed by the new trend. McLachlan says that Socinian

reasonableness was valued by more than a few churchmen and

high-churchmen in particular were among the purchasers of
*1

Socinian books* It is significant that Locke and Hewton,

1. McLachlan, op. clt.. p*96.'
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who were decidedly anti-Athanasian and stoutly opposed to

metaphysical theology, and who felt at liberty to interpret

the Church's formularies according to their 'reasonable*

standards, were never considered anything but loyal churchmen

by the majority of their fellows.

A phenomenon of the latter part of this century was

Latitudinarianism, The name Latitudinarian was originally

applied to the Cambridge Platonists but was later transferred

to the school of liberal-minded men like Joseph Glanville

(1636-80), Simon Patrick (1626-1707) who became Bishop of

Ely, Edward Stillingfleet (1635-99) Bishop of Worcester, and

two Archbishops of Canterbury , John Tillotson (1630-9^) and

Thomas Tenison (1636-1715). They were, on the whole, con¬

servative men who held Reason in high regard and who had ut¬

most contempt for the various forms of ecstatic individualism

which were then beginning to be known as 'enthusiasm'. The

significance of this group will be more closely considered in
1

direct connection with Waterland in the following chapter.

The one unifying factor in the midst of all the diver¬

gencies was the co on loyalty to the Bible. Verbal infalli¬

bility was apparently the underlying theory of Bible inspira¬

tion but the uncritical acceptance of the Bible did not lead

even to the raising of such question® as the manner of inspi¬

ration. The slight change in emphasis, begun by Milton and

1. p. 93
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others who sincerely professed great reverence for the Book

but who began to seek moral guidance within its pages rather than

theological propositions, was the only precursor of the

future struggles over its very authenticity.

The state of the Church during this period was extremely

turbulent. It experienced in succession the early Stuarts,

with their emphasis on Divine Right of Kings resulting under

Archbishop Laud in an extreme form of Anglicanism* the Pro¬

tectorate with its Presbyterian triumph; and the Restoration

which, with James II, nearly reinstated Catholicism. As a

further complication, following the establishment of the

Ha noverian line, which should have restored some semblance

of normality within the church, or at least a greater measure

of tolerance, a considerable number of the clergy refused to

swear allegiance to the new sovereigns. They had fought all

their lives for the doctrines of Divine Right and Passive

Obedience, and now they preferred to suffer rather than to

abandon what they believed to be part of the divine will.

Thus the Hon-jurors, though admirable for their courage and

conviction, deprived the Church of more than k-00 of her leaders

when she could ill afford to spare them.

Notwithstanding these chaotic conditions the last years

of the seventeenth century saw some signe of active life

within the Church. There was the formation of the Religious

Societies, composed of godly young laymen who assembled for
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prayer and discussion,pledged themselves to a monthly or week¬

ly Communion, and interested themselves in philanthropic under¬

takings. And the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge

arose in 1698, ith its purpose of providing religious litera¬

ture, catechetical libraries and free schools for the Church

overseas as well as at home, especially in the villages where

there were no libraries. There was also a growing humanita¬

rian concern which expressed itself in prison reform, the

foundation of hospitals and the formation of Societies for

the Reformation of Manners. Whether these activities actually

testify to the existence of life in the Church or to the fact

that in some hearts there was an irrepressible desire to know

God and serve Him, in spite of the uncertain state of the

Church, would be difficult to assess.

In spite of the rational atmosphere of this century its

theology was in many ways irrational. The irrationality of

professing supreme devotion to the Bible and then subjecting

its every precept to an obviously higher authority, of labouring

to build a naturalistic structure on a stipernatural foundation,

of claiming that divine honours should be paid to Christ and

just as steadfastly repudiating his Godhead, all indicate that

rationalism in some aspects was little better than a surface

movement. "Reason" began to degenerate into a relativlstic

common sense and this, along with the fear of enthusiasm and

the unwillingness of many of the doctrinal innovators to risk
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loss of preferment In the Church, led to an eighteenth century

in which the mainsprings of both the religious and political

life of the country were relaxed.

The Eighteenth Century. The beginning of this century

has been called "the threshold of modern times" and it is, in

a special sense familiar to the modern mind. Cragg pointed

out that:

• . . the place of reason, the character' of morality,
the limits of authority, the nature of universe, the
reign of law - these are all questionswhich we still
debate. * • in essentially the same spirit. . .1

The man in the street was ready to consider the issues raised

in the seventeenth century, eaterlmd, writing in 1732,

quotes Hicholls who wrote at the turn of the century:

It is dreadful to think what numbers of men are

poisoned by infidel principles. For - they begin
to talk them in shops and stalls, and the cavils
of Spinosa and Hobbes are grown common even to the
rabb le.

A unique development was the calling into uestion of the

very foundations of natural religion itself.. Berkeley and

Hume no longer devoted much thought to the question of

Christian evidences but were challenging the traditional con¬

ception of God. Shaftesbury was saying, before the century

was even well begun, that if there were a God, He could do no

1. G.R. Cragg, From Puritanism to the Age of Reason. (1950),
p. 11.

2. Nicholls, Conference with a Theist. p.5, cited in Works,
VIII, 40.
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more than ratify the immutable and self-existent distinctions

of right and. wrong, beauty and deformity. Philosophers were

beginning to resent the necessity of making their findings

serve theology.

Locked philosophy was typical of the eighteenth although

he lived mostly in the seventeenth century. The passion

that motivated his investigation of God and Bible was a desire

for mathematical cex'tainty. The distinction he made between

reason and revelation became an eighteenth century norm:

Reason is natural revelation whereby the Eternal . . •

communicates to mankind that portion of truth which
he has laid , ithln the reach of their natural
faculties. RevelatlGn is natural reason enlarged
by a new set of discoveries communicated by God
immediately, which reason vouches the truth of, by
the testimony and proofs it gives that they come
from God.'

Christianity was to be simplified to the point of recognizing

as a Christian any person who accepted Christ as a Messiah,

Locke spoke against the traditional systems of theology but he

held firmly what he considered to be the fundamentals.

John Toland was a great exponent of "natural religion"

and he undermined revelation in his attempt to make reason and

revelation the same thing which would elegate the Bible to a

mere possible source of Divine direction. His complete in¬

difference to Church authority resulted In his accommodation
2

of Scripture to what he co sidered to be the voice of reason.

The Works of John Locke. (1751), I, 334.
2. See Christianity Not Mysterious. (1696), p.170.
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He took Locke's premises to their logical conclusions but
arrived at such a differ nt point of view that he was usually
associated with the rise of Deism whereas Locke's orthodoxy
was seldom questioned.

The style of orthodox defence that developed in tho first
half of the century is represented by Joseph Butler. The main
thesis of his Analogy was that the same mystery exists in both
nature and Scripture so both must have the same author. He

was answering the Christianity Hot Mysterious theme of Toland

and maintains that faith ceases to be faith if there is no

element of mystery. He perceived that Hie real weakness of

eighteenth century Deism was its inclination to make man the

measure of all things and his penetrating analysis of such

inadequacies contributed to the discrediting of Deism in the

course of the first half of the century.

In commenting on the theological works of the piriod,
John Dowden commends the Church for being willing to meet the

opponents of revelation on thoir own ground. ^ He thus ack¬

nowledges that the major writers were grounding their works

on philosophy. He says further that "there has been a ten¬

dency to unduly underrate the labours of the eighteenth cen¬

tury and to regard contemptuously an epoch that did much
2

valuable if not very brilliant work." A possible explanation

1. The Theological Literature of the Church of England (1897),
p. Soft,

2. Ibid. j p. 190.



36

for the lack of brilliancy can be found in the metaphysical

character of the arguments and in the prevalence of contro¬

versial writing in which skill is not so readily recognisable

as in essays or treatises.

The early years of the eighteenth century were marked by

fierce religious disputes in which the Presbyterians, who were

bent on gaining rights equal to those of the Anglicans,

attempted to take advantage of William Ill's Calvinistlc pre¬

disposition. Finally, in the reign of ueen Anne, it appeared

that the contesting parties reached a stalemate and there

settled down over the coun ry an era of exhaustion, rather

than peace. The Tories were in power and in close alliance

with the High Church party in 1702 but after their abortive

attempts to restore the Convocations of the Church, the Whigs

were able to gain the ascendancy and held it from 1714 to 1760.

This fairly even balance of power meant that neither group

could put through its reforms and both were depleting them¬

selves trying to gain the majority.

The Church, as an influence in public life, probably

reached its lowest ebb in this period. Although there were

exceptions such as Bishop Burnet, Archbishop Wake, and

Archbishop Sharp, the clergy was, as a class, unpopular. A

combination of non-residence, pliiralism, nepotism and syco¬

phancy raised an ever more audible complaint that found its

expression in non-attendance at the services as well as in
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outright denunciation of the rich clergy for their avarice.

The poorer servants of the Church, who often did all the

work that was done in the place of their absentee superiors,

were despised as being ignorant and untrained. As each

bishop was obliged to spend more than half the year in London,

and. travel was so slow, he very seldom saw his own clergy and

such functions as confirmation .'.ere regularly performed on a

large scale b,cause they were so infrequent. Jt is recorded

that Lake, when Bishop of Lincoln, confirmed as many as 1200
1

at one sitting at Grantham in 1709.

The Industrial Revolution, in the latter half of the

century produced enormous changes in the life of the people

and was one of the great turning-points of history, hew

sources of power along with advance in technology c oated vast

industrial areas and completely changed the pattern of life

for a large number of people. The Church of England seems to

have been largely indifferent to these changes, probably due

to the lack of leadership and political stalemate. ut a new

outbreak of life, more often manifested outside the Church

than within, did appear. The Evangelical Revival, as it has

since been called, however irksome the * Sabbath-keeping* of

'methodisra' may h've been, and hov ever frequently denounced as

'fanatical*, was led by earnest men who, being unacceptable

in most churches of the Establishment, preached fiery, heart-

searching messages on any street corner or in any available

1* See the figures in N•Sykes, Church and State in England in
the XVIII Century (1934), Appendix A.
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bam bo long as a crowd could bo gathered. The Influence of

John Wesley was but a part of this great movement of the

Spirit which affected the Church in many ways. There was some

stirring within the High Church party at this time, chiefly

In reaction to the Evangelicals but it was not far-reaching.

The sounding of the voice of liberalism, criticising both

Enthusiasm and Eccleelasticism and calling for the reforma¬

tion of creeds, liturgies and institutions, was, of course,

to be heard in this progressive eighteenth century. As a

result of their activity there were passed in 1791, a number

of acts, calling for 'Relief' for Dissenters and Catholics.

Through all these developments the established Church remained

largely intolerant of other Christians, and even the Evange¬

licals within the Church were generally regarded as being in¬

sufferably puritanical and extravagant. Some of the Incidents

reported in Wesley's journal could well justify such judgment

but the only signs of spiritual vitality in this period seem

to have been in these 'unofficial* movements.

This short summary reveals the extent to which Daniel

Waterland, the loyal churchman, was caught up in the current

of his times. His Church admittedly was decadent but it is,

nevertheless, plain that any history of the eighteenth century

must involve the history of that Church. All the distinguishable

philosophical trends and patterns of thought were in some de¬

finite way related to it. The growth of scientific thought
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and the love of Reason, giving rise to Deism, were in most

instances an indication of a search by Church members for a

purer and simpler faith. The pantheistic and unitarian

character of Deism was perceived by few at this time. The

appearance of the Evangelicals Indicates a similar seeking

for a more personal and vital religious experience which the

Church apparently did not afford* but few of the evangelical

leaders could have realised the far-reaching disruptive

possibilities with which their quest was fraught. The spirit

of liberalism expressed itself first in the longing for

emancipation from tradition and provincialism as manifested

in the Church but the request was always for reform and not

for secession. Waterland is not typical of his century being

conservative and often reactionary, but he reacted to the

primary Impulses of the age. These are better epitomized,

perhaps, by the deeply religious churchman John Locke whose

Christian faith rested upon three essentials - Reason,

Simplicity and Morality.

Basil Willey has written one of the best recent accounts

of the "nature" of the eighteenth century. He shows that it

loses all reference to what is original or primitive, and re¬

lates mo e to what is congenial to those in whom human nature

is most fully developed, the educated of the more polite

nations. Willey uses a typical phrase of Dryden's to

1. Basil Willey, The Eighteenth Century Background, pp.19f«
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establish this: "those things which delight all ages, must

have been an imitation of Nature." Who "all ages" were, was

never made clear. This individualistic and relative standard

is responsible for the uncertainty that appears in much of

the theological writing of the time.

The eighteenth century revealed that "nature" was as much

in need of explanation as some of the perplexities of natural

phenomena and it became increasingly plain that the stress on

reason, in spite of its acknowledged benefits, could produce

a rationalism that became oppressive as it exercised a more

and more constricting influence on religious thought. To

force religion into a utilitarian mould was to make it inade¬

quate for the needs of the whole man and r tional theology

could not replace from its own resources some vital principles

of religion that were only to be found within the sphere of

revelation. The success of the Tesleys in this period suggests

that a reaction had already set in at the mid-century point

and Hume strengthened that reaction by pr ving, with a

compelling chain of reasoning, that man cannot live by reason

alone. Kant's demonstration of the inconclusiveness of the

Rationalist's theistlc arguments further weakened the domi¬

nance of Rationalism as a philosophy and helped to prepare

the way for Idealism.
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CHAPTER II

WATERLAIiD AS A THEOLOGIAN

As Waterland was one among many eighteenth century theo¬

logians some of whom were only of temporary significance, and

because his ivorks arc not cited as frequently as are many of

his contemporaries, it is necessary to show, by the estimate

of his friends and the respect of his opponents, by the judg¬

ment of qualified historians, and by a candid assessment of

his scholarship, that his theological writing is of superior

quality.

I. PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

Waterland1 a literary manner ivaa suited to theological

writing in that there was about it a dignity and composure

that remained even when he found it necessary to retaliate

to the utterly scomful treatment that seemed to be essential

to the style of some controversialists. To be acquainted with

Waterland's works is to feel that Van Mildert was not indulging

in biographical adulation when he said of his authors

. . . there was a generosity, a noble-mlndedness In
his disposition which, if It did not always restrain
him from impetuosity, never suffered him to harbour
a rancorous sentiment under the mask of affected



42

1
candour and forbearance.

Waterland's willingness to recognise ability and other

praiseworthy qualities of his opponents would seem to

support this comment of Van Mildeit. Waterland affirmed

of Clarke that he did not wish to:

. . • undervalue what he has now, or at any time
well written for the real service of religionj but
the better he has performed in some points, the more
necessary is it to take notice where he has deserved
censure.2

In referring to Clarke's character he was frank to say that

he found "no fault with the author's morality, which is excel¬

lent i ... he appears to have been sincerely well affected to
3

virtue and Christian morality. . .

Another observation that may aid the acquiring of a

clearer conception of Waterland's approach to the problems

of theology is that his style was enlivened by wit. It broke

through the heaviness of the subject frequently and was dis¬

played to good advantage particularly when his assailants re¬

mained anonymous. In response to the Objector's remark that

Baalam's ass must have had quite a number of ideas to speak

as it did, Waterland retorted:

Now as to the number of ideas which the ass must havej
I believe, she had as many as asses commonly haven and
he may please to count them at his leisure, for his own
amusement!^

1• forks, I, 343.
2. Ib i d., V, 374.
3. Ibid. , V, 427.
*»-• ibid. , in answer to Tindal's Christianity as 01 J. as the

Creation. VI, 108.
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Thjs quotation, and those of the previous paragraph, are cited

to indicate the underlying attitude that prevailed in spite

of the r ucous name-calling that was part of the style at

the time. Serious theological work was done in spite of

this and done, certainly in Waterland's case, with considerable

grace.

An appreciation of Waterland'3 controversial effective¬

ness requires an understanding of those special abilities

that he demonstrated throughout his works. That he was a

formidable antagonist could be concluded from Bishop Watson's

comment on his writings: "... they were much esteemed by

the orthodox, and they may be properly consulted by such Arians

and Socinianc as wish to know what can be advanced against

their principles."1 Overton judged him to be: "» • » the

ablest contx»oversialist, perhaps, of the eighteenth century."

The particular skill that called forth* the generous estimates

cited above was his ability to pursue a given point through

all the verbal twists and turns of his disputants. lie was

meticulous in pursuing the fine points but never seemed to

get lost in the detail or to spend time on inconsequential

matter.

1. Cited by Wm.T. Lowndes in British Librarian, p. 629.
2. J.H. Overton, The Evangelical Revival in the Eighteenth

Century. (1886), p. 191 •



A careful reading of the Deictic literature that appeared

in the latter part of the seventeenth century and the early

part of the eighteenth, will reveal the tendency to retain

familiar phrases hut to redefine meanings. Waterlnnd was

export in the detection of this and no doubt disconcerted any

who might have been inclined to indulge in it by such meaning¬

ful thrusts as the following;

I was once of the opinion (but let it pass for con¬
jecture only) that the Doctor, having a mind to intro¬
duce the Arian heresy, thought to do it obliquely?
not by calling the Son a creature, which is gross, but
by denying his necessary existence, which comes to the
same thing? and yet this was to be done covertly,
under the name of self-existence? a word with two
faces, one to oblige friends, the other to keep off
adversaries. But this may be my fancy only.1

It was this insight, combined with a remarkable clarity

of expression, that resulted in "lucid controversial writing"

that would assure him "a standard place amongst English theo-
p

logians", at least in the opinion of Debary. Overtoils

recognition of this unique combination is apropos here;

. . . the faculties both of thinking clearly and of
expressing thoughts clearly are absolutely essential.
These two qualifications Dr. v.aterland possessed in a
remarkable degree. He always knew exactly what he
meant, and he also knew how to convey his meaning to
his readers. His style is nervous and lucid, and he
never sacrifices clearness to the graces of diction . .

'But no one can ever complain that Dr. Waterland is
obscure, d

Works, II, XVIII.
2. Thomas Debary, A History of the Church of England. (1860),

p. 457.
3. C.J. Abbey and J.IT. Overton, The English Church in the

Eighteenth Century. (1887), p.213^
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There were other abilities that contributed to the quality

of Waterland*8 theological writing and some of these will be

recognized as they appear in the actual study of his doctrine®

His insight and precise manner of expression were mentioned

in this preliminary statement because they do characterize

all of his works#

The Testimony of his Friends and of his Opponents#

A theologian*s friends and correspondents will usually indi¬

cate something of his standing. In this case, the names are

significant: Bent ley, Sherlock, Law, J'enkin, Grey, Baker,

Lewis, Chapman, Wheatly, Felton, Ilorbery and Hearne# It will

be recognised that these men, who were his personal friends,

were among the foremost leaders of the Church of England.

There may be added to these names those of Archbishops Potter

and Dawes, and of Bishops Robinson and Gibson, who by commenda¬

tory speeches or other recognition of his prowess, testified

to the equality of his theological contribution# Although

Bishops Watson and Van Mlldert were of a later date, their high

esteem for his works has significance.

A further revelation of a controversialist's standing is

seen in the calibre of his opponents# Cla ke, Whitby, and

Sykes were all men of distinguished ability and, although

Jackson's reputation stood at a slightly lower level, his

dogged determination must class hln as a worthy foe. Indirect

op ositlon came from Middleton, Iloadly and Whiston.



46

The Plain Account of the Nature and End of the Sacrament,

which was published in 1735 by Bishop Hoadly, who was a

disciple and friend of Samuel Clarke, was one of the reasons

for the appearance of Waterlnnd's treatise on the Eucharist

that came out in 1737.

In view of the number of Clarke's antagonists, It is

enlightening to read Debary's opinion that, "Clarke's chief
1

opponent in this controversy was Dr. Waterland", It Is too

much to say, with Hore, that Yaterland M. • • utterly derao-
2

llshed Clarke and his teaching", but at least it is justi¬

fiable to conclude that they were in the same class.

Leslie Stephen is the only recognized writer who has

devoted any real effort to his criticism of Waterland's theo¬

logy within the last seventy-five years. A brief considera¬

tion of the man and of his theological point of view may be

useful in assessing Waterland's theological worth since his

discussion of Waterland was a singular performance and of

comparatively recent date.

Stephen decisively rejected the historical evidence of

Christianity in 1862. He had begun his training for the

Christian ministry and, although he • • had never taken the

clerical vocation very seriously", he did not relinquish his

orders until 1875« His essays on "Free Thinking and Plain

1. Debary, op. cit.. p. 456.
2. A.H. Hore, History of the Church of England. (1873)? P?430.
3* Dictionary of National Biography. 2nd Supplement, Vol.Ill,

p# 400#
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Speaking", published in 1873> constituted him a leader of the

agnostic school and a chief challenger of the orthodox faith#

He was president of the Ethical Societies of London and a

further manifestation of his interest in ethics appeared in

the publication of his social Rights and Duties in 1896. His

interests were in these ways typical of nineteenth century

religion and It was therefore not surprising that he should

refer to Vaterland*s writing as a

. . • brutal theology which gloried in trampling on
the best instincts of its opponents, and which is,
in the sphere of religion, what a cynical admira-.
tion of brute force is in the sphere of politics.

nor that he should describe it as . . this most unlovely

product of eighteenth century speculation". This was but

an eloquent way of saying that he objected to Waterlund*s

• • natural tendency to ground the evidence of religion

upon the testimony of facts", and could not tolerate that

the ". * « historical basis was the sole and sufficient basis. .

Stephen's ethical key-note and his rejection of much of the

Bible obliged him to criticise Waterland's theology.

The Estimation of recognised Historians. It is admitted

that the evaluation of Waterland's theological contribution

by men writing on the period, even though they are for the

most part church historians and well acquainted with theological

1. Leslie Stephen, Lnglish Thought in the Eighteenth Century.
(1876k Vol. 1, p. 258.

2. Loc* cit.
3» Loc. cit*
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literature, may reflect their own bias but the following re¬

ferences are not submitted for the sake of accurate classifi¬

cation but rather for the purpose of providing a consensus of

opinion of those familiar with the century.

John Dowden, after surveying the theological literature

of the Church of England, called the eighteenth century "the

age of the Christian Apologists". This designation, combined

with Dowden's great appreciation of Waterland, would make it

appear that, in the estimation of one who was familiar with

the whole field of theological writing, the work of Waterland

had left its mark on the century. Overton, after discussing

Waterland*s method, concluded the remarks by describing him

as • • this great writer - one of the few really great

divines who belong to the eighteenth century and who handled

the mysterious subject of the trinity.The word "great" is

again employed by Creed and Boys Smith when they state that:

"Though there were exceptions, such as Waterland, the great

theological writers of the eighteenth century were not

interested in patristic learning as the divines of the seven¬

teenth century had been. *

1. John Dowden, Theological Literature of the Church of
England, (1897)* p.200»

2* Doc* clt.. also p.311.
3. Abbey and Overton, op. cit. , p,213»
4* Religious Thought in the Eighteenth Century. (1934), p.xxii.
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A judgment of Vv'aterland' a /riting as religious literature

is found in the affirmation of Plummer:

When we look more particularly at religous litera¬
ture there are some great names. . . \ orks which
are still of great value; . «, . and Water land's
Critical History of the Athanasian Creed.1

Killer lists aterland with Swift, Berkeley, Butler and others

as being evidence that, among the learned professions, . .

2
the clergy produced as many authors of dis inctlon as any other:"

There seems to be no difference of opinion among histo¬

rians as to Waierland's loyalty to the fundamentals of the

Faith. Leslie Stephen was convinced that he was "the greatest

living champion of orthodoxy" which is a denotation of parti¬

cular interest because Stephen's antipathy for Waterland's

doctrine was so pronounced that he would hardly give him undue

recognition.

It was the considered opinion of Creed and Boys Smith

that England, in the second half of the eighteenth century,

. .no longer maintained the position in theological thought

she had held during the earlier half of the century."3 in view

of the agreement of numerous writers that Waterland's theolo¬

gical influence was important, it would not be overstraining

the point to conclude that his -untimely death in 1740 had some

1. Alfred Plummer, The Church of England In the Eighteenth
Century, (1910), p. 11.

2. Samuel Killer, Brief Retrospect of the Eighteenth Century.
(1803), cited by Plamm'er, op. cit.'"""p. fZ

3. Creed and Boys mith, op. cit., p.xxvi.
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bearing upon the qualitative reduction in English theological

thought in the second half of the century.

Reasons for the loss of interest in Waterland's works*

The question that remains to be answered after viewing the

numerous testimonies to Waterland's genius is: why is he so

seldom quoted or read to-day? It is true that his name appears
A

in the title of a book published as recently as 1940 but it

can safely be said that his works are not usually rated with

those of the foremost theologians of his period. This observa¬

tion may be substantiated by a perusal of the Table of Contents

of any recently published eighteenth century studies. Chajiters

are devoted to Butler, Clarke, Tindal, Whiston, Sherlock, Law

or Wesley but not one book contains a similar article on

Waterland. This seems inconsistent with the commendation

given him by many of these modern authors in passing referen¬

ces.

There is no evidence that Waterland's writing was in any

way inferior to the others* The surrounding circumstances were

undoubtedly responsible for the apparent loss of interest in

his contributions. In the first place nearly all of his work

was done in opposition to someone else's theology and with

frequent reference to it. The only major exceptions to this

1. C*W* Dugmore, Kucharistic Doctrine in England from Hooker
to Waterland. ~ "
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were his Review of the Doctrine of the Eucharist, and

Critical History of the Athanasian Creed, both of which it has

been noted, were generally recognised as being superior. The

genius of pursuing a point through the Intricacies of theolo¬

gical verbiage, sometimes deliberately obscure, and of con¬

tinuing the chase through a series of "replies" to a well-

defined and clearly stated conclusion, may not be as apparent

as in the case of a carefully worded treatise. Water-land was

convinced of the absolute necessity of this pursuits

We desire no metaphysics but in our own necessary
self-defence: if you begin in that way, we must
also enter the lists in the sane way, and oppose
false metaphysics with true? to sho the world
your wanderings and your inconsistencies, even in
what you most rely upon, ... 1

but he tried, as far as possible, to avoid useless quibbling.

He often protested the devious paths of his opponents:

, • » it was with me a preliminary article, that
we should not run from point to point, to make a
rambling and fruitless dispute of Itj without
settling and clarifying any thing. . . It would
be endlesG for me to explain my meaning every time
you mistake Itj for every explanation will still
want a further explanation, and so on ad infinitum.
I have neither leisure nor inclination to procee^
in this wayi nor do I see to what purpose it is.*-

Waterland was quite aware of the limitations of such debate

and would, without doubt, have chosen a more effective means

^orks, III, 308.
2. Ibid. , IV, 388, f.
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of accomplishing his end but there seemed to be no alternative.

Doctrine had been advanced that needed counteraction, he had

launched upon his career at the crucial time, and his

abilities were particularly suited to polemical writing.

A second reason for Waterland*s loss of prominence was

that his works did not echo a certain characteristic note of

the eighteenth century. He thought that the revolt against

tradition and history was a passing reaction and was unwilling

to surrender the light shed by the early writings upon the

Scripture. In this matter he found himself at odds with many

who gained public recognition by their avowal of the newly

exalted arbiter of truth, reason, which was believed to be

antagonistic to tradition in general. He was no opponent of

reason in its proper sphere, nevertheless, his patristic

emphasis quite possibly has diminished his importance for
an

historians of/eighteenth century that is generally remembered

for an "enlightenment" that revolted against the past.

?h t Waterland's influence has always been classed among

conservative forces would certainly lessen the possibility

of his being given equal recognition with those that provided

historians with a new and thus distinctive means of classifica¬

tion. Waterland was not a conservative in any extreme sense

but Gragg, writing of seventeenth century men who also were

wary of novelty, supports the contention that the tendency is

to forget the contribution of those who do not forsake the
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past so readily:

• • • nor should the contribution of the conserva¬
tives be overlooked. An *anchor out of the stern'
may help to forestall disaster.

Waterland' s scholarship. Prom the account of his life

it is plain that he was of a studious nature and that he

sought to utilize every opportunity to Improve his mind. He

wrote of his controversy with Jackson:

I was more inclined to it, for my own instruction
and improvement, ... no method could be more
proper for the .training up one's mind to a time
and sound judgment of things, than that of private
conferences in 'writing} exchanging letters, making
answers, • • .

Waterland greatly appreciated scholarship and had little

patience with those who tried to base their arguments on their

sincerity alone. lie advised one of his correspondents to:

• • believe also that others, as sincere as you,
have carefully studied the same Scriptures\ ...
Our business is not to consider the sincerity of
the men but the nature, quality, and tendency of
the doctrine ... by the strength of the evidence.

Hot only did he argue from evidence but he displayed an unusual

ability in knowing what could or could not be safely admitted,

what was irrelevant, and what was really pertinent to the

argument. In controversial literature this is, in a special

sense, a mark of scholarship.

Although the need was generally ignored in the early

eighteenth century and most of the issues that challenged

1. Crag ;, op. cit. , p.10.
works, I, iii.

3. Ibid. , III, 8.
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Waterland did not require it, there was an indication of a

critical approach to the ancient manuscripts in several of

his incidental remarks. His reference to "a marginal gloss . •

A

afterwards foisted into the text", and his contention that he

had "good reason, and sufficient authority, even for correcting

the manuscripts In relation to that wordj showing by an histo¬

rical deduction and critical reasons what the reading ought to

be, * • . "2 are at least suggestive of his technique in study.

One of his accomplishments which was never employed in

any of his printed works and thus not generally appreciated,

was a proficiency in English Bible manuscripts. In his letters

to -Lewis^ he revealed familiarity with at least ninety versions

and manuscripts and he made detailed reference; to twenty-five

major manuscripts. Painstaking work in English etymology is

displayed throughout the correspondence and he must have been

acquainted with most of the larger libraries in England to

have gained such thorough knowledge of the subject. Van Mildert

attested his ability in this field with the following:

Many of his observations on the peculiarities of style,
phraseology, and orthography, in the earliest English
translations of the Bible, and on the internal evidence
of the times in which they were written, show much
critical sagacity and discernment: . . •

1. Works. V, 166.
2. Ibid. , IV, 62.
3. Ibid. , X, 288 f.
4. Ibid. . I, 299.
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In dealing with Waterland's doctrinal teaching there

will be opportunity for only indirect refe ence to his

scholarship. For this reason a short account of his Critical

History of the Athanasian Creed Is here provided as an example

of the thoroughness of his work and the calibre of his erudi¬

tion. That he made a creditable contribution is proved by

the fact that nearly all further research relating to origin

and authorship of the Creed takes his findings into account.

The issue that led Waterland to take up this study gre..

out of the effort of Clarke and others to undermine the

Trinitarian teaching of the Creed by showing that it was of

a much later date that had been formerly concluded. The

antiquity of such a document determined the degree of authori¬

ty that it could wield in doctrinal disputes and so there ©as

need for a competent investigation of its sources at this

particular time.

He first listed the opinions of thirty-two modern

scholars who had expressed their views on the date and author¬

ship of the Creed. The majority dated it in the fifth or sixth

century but there was considerable variation as to the author.

The largest number of the scholars who were in agreement was

the eight who believed the author to be Italian. Clarke's views

in the matter were included and the lateness of the date he

advocated was conspicuous. In the next chapter Waterland cited

the ancient testimonies as to its public reception and use,
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beginning with the Council of Autun in 670 and coming down

to the year 1439« Of the thirty-six authorities, sixteen

implied a date for public reception earlier than 1000, which

was Clarke*s date for its first admission into the Church.

In the third chapter evidence relating to the title and re¬

ception of the Creed was gathered from the manuscripts of

ancient commentators and paraphrasts. The first of these

was Venantius Portunatus in the year 570 and there were twelve

others of various nationality, each succeeding the other

chronologically until the year 1478. The fourth chapter w&a

entirely devoted to the Latin manuscripts since there was

little doubt that the Creed was originally written in Latin,

and began x?lth a text which Archbishop Ussher had dated at

600. Twenty-four others'were taken in order concluding with
}

a manuscript from the Bodleian Library which was written in

1400. He took particular notice of whether the Psalters were

Galilean or Roman in this section intending to use the informa¬

tion in determining the place of origin. Only two were Roman,

neither being among the earlier ones, and the rest were

Galilean. The fifth chapter was devoted to the ancient

versions, printed or manuscript. The examination of these

shed light on the time and place of reception and indicated

the value placed upon the Creed in the different countries.

The French versions were the earliest, beginning at 850, and

the others, listed chronologically according to the date of
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each country's version, were: German, 870$ Anglo-Saxon, 930s

and the Greek versions which were much later. The sixth

chapter was then used to consider the reception of the Creed

in the churches of the different countries. Prance or Gaul

was again first with the date 550. The chronological listing

of the others resulted in the following order: Spain, Germany,

England and Italy. Rome was separately considered and listed

last having received the Creed in 930. There was a concluding

general consideration of the Eastern churches. In the seventh

chapter Waterland proceeded to incorporate the findings of

the preceding chapters with the evidence gained by examina¬

tion of the early records as to the specific heresies that

appeared in different periods of early church history and

from this he drew conclusions relating to time and place of

authorship. The eighth chapter dealt specifically with the

identifying of the author of the Creed. In the ninth he

further substantiated his affirmation that the Creed contained

nothing but the doctrines held by the Church in the very

earliest times by placing, in parallel columns, the Creed and

passages pertinent to the credal doctrine from authors who

lived and wrote before 430. In the tenth chapter he provided

a complete commentary on the Creed attempting to show the

logic and solid scriptural support upon which the various

articles were based. In the final chapter he endeavoured to

vindicate the Church of England's receiving and retaining of

the Creed.
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Waterland concluded that the Creed was first published

in Gaul about 430 and he ascribed its composition to Hilary,

Bishop of Aries. His reasons for selecting Hilary may be

summed up as follows: (1) the Creed reads like a statement

of faith such as a bishop might compose upon the beginning

of his episcopacy, (2) Hilary's ability is acknowledged to

have been equal to such a work, (3) Honoratus, who compiled

a life of Hilary, made reference to his work entitled

Symboli expositio ambienda which was similar to a title pre¬

fixed to some copies of the Athanasian Creed, (4) Hilary ad¬

mired Augustine which could account for the similarity between

the Creed's phraseology and the expressions of the Bishop of

Hippo, (5) Vincentius, who belonged to the monastery of Lerins,

of which Hilary was once abbot, appears to imitate many of

the phrases in the Creed, (6) the character and style of

Hilary's extant writing Is very similar to the terse, anti¬

thetic language of the Creed

Although it would have been no reflection upon Waterland's

ability, had later discoveries proved him wrong, it is inte¬

resting that modern scholarship, has sought the origins of the

uicuraque Vult in much the same general direction. The final

Report of the Ritual Commission of 1867* which raised the

issue of the use of the Creed in the Church, led to fresh in¬

vestigations of its early history. J.R. Lumby's The History

of the Creeds, appearing in 1873* and C#A. Swalnson's works in
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4

1870 and 1875 both supported the view that there were two

separate compositions that were not brought together to form

the Creed, as we have it to-day,until the ninth century. The

two-portion theory was also supported by Professor Harnaek

and this theory prevailed for a time although G,D#W. Ommanney's

works, The Athanasian Creed in 1875» and Earl.v History of the

Athanasian Creed in 1880, opposed the theory and contended

for fifth century authorship. Lumtoy challenged the dates

ivhich Cmmanney assigned to three early commentaries! the

Paris, Bouhier, and Oratorian, which were the mainstays of

his case, and thus the matter was left undecided. By 1897»

however, Loofs could declare that the two-portion theory was
2

dead.

More significant was A*E. Bum's The Athanasian Creed

and Its Early Commentaries, published in 1896, in hieh he

concluded that the two-portion theory rested on evidence that

was incomplete, that the earliest commentaries demonstrate the

union of the portions in a single work from the inception

of the Creed, and that the internal evidence points irre¬

sistibly to the time of the Apolllnarian heresy which latter

1. There were two: The Athanasian Greed and its Usage in the
English Church. (18^0}, and wAn Account of the Growth and
Reception of the Sermon on the Faith Commonly Called 'The
Creed of St. Athanaslus, contained in his work entitled
The Hicene and Apostles' Creeds, (1875).

2.—iKiwrr F.Loop's Athanaslum appeared in the third
edition of Realencyclopadie ftlr Protestantlsche Theologie
und Kirche.
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conclusion was the exact original argument of Waterland.

Burn substantiated the conclusions of Water-land in practi¬

cally every item except the identity of the author. He

based his selection of Honoratus, founder of Lerins and Bishop

of Aries in 427, upon two funeral sermons preached by Hilary

and Pauetus. Paustus was unknown to Waterlnnd.

Inoneof the last articles that the aged Dr. Burn wrote,

in 1 9 2 6 , entitled The Authorship of the uiermcme Vult,

he says: "I have always contended for the theory of Waterland
* 1

that the creed dated from ApolLinarian times." And goes on
p

to explain that, after reading Seeberg's review of Brewer's
3

article with its very scholarly presentation of evidence

favouring fourth century authorship by Saint Ambrose, he is

quite convinced that no better conclusion had been reached.

No one devoted more attention to the Creed's history

than the French Benedictine Dom Germain orin and his changing

opinions reflect the complexity of the problem. He was first

led to postulate Caesarius, >i3hop of Aries, (died in 542),
5

another member of the Lerins community, as the author.

1. J.T.S. , Vol. XXVII, p.26, (1926).
2. Reinhold Ceeberg, Text-Book of the History of Doctrines.
(1922-3), 3rd ed.

3. Heinrich Brewer, Das sogenannte A.thanaisianische Glaubens-
bekenntnis ein Werk des heiligen Amb'rosius. ("1909).

4. This conclusion is largely accepted by F.J. Badcock,
History of the Creeds, 2nd Ed., (1938).

5. ' ,(Le Symbole dfAtiianase et don Premier T&noin S. C^salred'Arles.1'
Revue Blblique XVIII, 1901, pp. 337-363.
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By 1911 he felt there was no certain testimony to the
-J

use of the Creed before the time of Isadore of Seville.
# A

But the brief note in his "Etudes, Textes, DScouvertes"*

suggests a reluctance to abandon the earlier date and Caesa¬

rian associations, which, of course, approximate more closely

to Waterland* e findings*'

The value of painstalciig and astute research, even under

the handicap of certain source limitations, was demonstrated

in this early eighteenth century treatise by the Master of

Magdalene. The wisdom of concurring with Ileadlam's reference

to, "the well-known work of Waterland, an admirable example

of English scholarship"^ will be recognised.

1. "l/Origine du Symbol© d'Athanase", J.IV :. , XII, (1911)»
p, 161-190, 337-361. Cf. Edmund Bishop, Lifcurglca Histories.
(1918), p. 198-202 who agreed substantially'with this
conclusion of Morin's.

2. Vol.1, (1913), p.43-4
3. Cf. also A.c.Headlam, History, Authority, and Theology.
4. Op. cit. p. 111.
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II. BASIC FACTORS IN WATERLAND'S THEOLOGY

General vie s on doctrine. Waterland repeatedly stated

that his basic teat for the truth of any doctrine was that it

must . • be tried by Scripture, reason, and antiquity."

The order of these was important and never varied: Scripture

was revealed truth; reason led to the best interpretation of

revealed truth; and antiquity provided confirmation of that

interpretation of revealed truth. Thus Revelation must always

be given first place, but it was linked with antiquity in the

particular sense indicated in the following:

There are two ways of proving the antiquity, and
consequently the verity of a doctrine; namely,
Ccripture and Church history; and these two differ
only in the manner of proof, or in the degree of
moral certainty.2

Since each of these three will be examined separately

this brief recognition of their importance to Waterland's

theological structure will suffice except, to point out that

the strength of his doctrinal writing lay in the combining

of historical e\'idence with rational interpretation. He did

not deny the value of nature's verification of theological

truth, granting that:

. . . all the marks cf wisdom, power, or majesty,
discoverable in this grand palace, and august
stricture of the universe, are so many arguments
of his divinity and^proclaim him to be the eternal
and omnipotent God.J

1 • 'forks, II, xlii.
2. Works. V, 270.
3. Ibid. , II, 52,
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but the recognition of God's omnipotence was of little value

without historical revelation.

Waterland saw himself as a defender of Primitive Church

doctrine against all who menaced it and he did not feel it

presumption to say, in writing to a friend: "My hands . . .

are pretty full at present in maintaining the Catholic cause

(allow me to so call it) against the Arians; * . » " Calvinism

was a departure from the "Gatholic" teaching because of its

antinomian tendencies and, in this issue, he identified him¬

self with Bull:

Bishop Bull's bitterest adversaries were mostly
systematical men (properly so called) and such as
had been bred up (during the great Rebellion) in
the Predestinarian and Antinomian tenets . * • that
excellent man prevailed over his adversaries? truth
over error, antiquity over novelty, the Church of
Christ over Calvin and his disciples.

Little reference to Arminius is made in Late: land's forks

but there is abundant evidence that he shared in the wide¬

spread reaction, in England, against the harsh expressions of
3

Calvinist deteminism. There was a presage of Arminlan thought

long before the name of Arminius came to be associated with it.

Latimer, Hooper, Andrewes, Hooker and the Puritan, John Goodwin,

were obviously influenced. Laud and Juxon were mainly respon¬

sible for bringing the teaching directly into relationship

with the High Church theology but it was the Broad-Churchmen,

Tillotson, Chilling.-.orth, Ctil ingfleet and Burnet who first

1• Works, IV, 377« Letter to Mr. Staunton.
2. Ibid. , I,viii.
3* Cf. forks, II,374f. 389? where he states that the Articles
and Liturgy are not Calvinistic.



64

showed signs of a theological system constructed on Arrninian

lines. The humanistic spirit of the Renaissance was transla¬

ted into the theological and exegetical sphere hy means of

the Arminian school, but it may not be assumed that this

spirit always led into the dogmatism of the common sense

philosophy, with its war against the positive authority of

revelation. The balanced outlook of the Cambridge Platonists,

who were Arrninian, is sufficient testimony of this.

Waterland*s great admiration of the Latitudinarian bishops

and his frequent crueting of such, of the Platonists, as Cudworth,
-J(with only mild criticism of some of hie views) John Smith,

Henry More and Nathaniel Culverwell, would intimate that he

would not take exception to their Arminianism. He sensed,

with the others, that here was a doctrine more congenial to

the strengthening of the scientific temper and to the principle

of moderation. His reference to "Calvinian rigours" is in¬

dicative of his underlying attitude that cotzld not countenance

the severe excluslveness of the limited atonement.

Waterland evinces, to some degree, the doctrines contained

in all of the Five Articles set forth in the Remonstrance of

1610, in Holland and West Friesland, as being the salient points

of the Arminian position. He dwells sufficiently upon the

necessity of man's choice to indicate his belief in conditional

1. Cf. works, III, p.226
2. Works, II, p.381.
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1
election with its thought of God predestinating only aceord-

2
Ing to His knowledge of our use of our wills. No hint of

limited atonement is to be found in his writings. He quotes

Archbishop Whitgift in favour of universal atonement and ob-

viously is in agreement# The inability of man to exercise

saving faith, or to accomplish anything really good without

regeneration by the Holy Spirit, is of course, common ground

to both Arminian and Calvinist but Waterlandfs doctrine of

Depravity can be seen to be tempered somewhat with the thought

that it is a bias toward evil which has been met and neutra¬

lised by Christ and leaves man responsible for, and capable of,

choice. There is abundant evidence in his articles on Rege¬

neration and Justification, that he definitely recognised the

possibility of falling from Grace.^ Chile it is true that

in Holland Arminianism gradually became incorporated into the

Socinian theology and that it was sometimes rightly Buspeeted

of affinity with Pelagianism in England, there is no evidence

that these tendencies were far-reaching within the Church and

they certainly do not appear in the thinking of Waterland.

1# Cf. Works. II, p. 352
2. Cf.IbicU VI, pp. 348, 352, 361.
3» Cf.Ibid., II, p. 377*
4. Cf.Ibid.,VI,?>358, 348, 354, XI, p. 433.
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1
Only two short articles on regeneration and justification

appear among Waterland's works and his doctrine was that of

many eighteenth century Anglican theologians} but the position

is so interestingly stated that it would be amiss to omit some

reference to it. His regeneration tract was published in 1739

when Wesley and Whltefield, ith their emphasis on the Hew

Birth considered as an experience quite apart from Baptism,

seemed to require an answer setting forth the Anglican con¬

ception of baptismal regeneration. Remembering the strong

Arminianism of Wesley, his steadfast advocacy of the necessity
2

and efficacy of infant Baptism and his continual stress on

the importance of good works as an evidence of regeneration,

it may be assumed that much of the supposed difference of

opinion involved terms instead of me nings. Wesley continually

maintained, with considerable success, that he had not departed

from the Prayer Book Articles and Homilies. What Wesley and

Whltefield would call "regeneration", Waterland would call

"renewing"} in every othe sense their conceptions were simi¬

lar. There was perfect agreement as to the efficiency of

Infant baptism^ until the age of accountability, W'hitefield,

1. Works, VI, p. 337,Regeneration Stated and Explained}
Works, IX, p. 123,A Summary Vic'lo of the Doctrine "of

Justification.
2. See his sermon on the "He irth", The Works of the Rev.
John l.esley, A»w. , (1878) Vol. VI, p. 71.

3. See Whltefield s "Observations on Select Passages of
print.npe". in The Works" of the Reverend u-corge Whitefleld,

M.A. (1771), p.335.
see also Wesley, loc. cit.
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of course, was a Calvinist, but the charges of his Antinomia-

nism are groundless. The evangelicals' unorthodox manner of

preaching and the resultant physical demonstrations would

quite naturally be viewed with alarm by such men as Waterland,

with his abhorrence of extremes. His readiness to counteract

the teaching, although it was doubtless sadly misrepresented

at this time, is understandable.

The crux of the actual differences between Waterland

and the Evangelicals was in the relation of Baptism to rege¬

neration. His key text was Titus III, 4-6 which relates to

"the washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost. !

He drew a distinction between regeneration and renewing or

"renovating." The regeneration was directly related to Water-

baptism in that the water applied outwardly to the body,

together with the grace of the Spirit applied inwardly to the

soul, regenerated the man* or, in other words, the Holy

Spirit in and by the use of Baptism, caused the new birth.

The reference in John III to being born of "v/ater and of

Spirit" signified the Spirit as being the primary and effective

means, and the water as being the secondary and instrumental
1

means. In this event it was God that adopted, regenerated

and justified. Man is the recipient although he may be active

Works, VI, p. 345.
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in the sense of meeting God's qualifications, as in the case

of adults, or may be entirely passive, as in the case of in¬

fants. This regeneration carries with it the remission of

sins and a covenant claim, for the time being, to eternal

happiness. These privileges may be forfeited, or finally

lost, if a person revolts from God, and he is no longer in

a regenerate state; but God's original grant of sonship re¬

mains in force and becomes active the moment the revolter

repents or turns. In such a case he will not require rege¬

neration but renewing.

Renewal has to do only with adults and should be

operative before, in and after Baptism. Signs of this renewing

are the faith and repentance which are qualifications previous

to Baptism and necessary to render it salutary. In the noffmal

Christian experience this renewing effect will continue and

increase throughout the Christian life. This is the meaning

of Romans XII, 2 "Be ye transformed by the renewing of your

mind". A chief difference between regeneration and renewal

is that the former occurs only once and the latter may be

often repeated* In the case of adults they must go together;

otherwise the regeneration is not complete or effective.

Paith and repentance alone dc not ordinarily regenerate

without Baptism; however, under unusual circumstances it is

presumed that God makes allowances. Strictly speaking an

unbaptised believer is not buried with Christ into death nor
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can he experience the likeness of his resurrection , and is

not a member of Christ nor a child of God, nor a citizen of

Christ's kingdom# 'Che Baptism of a child confers on it all

the covenant privileges and delivers it from the curse be¬

longing to its state of nature. In the case of a hypocriti¬

cal or impenitent candidate for Baptism, as the Holy Spirit

consecrates and sanctifies the water, giving it an outward

and relative holiness, so He consecrates the individual also

in an outward and relative sense, whether good or bad, and

the Baptism has its effect, either to the salvation of the

person, if he repents, or to his greater damnation if he does

not. Thus, under no circumstances, is it necessary to re-

baptize.

As to the marks, or evidence, of the regenerate state

Waterland was, typically, wary of any kind of emotion and

felt that the man should be known by his heart and life and

measured by the Commandments. This did not imply that a

Christian lived without sin but:

"if we sincerely take care to do the best we can,
are dally gaining ground of our vices and our
passions, and find ourselves, after the strictest
examination to be upon the improving hand, then may
we comfortably believe that our regeneration abides,
salutary and entire, and that we are in a state of
grace and salvation."2

1. Romans VI, 3-4»
2* Works, VI, p. 372.
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The word "justification** is to be understood in two

senses: in the active sense it signifies God's pronouncing a

person just, and His accepting him as suchj but in the passive

sense it signifies man's being so declared, and accepted into

new privileges and benefits. God, as Governor, contracts with

man, laying down the terms of the covenant, and man accepts

the terms and enters the covenant. This contract guarantees

the remission of sins, a title to life eternal, (provided that

the man lives up to the terns), and sanctiflcation by the

Holy Spirit. The term "sanctification" is further defined as

meaning "unction" or"sealing", which must accompany all

saving Baptism. It appeared to have much the same meaning

as Waterland's "renovation" or Inward renewing of the heart

and mind but it obviously would not apply, to infants in¬

capable of moral distinction in this sense, in spite of the

fact that the infant, justified in its Baptism, is sanctified.

Waterland distinguishes between sanctification as it applies

to adults and to unaccountable children.

Justification is distinguished from regeneration in that

the latter relates to the first admission of the believer to

the rights and privileges of Sonship by regeneration, while

the former continues throughout the spiritual life. A further

distinction is that regeneration may be "salutary" or "not

salutary" while justification imports a title to salvation,

for the time being, on Gospel terms. And regeneration can
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never be totally lost but justification can cease both totally

and finally.

A number of constituent causes of justification are

listed, in the order of their importance, by Waterland;

". • « we are justified by God the Father, considered
as principal and first mover; and by God the Son as
meritorious purchaser; and by God the Holy Ghost, as
immediate efficient; and by Baptism, as the ordinary
instrument of conveyance; and by faith of such a kind,
as the ordinary instrument of reception; and lastly,
by faith and holiness, as the necessary ualificationc
and conditions in adults, both for the first receiving
and for the perpetual preserving it."1
Waterland in concluding his tract on justification points

out the two extremes to which men are liable in their concep¬

tions of justification. The one is the "proud" extreme which

disdains the grace of God because of self-sufficiency, and

the other is the "libertine" extreme which abuses the doctrines

of grace in order to serve the ends of licentiousness. It is

unfortunate that the two articles dealing with regeneration

and justification were so short and obviously written udder

pressu e (the regeneration tract was the last thing he wrote

before his death and he had been ailing for some time) be¬

cause they do leave a number of questions unanswered. There
2

is evidence that he undertook the article on justification in

response to a special request by Dr. Grey and it would appear,

1 • Works. XI, p.461.
2. Ibis, I, p. 287.
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apart from the state of his health, that he was not as at

home with this subject as with some others#

The antipathy of the English Church for Roman Catholicism

was shared by Waterland. He described the "professed Papists"

as:

. • • men of the most inveterate hatred to our

religion, laws and establishment, and to whatever
tends to the prosperity and honour of the English
Church or the English nation* who have been
contriving all imaginable ways to blast and ruin
our happy Reformation from the first commencing of
it* have been concerned almost in every commotion
of State, and active in every rebellion.'

"Popish infallibility" he contrasted with "Protestant certainty"

characterizing the one as being an authoritarianism that for¬

bids examination, and the other as being a certainty having a

moral uality and being based upon Scripture and reason both

of which encouraged examination. He believed in the exercise

of private judgment but he checked the abuse of it by the pre¬

caution that, until it was certain that personal opinion was

superior to the reasoning behind the precepts of antiquity,

novelty must be avoided.

Theologians of Deistic tendencies were classed with rabid

Calvinists and Soman Catholics as being among those who de¬

parted from the "Catholic" truth. Whereas the Calvinists

and Romanists had been too authoritative in their different

1. Works- , VIII, p.401.
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ways the Deists wanted to eliminate authority, making funda¬

mentals so few and so indefinite that one could believe anything

and still be counted a Christian. Waterland found it diffi¬

cult to be toler nt wheal he encountered a treatise that was,

. . « so indefinite and loose, that one scarce knows
what it aims at; except it be, that nothing should
pass for a fundamental which has been ever disputed
by men calling themselves Christians, and professing
Scripture, however interpreted, to be their rule.
Which is judging of Important truths, not by the Word
of God, soberly under, tood, nor by Catholic tradition,
nor by the reason of things, but by the floating
humours and fancies of men, as if all Christian
doctrines were to be expunged out of the list of
necessaries which had the misfortune to be disputed
among us. . .'

Waterland had much to say about "fundamentals'1 but it was

not extreme talk and it differed from that of many who also

chose to defend the said "fundamentals." In the first place

he recognised that not all doctrinal truth was of equal

importance:

... there are some Scripture-doctrines of greater
importance than others: and they generally make their
estimate of that greater importance, by the relation
or connection which any doctrine is conceived to have
with Christian practice or worship, or with the whole
economy of man*s salvation by Christ. . • more depends
upon it. • • more affects the vitals of Christianity.

A second feature was his reluctance to specify the exact

n rnber of primary doctrines. This concession, not always found

1. Works. V,ii306-7
2. Ibid. , V,p.6.
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among those of orthodox persuasion, was an indication of

Waterland's respect for private opinions

•.• • there is no giving an exact catalogue of
those important or fundamental doctrines? though
it is for the- most part easy to say of any parti¬
cular doctrine which may he mentioned. » • We cannot
give a complete catalogue of virtues any more than
of articles of faith so as to be positive, that
those particular virtues, and in such a particular
degree, are necessary to all persons, or to any
person that shall be named. The precise uantity
of virtue absolutely necessary to salvation, is
no more to be defined, than the precise quantity
of faith.

This latitude may seera slight but when seen in a foremost

champion of orthodoxy of the early eighteenth century it

has meaning.

A third step in the sane direction was an aversion to

doctrinal discord where it could possibly be avoided. Some

of Water-land's vigorous arguments would seem to disparage

peace, but there is no reason to uestion the sincerity of

the followingi

... in slighter matters. . . not nearly affecting
the vitals of Christianity, the rule is for Christians
to bear with one another? not to divide or separate,
but to agree among themselves? ... Peace is a very
valuable thing and ought not to be sacrificed even to
truth? unless ouch truth be important, and much may
depend upon it. . . as to weightier matters, it con¬
cerns us carefully to observe, that rules of peace
are but secondary and subordinate to those of piety
or charity and must veil to them.

Works. V, p.7»
2. ibid. , Y, p. 10
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A fourth indication of concern for the graces as well

as the doctrines is his admonition to be cautious in judging

another's doctrine. He would ". • . not multiply necessa¬

ries without or beyond reason: ... "nor** ... be prying

and inquisitive into their retired sentiments, ..."

referring to lay-Christians. Ministers and candidates for

the ministry should, In his opinion, be subject to careful

examination but even where heretical tendencies were recognised,

brotherly treatment was not to cease:

. • • not to proceed to rigours with any man till
all gentle measures have been first tried; nor to
break communion with any who do not openly espouse
and pertinaciously abet false and pernicious doc¬
trines. . • Where divine truths and human customs
clash, we must 'obey Cod rather than man,' in
other cases civility and tenderness toward all men,
is true obedience towards God. . . but this is
certain, we are as much (yea and more) obliged to
maintain the fundamentals of faith as to keep the
peace.2

It "would appear that Wate 'land made a real effort to

balance devotion to the truth with all pos ible concessions

to private judgment but he could not, on the premises he had

established, tolerate a compromise of the "prime articles."

True Christian obedience must involve faith in the fundamen¬

tal truths of Christianity but if a fellow-Christian chose

to disbelieve, Waterland felt that this was within the realm

of his personal rights and he was not to be restricted unless
3

he tried to propagate his heresy.

Works. V, p. 148.
2. Ibid , v, p.14b.
3. Ibid. , V, p. 234.
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The oft-repeated charge of "dogmatism" was directed at

Waterland by men with whose doctrinal leniency he would have

agreed as it pertained to the individual, but in establishing

the groundwork upon which the Church must build, especially

when parts of that groundwork were being seriously undermined,

fundamentals needed both definition and defence. The use of

civil authority, in restraining heresy, was frequently deba¬

ted in the eighteenth century and it was quite natural that

the orthodox, accustomed to the close relationship between

Church and State, should not object to its use. 'Waterland

did not advocate civil interference unless, "» . • persons

endeavour to poison the minds of the people with atheistical

principles of irreligion and infidelity,"1 in which case he

felt th t such imposition on the public warranted the use of

civil authority as a measure of public protection.

Jackson's bitterest criticism of Waterland was expressed

in reaction to Waterland's supposed disposition to •

„2
threaten his adversaries with human authority. He left no

possibility of misunderstanding his meaning by saying further,

"• . • if the Dr. has a Mind to see Heretics, as he calles

them roasted, he may soon have the Pleasure of it, by taking

a Journey into Spain or Portugal."J

1. Works, VI, p. 288.
2. John Jackson, Memoirs of the- Life and Writings of Dr.

Waterland. (1736), p. 9.
3* lb id. t pp. 11 f»
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The statement that prompted such a denunciation was Waterland's

remark that?

• • • every person, upon examination ought to find
those things true, which the Church has formed into
Creeds and Articles because they are, in the main as
true and certain as mathematical and arithmetical
demonstration and have such a degree of moral evidence
to attest them, that the reason of mankind ought to
receive them.1

The extreme interpretation and deliberate exaggeration are

plain in this instance but Jackson reveals to what lengths

he would go to discredit creeds and credal subscription.

Waterland's answer to Jackson and others, who asserted

that the requirement of subscription was as authoritarian

as Soman Church compulsion, was that creeds were the result

of self-evident truths and therefore men ought to examine

them, (if capable) in order to ensure that they were true.

If they examined with care, and decided with impartiality,

they could not find them otherwise. He believed that there

was nothing savouring of persecution in the imposing of such

creeds under pain of church censures or in the exclusion of

non-conformists from the ministerial function, » • but

there is good order and discipline in it.Waterland's

other main argument for credal subscription was that most of

the articles that had been added to the original baptismal

1. Daniel Waterland, The Importance of the Doctrine of the
Holy Trinity Asserted, pp. 197f. , cited b.v Jackson. Ibid, .p. 12.

2. U'orks. V. p.1k1.
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formulae, which were short, were included for the purpose of
1

combating specific heresy. He was certain that heresy was

still a force with '"'hieh the Church must reckon*

The question of conscientious subscription to the Thirty-

Nine Articles was very much alive at this time and, because

many of those who contended for the right of a subscriber

to insert his own meanings were thought to be Arians, such

subscription was called "Arlan subscription." Waterland
p

dealt with this nestion in his usual thorough manner main¬

taining that one subscribed not to words but to propositions

and not for purposes of maintaining peace but for the assertion

of personal belief. In as far as words conveyed established

meanings, and the compilers and imposers had left little doubt

as to ?/hat they meant by the words, he believed that sub¬

scribers could, with honesty, only testify to their acceptance

of those very meanings. If there were some latitude in the

meaning of the word, it would be certain that the correct

understanding would not run counter to the . . known sense

of the Church*"^ Waterland challenged Clarke's statement

that one need only subscribe, "... in such cense as is

agreeable to Scripture. • • "and said that this really

amounted to no more than subscribing, • . so far as is

1. Works* V, p. 162.
2. The Case of Arian Sub script ion Considered. Works« I^,p#279*
3. Works',' it. p*336.
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«1
in their opinion agreeable to Scripture*

One of the main objections to creed-subscription appears

to have been that such subscription was restrictive of per¬

sonal liberty* Waterland answered this assertion by saying

that if creeds and creed imposition is a fault, it is common

to all parties. Doctrines were being imposed upon the pub¬

lic by those who:

• • • have as long creeds as others, only not the
same creeds, and who are as confident in dictating,
and as dogmatical in defining, and as eager to impose
their own sentiments as it is possible for men to
be. • • the real matter in controversy is, who shall _

have the drawing of them, or who shall Impose them.#.*

Watei'land, of course, held that constituted authority as found

in the unanimous teaching of the Fathers was far more suited

to prescribe terms of Church communion.

That subscription to a creed should not determine fellow¬

ship and that the requirement of such subscription was perse¬

cution of the worst sort was flatly denied by Waterland. He

said that it was not persecution but rather obedience to

scriptural injunction when,

... good Christians have suspended their good
opinion of them ... Not for thinking as they
please, (for thoughts are free), at for overt
acts of heresy, or perhaps blasphemy: for making
public appeals to the people, in order to draw
them off from listening to their better guides,
to seduce them from the faith.3

1 • Loc. Clt.
2. Ibid.. V, p. 139
3* Works. V, p. 137.
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If the maintenance of Christian truth is persecution, said he,

then were Christ, the apostles, and the martyrs persecutors.

Waterland did not share the eighteenth century abhorrence

of mystery. He never preferred mystery if understanding

were possible but this demand that all things should either

yield to human inquiry or be rejected led him to suspect that

the root of this intolerance of mystery was an effort to avoid

the commandments and the demands of Gospel teaching. He was

convinced that the popular mind was being conditi nod to

doubt the existence of the unknown without realising the

intent of those who were exploiting the humour of the times

to undermine the revelation that at least gave some meaning

to the mysteries. It was, "• . . the property of the divine

Being to be unsearchable; and If he were not so he would

not be divine," said Waterland. He contended, as did

Joseph Butler, that the fact of the incomprehensible should

not restrain belief because the prevalence of mystery in

the natural world was admitted by any student of nature and

yet none were inclined to <uestion the reality of that world.

To reject mystery would be to reject all belief and could end

only in atheism.

The eighteenth century quest for mathematical certainty

had led philosophers to look for infallible proof in religion

1. Works. V, p. 13*
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but aterland maintained that, in the basic tenets of the

Faith as well as in the other phases of life, the only degree

of knowledge fitted for human capacities was not infallibility

but "proper certainty*" "The infallibility of science resting

upon the nature of things and the supposed truth of our ra¬

tional faculties, is quite another thing from personal in¬

fallibility. . ♦ ,"1
The controversy about infallibility was so employed by

the opponents of orthodox doctrine that they could discredit

any claims for revealed truth. They were saying, said

Waterland, "Eithe • you have certainty or you have notj if

you pretend to certainty, that is claiming infallibilityj

if you renounce it, you have no authority to determine faith,
2

or prescribe terras of communion." Waterland met this

apparent dilemma by insisting that there were kinds and

degrees of certainty and that, although infallibility was

beyond the reach of man, he could have certainty stifficient

to guard against scepticism or heresy, and to establish a

3
legitimate authority. He used a lengthy quotation from

Chlllingworth to support hie position. The substance of

the section quoted was: though the Church us not infallible,

it could provide a basis for certainty through the combined

1. Works.. V, p* 122.
2. Ibid.. V, p. 127*
3» Loc. clt.
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evidence of Scripture, reason, and -universal tradition. The

evidence so derived enabled Chillingworth to believe the

Articles of Faith to be as certain and as infallible as any
1

geometrical theorem.

Waterland's doctrinal conservatism did not blind him

to the value of reformation, but he conceived it to be a

return to the original truths rather than an advancement

through the development of novel ones. He illustrated this

aptly:

Reformation is good, when reformation is wanting; but
to be always reforming is no reforming at all: it is
behaving as children tossed to and fro with every iwind
of doctrine. All errors of any moment have been
purged off long ago, by the care of our Reformers, and
why then are we still reforming? Physic may be proper
at certain seasons but to pretend to live constantly
upon it, instead of food is a certain way to impair,
and in a little time to destroy the best and soundest
constitution in the world. <-

This, of course, is consistent with his basic conviction

that Christianity rested on historical fact anc that the

earliest interpretations of the fact were the best. Inno¬

vation must always be questioned because:

... in subjects which have already passed through
many hands, and which have been thoroughly sifted and
considered, by the ablest and best h ads in the course
of 1700 years, there appears to be a great deal more
room for judgment than for invention; since litijle
new can now be thought on that is worth notice.J

1. Works. , V, p#123f. Waterland does not provide the
Chillingworth reference.

2. Ibid., V, p.230.
3. Ibid. , VII, p. 10.
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As proof of this he showed how an argument advanced by

Descartes had been considered and confuted centuries before

i
in the early Church. The foundational truth had been given

and it was futile for men to attempt to augment it.

In keeping with the avoidance of extremes was his

intense suspicion of "passion." The ©notionalism of the

Protectorate which, with its disruption of order, was to

Waterland the extreme of retrogression and a &©nonstratlon

that, "Violent passions and unruly affections are the rvorst

guides imaginable."2 He doubtless had the Evangelical re¬

vival in mind when he said that true religion required, . .

both a warn heart and a cool head? especially in a minister

of it, If he proposes to do any good service in his function."^
In summarizing his doctrinal ar^proach it suffices to say

that Waterland, in reaction to the extremes of Calvinism,

follov/ed the more moderate and rationalizing school of

Arminlus. He thought that reason should determine what was

the irreducible minimum of fundamentals but at the same time,

he recognized the limits of reason. His dogmatism always

related to the basic doctrines and it was for the protection

of the Church that he advocated credal subscription. The

historical grounding of his faith was evident every here in

his writing.

1. gee Works. . IV, p»462f.
2. Ibid., VI, p.377.
3. Loc. clt.
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Waterlana's evaluation of Scripture. The claim of

Christian revelation that is so offensive to modern thought

is, according to Oscar Cullmann, . . that all Christian

theology in its innermost essence is Biblical history#"

He then goes on to say that, in his conception of theology,

"There is. * • no room for speculations concerning God that

ignore time and history.""5 To preface a summary of Waterland's

doctrine of Scripture with this modern example of the per¬

sistence of historically grounded theology is to recall that,

although his presentation is more than 200 years old, it is

not remote. Metaphysical notions of the Deity, such as

Shaftesbury*s, were rife in his day but;

... to pretend to believe that there is a God
and a providence and a future state, and at the

same time to desire no external revelation from
God, no instructions from haven, (as needing none;
and being wise enough without any), is so wild and
so extravagent a thought, that nothing ean match it,
or compare with it.*-

This may sound unduly vehement but he recognised the Bible

as the Church's complete rule of faith, and manners, saying

that, "Whatever Scripture contains, either in express words

rightly understood, or by consequence justly deduced, is

Scripture doctrine and ought to be religiously believed and

obeyed; ... "-5 This recognition of deduced truth being on a

1. Christ and Time. (1951), P«23»
2. Works, Vltl\ p.'23.
3. Ibid.. VII, p#4.
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par with truth stated in express words of Scripture has

especial importance in the eighteenth century since a

number of the controversies turned upon this point.

Waterland believed that there would always be someone,

encouraged by "the grand enemy of mankind," who would try

to corrupt and adulterate the charter but in his opinion,". . .

if such practices are suffered to go on without rebuke, there is

an end of Christianity." His underlying objective in all of

his writing was to counteract those interpretations of

Christian doctrine that might be used to undermine Christia¬

nity itself.

Waterland detected the infiltration of eighteenth century

philosophical relativism into Christian concepts and for this

reason declared that, "There is an absolute necessity of

fixing a certain rule, to prevent the endless excursions of

flight and fancy. That rule is Scripture ..." His de¬

pendence on the Scripture-rule to settle differences is not

to be regarded as a naive escape from problems for he clearly

saw that, as long as men used the Bible to support their

private notions, and he was sure that they would always do

so, it could never be an Infallible meroc or silencing dis¬

putes but, he contended, both Scripture and antiquity would have
3

their effect among reasonable men, and that was sufficient.

1 • Works» V, p.146.
2. Ibid. » V, p.42<J.
3. See Ibid., V, p. 341 •



86

As was previously mentioned, Waterland frankly admitted

that not all Bible truth was of equal importance. This

assertion must be considered extraordinary in a man so de¬

voted to the Book and who lived when the critical approach

was hardly born. He states that, "Scripture contains points

of an inferior moment, as well as those of a high nature;

and all the truths contained in it are neither equally clear
m1

nor equally important." Cullmann in denying his support of

a rigid Biblicism, characterised the false Biblicist attitude

as being that of regarding all portions of the Bible of equal
2

worth, so by this definition Waterland was not a rigid

Biblicist. A further clarification of his doctrine appears

in the following;

• • • every Scripture tenet is not fundamental, so
neither does Scripture, strictly speaking, contain
all fundamental truths. The certainty of the canon
in general, and the authenticity of the sacred code,
are fundamental articles, and are previous to those
which Scripture itself contains; and our obligation
to receive them resolves into this fundamental
principle of natural religion, that we are bound to
receive with reverence whatever God shall sufficiently
make known to us as his law, word, and will#-5

Since fundamentals lay in the realm of ible interpretation

and were thus subject to human judgment, he made no effort

to restrict them. The only stipulation was that new articles

of faith, or new catechisms, should be produced as new and

1. Works. VIII, p. 106.
2. t p# 29.
3. Ibid., VIII, p. 108.
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not imposed as expositions of the old, and both were to be

tried by Scripture-rule#

The question of inspiration was only beginning to be

raised in the first half of the eighteenth century and

VYaterland said nothing specifically about it but it is plain

that for him there was no question of degrees of inspiration

or of inspiration for certain parts of Scripture# He was

aware of the translation difficulties but he still regarded

the Bible as being perfect in that it was:

• « • full and complete to be a rule of life and
manners without taking in any additional rule to
join with it. But if we speak of Scripture being
perfect in regard to words, or style, we can mean
only, that it Is as perfect as words can be, and
words (to us now) of a dead language. Whatever
imperfection necessarily goes along with all
languages, must of course go along with Scripture
language! which though dictated from heaven, or
conducted by the Spirit of God is yet adapted to
the manner of men, and must take its construction
from the common rules of interpretation agreed upon
among men. '

The words, "• • • dictated. • • or conducted by the Spirit of

God. • • "suggests an uncertainty as to the manner in which

the Word was communicated and also indicates that he had given

it some thought. He was certain that every part of the Hew

Testament was equally inspired and, although he never stated

it categorically, hie minute defence of the Old Testament

would argue that he felt the same about it as he did about

1 • Works, V, p. 383f#
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the Hew# The isolation of any particular section from the

rest of the Bible was as wrong to him as it was to H. Wheeler

Robinson who wrote that: "» «■ * to select certain portions

of the Old Testament as Revelation and to reject others, is

to make the anthologist the inspired voice of God, • . «"

or to A#G, Hebert who feels that "♦ • • we can scarcely do

a greater wrong to the Old Testament, therefore, than by

insisting on treating each writer as a separate individual. • »n<~

There is evidence that questions of criticism and in¬

spiration were being given wider circulation in the early

eighteenth century than was formerly thought. Richard Simon

(1638-1712) was one of the first to broach the subject and

Jean Astrue (1684-1766) laid the foundation of modem higher

criticism of the Pentateuch. oth Locke and hewton, without

labelling their approach to Biblical studies, were raising

issues of a critical nature. Of Waterland's opponents it was

Middleton who was most outspoken In referring; to "moral fables

and allegory,"^ and in protesting against the plenary inspira¬

tion of the Scriptures. He said, rt. • • we are under no obli¬

gation of reason or religion, to believe th? t the Scriptures

are of absolute and universal inspiration ..." and he held

the contrary opinion to be • • necessary to a rational

1. Inspiration and Revelation in the Old Testament,(1946),p.273»
2. The Throne of David. (19M )". p."24'3.
3. The Miscellaneous'foorks. (1752), p.131.
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4

defence of religion. . . " He drew no distinction "between

the authority attributed to every part of a generally inspired

writing and the absolute dictation of every part by the direct

influence of the Holy Spirit. Wa'terland never referred to the

matter specifically, but in incidental references to it there

is no evidence that he accepted the dictation theory. He

appears si ply to have believed 1 the absolute and universal

authority of every portion of the Scriptures.

In scriptural interpretation, a fundamental rule of

vVaterland's seemed to be that a true interpretation would never

run counter to any plain, certain principle of natural reason

because truth would never be contrary to truth. A second

rule was that a true interpretation would not violate the

teaching of other passages. The third was that such inter¬

pretation would be supported by the normal meanings of words

and have no recourse to forced usages. And a fourth was

that the interpretation would have the countenance of antiquity.

"If it has only some of those positive characters, or one

only, the rest not interfering, it may be a good interpre-
p

tation; but the more it has, so much the surer." As an

interpreter of Scripture he obviously had no Illusions about

his being infallible but simply sought to apply the best

1• Op. clt., p. 288.
2. Works. V, p. 290.
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rules he knew to the problem of interpretation.

He agi-eed with the majority of scholars that the authen¬

ticity of Christian revelation depended chiefly upon the

miracles and the fulfillment of prophecy but since these made

little impression on the Deists he devoted his main effort

to the establishment of the reasonableness of the inspired

text. In his Scripture Vindicated he varied the means of

vindication somewhat and in dealing with the so-called immora¬

lity of the Old Testament, particularly as it implicated God

Himself, Waterland took refuge in God's omniscience saying that
1

if He commanded a particular action, it must be right. The

other main defensive argument, used particularly in the case

of the Old Testament, was that there must be a frank recogni¬

tion that even God's men could sin and still be **• • • dear

and acceptable to God for their repenting of those faults,
,,2

and for their many good qualities.

The widespread formal allegiance to the Bible made it

necessary for theologians who hoped to gain a hearing to

ground their argument upon it and each in turn insisted upon

his loyalty to it. Clarke similarly professed his regard

for the sacred Writings in his Answer to Dr. Waterland's

ueries relating to the Doctrine of the Trinity, printed in

1720. He claimed that Waterland did not concern himself with

1. see Works., VI, p. 215.
2. I b id.. VI. p#144«
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Scripture but employed the metaphysical opinions of the

Fathers almost exclusively In his argument. Of Waterland's

thirty-one ueries, twenty-four are entirely grounded on

Scripture, or on Dr. Clarke*s own propositions. If any

charge brought against Waterland were groundless, it was

this accusation that he preferred metaphysics to the Bible.

Of necessity he took part in philosophical discussion but he

invariably used Scripture as a basis for his own thesis unless

the entire uestion devolved upon an interpretation of the

Fathers.

Waterland's evaluation of the Fathers and of Scholasticism.

Waterland* s continual reference to the doctrine of the primi¬

tive ehureh and to the Fathers caused hi not only to be

identified as a specialist in patristics but as a perpetuator

of Scholasticism. As recently as 195i> the historian, S. L.

Bethell, Implied that Waterland's use of Scholastic quotation

in the Dissertation upon th Argument A Priori indicated the

persistence of the Scholastic tradition in the eighteenth cen¬

tury.

The evidence f und in Waterland*c works will show that

he carefully drew a line between an implicit reliance upon

the Fathers of the early Church and the deference which is due

to them as the earliest and most unbiassed witnesses of the truth.

1. The Cultural ^evolution of th:, Seventeenth Century, p. 18.
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His principal argument for the use of their writings was

that they provided the best commentary upon the Scripture,

and he cited the Canon article of 1571 in support of this

contentions

That the Clergy should teach nothing from the pulpit,
as being of religious obligation to the people to be¬
lieve, but what should be consonant to the doctrine
of the Old or New Testament, and what the Catholic
Fathers and ancient.Bishops had collected or con¬
cluded from thence#

He did not quote the Fathers % • # to superadd new doctrines

to Scripture, but only to secure the oldf not to complete

the rule, but more strongly to assert and maintain both its

true sense and whole sense#"2 He illustrated the danger of

neglecting this qualified guidance by referring to Faustus

Socinus who extolled the perfection of Scripture but de¬

serted the ancients, trusting only to himself and his uncle

Laellus# The innovations of soe inlands® were an illustra¬

tion of the distance one might drift into heresy without an

authoritative standard of interpretation#3
There may have been more respect paid to the opinions

of the Fathers in the eighteenth century than appeared in the

more popular theological works and Waterland did not fail to

point out that such men as Whitby, who could hardly be sus¬

pected of prejudice in this regard had stated, even if nega¬

tively, that those doctrines rejected by the leaders of the

• Works, V, p# 429#
2, Ibid,, V, p, 282.
3. See Ibid#, V, p. 283,
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early Church were to be considered heresy.1 It is certain

that Archbishop Tillotson, in spite of his affiliations with

the Latitudinarian party which was said to be opposed to

traditional authority, greatly appreciated the guidance of

the Fathers:

• . * the general tradition of the Church next to
Scripture, is the best and surest confirmation of
this great point now in question between usj and that
which gives us the greatest and truest light for the
right understanding of the true sense and meaning of
Scripture, not only in this, but in most otherp
important doctrines of the Christian, religion.

While Waterland was not alone in his refusal to forsake

antiquity he was usually classed separately because of his

profound knovledge of patristic© and extensive use of the

early writings.

He did not overstate the case for antiquity, always holding

that the superior proof, in doctrinal matters, must be found in

sacred Writ, but for subordinate proof he regarded the Fathers

as a reliable source of guidance and a collateral evidence in

determining the prime doctrines. His technique in controver¬

sy was to produce evidence that, ♦ • we have as plausible

arguments, to speak modestly from scripture as you can pretent

to have * • . And besides all this, we have what you want, .

the concurring sense of the ancients plainly for us."-^

1. Treatise of Tradition. (1^89) Part II, cap. 12, p.131?
cited in Works, V, p»27'6.

2* demons. Vol.1, Sermon xliv, p.456, Folio edition.
3* Works, I, p. 325*
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In his use of the teaching of the Fathers he placed

greatest importance upon that of the "first and purest ages,"

meaning the first three centuries. He considered Eusebius

a "late" authority. The opinions of these early churchmen

were to be respected for the following reasons: (1) they

lived nearest to apostolic times, (2) they had knowledge of

rites and customs that had disappeared in later times and

(3) some of than would be able to retain in memory what the

Apostles or their immediate successors taught* Waterland

was certain that any doctrine differing from that of those

early teachers could have little Scriptural support, but if

a given doctrine were clearly proclaimed throughout those

first three centuries and had persisted through more than

1700 years, having been "♦ . • thoroughly sifted and con¬

sidered by the ablest and best heads • • • there appears to

be a great deal more room for judgment than for invention. • •"

It was "♦ . . wiser and safer to take the most valuable ob-

2
servation of men most eminent." Waterland's deep respect

for Bishop Bull appears in this connection:

. . . however cogent and forceable his reasonings
from Scripture appeared to be, yet he modestly
declined being confident of them unless he could

^ • Works. , III, p, 374. Eusebius died in approximately 340.
2. Ibid., VII, p. 10.
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find them likewise supported by the general verdict
of the primitive Church} for which he always ex¬
pressed a most religious regard and veneration}
believing it easier for himself to err in inter¬
preting Scripture, than for the universal Church
to have erred from the beginning#

Waterland never considered the Fathers to be infallible

nor did he recognize an interpretation as being authentic

merely because it was old. He was sure that the men who lived

nearest the times of the inspired writers would have a more

accurate interpretation of the truth then taught, but he

acknowledged a gradation even of these writings and did not

hesitate to describe some of the later writings, such as

The Apostolical Constitutions. Ignatius1s larger epistles,

and the Arian Councils of Sirmlum, as being Mspurio\is or worth-
2

less"

In answer to the persistent efforts to discredit the

Fathers, Waterland maintained that, of the alleged mistakes,

some were imaginary, some were problematical, and the more

grievous sort are the mistakes of only a few either not
x

ancient or not universal. Their misinterpretation of

certain texts could be proved and Waterland readily granted

that the eighteenth century commentators must be superior to

them in critical ability but the crux of the problem was:

were they faithful in relating what were the primary teachings

1. Works. I, p. vi.
2. Ibid. , IV, p.82.
3. Ibid., V, p.293f.



96

of the early Church? He contended that the more they

differed in rituals, or in details of discipline, the more

regard should be paid them in the matters wherein they

agreed.1
Waterland asserted that the Hincredible pains'* taken

to discredit the Fathers were in reality the first step

toward undermining the credibility of Scripture. Public

reaction would brand any who openly attacked the Bitle as

infidels and so this indirect approach was necessary. Of

his opponents such men as Clarke, however, were as anxious

to enlist the support of antiquity as he was and the debate

then became a matter of interpretation.

One concluding observation on Waterlan&'s attitude to

the authority of antiquity is necessary* He thought it

important to know what the most eminent writers and teachers

of all ages had taught because, whether ancient or modern,

• » • the common reason of mankind is properly the
rule of interpretation in both casesj and that common
reason shines out the brightest, and appears in
greatest perfection, is the united verdict of the
wisest and most excellent men.^

Even though he was known for his patristic scholarship in

the eighteenth century he differed from those who emphasized

reason only in that he was certain that reason*s voice could

best be heard in the cumulative utterance of those qualified

1. Wbrk_a , V, p. 31
2. TFTd; VII, p. 4.
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leaders who had been in places of responsibility since

the first century*

Scholasticism is generally conceived to be a philoso¬

phy characterised by a profound veneration for the teachings

of the Fathers and a rationalistic approach to theological

issues* That this definition is inadequate is demonstrated

by the fact that Waterland, with his patristic emphasis and

respect for reason, was critical of much that was taught by

the Schoolmen# He was strongly averse to the use of philo¬

sophical subtlety in doctrinal discourse. His familiarity

with the philosophical field lends significance to his state¬

ment that:

The introducing false maxims of philosophy into
religion has done infinite mischief to the Church
of God. It is making Scripture bend to human
inventions, and is contriving a kind of motley
religion part Pagan and part Christian, instead
of the religion of Christ.1

He resented being charged with teaching "• • • something

merely scholastic. . • M when he had been . . only following
"2

the concurring judgment of the ancient Fathers. He main¬

tained that the doctrine of the Trinity had been exposed to

attack by the Schoolmen although he felt that this was not

intentional. They had; (1) aired all the difficulties and

thus furnished matter for Socinians, (2) confused plain

1. Works, V, p#M3.
2. Ibid,, IV, p.82.
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doctrine with distinctions and subtleties and thus obscured

it, (3) scandalized the doctrine by making it appear to sub¬

sist on Scholastic subtleties, and the opponents of the doc¬

trine had found these perplexities easier to confute than

plain Scripture*

He was apparently not blind to the faults of Scholasticism

and he was particularly opposed to syllogistic argumentation

because he found that in it lay the main strength of Arianism#

After the heresy had been postulated, it was only philosophy

and metaphysics that could be called in to support it.

Furthermore, he thought that the a priori'argument for God,

supported entirely by metaphysical disquisition, was a very

insecure foundation fox1 the whole of the Christian Faith, and

he challenged Clarke, who was the main proponent of it, with

quotations from the greatly respected Lockej

• • • it is an ill way of establishing this truth,
and silencing Atheists, to lay the whole stress of
so Important a point upon that sole foundation - and
out of an over fondness of that darling invention
cashier • • • other arguments* . • '

Waterland never denied that there were abiding values

in the Scholastic system* He made practically no use of

allegory in his own interpretation of Scripture, but felt

that allegorising as performed by Augustine, Vitringa, and

others, did enrich the meaning of the letter. Where it led

off into the resolving of true history into fables or parables,

1. assays, Bk» IV, p.112, cited in Works, IV, p#465»
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he rejected it utterly. While admitting that the Schoolmen

were deserving of criticism for their excesses in many things,

he maintained that in doctrinal points where logic was the

primary means of explication the; carried great authority:

• • . where they had no bias to mislead them. . • and
where a question turned upon a right understanding of
technical terms or phrases, and a thorough acquaintance
with logic and metaphysics| being a matter of pure
abstract reasonin . . . if the sharpest wits of these
later days shall undertake, upon their own stock to
furnish out a new scheme of school divinity or meta¬
physical theology, it will be a long while ...
before they arrive to such perfection in some part. . .
as many of the Schoolmen.

Metaphysics, as such, was for Waterland a science that

had importance and deserved respect when kept in its place.

He stated, in criticism of Clarke*s system of reasoning, that

true metaphysics was nothing else than true divinity, "...

let but your reasonings be clear, solid, and pertinent, and
p

we shall never find fault with them for being metaphysical."

Basil Villey defined the great value of Scholasticism

as being . • its testimony to the primacy of the 'truths'

of religious experience"^ after saying that we were once

again asking the same fundamental questions that Scholasticism

ashed. Daniel Waterland, two hundred years before, while

frankly acknowledging the limitations of its exclusively

1.
2.
3.

v.'o-kc, IV, p. 398f.
Ibid. , III, p.5.
The Seventeenth Century Background. p.23«
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rational account of reality, appreciated the painstaking

determination to understand God's truth ana, unlike most of

his contemporaries, he attempted to assess and utilize its

findings rather than reject it completely.

Waterland's view of reason. Most theologians of the

eighteenth century had to make a place for reason in their

scheme regardless of what school of thought they followed

and, as has been pointed out in the resum^ of the century in

the first chapter, in some cases the resulting natural

structure on its supernatural foundation, was ludicrous.

Certainly Waterland recognised the problems raised by this

union and much of his writing was, fundamentally, an effort

to solve these problems. He agreed with those making the

new emphasis on reason but he felt that the rationalists

in the Church were exposing it to Impoverishment by the in¬

fidels. If reason alone were to decide matters of faith, it

could be as well employed in the establishment of the complete

sufficiency of the religion of nature. If unbelievers sai?

Divines labouring to distort Scbipture in order to avoid

doctz'ines supposedly contrary to reason, this must inevi¬

tably lead to questioning the Bible as a whole. And if these

same Divines made the institutions of the Church insignifi¬

cant, and stressed the moral duties which reason could discover,

it provided a pretext for discarding the entire system.
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According to Waterland the phrase, "sufficiency of

reason", which was frequently heard in his day, should never

be taken to mean that reason was an absolute and in itself

a sufficient guide in religion. Its sufficiency could best

be seen first by being sensible of its insufficiency, and

second in ". • • its steady adhering to supernatural light,

so far as it can be had: this is the first lesson of true
1

wisdom." So, for Waterland, the authority of reason never

outweighed that of Divine light and this must be kept in

mind in the consideration of all that he said on the subject.

He believed that the rational facultie were not to be

suspected but were a God-given means for discerning truth

and error. God's view, or in other words, objective truth,

was the entirely and truly reasonable view so, in every

question, there was only one absolutely reasonable view and
2

mancould only attain it to a degree. ^ince human reason

was always partial it must be fallible and was therefore

incompetent to make a final judgment as to the reasonableness

of certain New Testament commands ana ordinances:

He is a proud and saucy servant that will never
obey his master, but where he sees the reason of
the command • . • there may be . . • greater
excellency and more real virtue in obeying ^
positive precepts, than in any moral virtue.

1.
2.
3»

Works, VI, p. 190.
See 3bid V, p. 140.
Ibid. . V, p»A25«
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For a man, in the name of reason, to take the business of God

out of His hands and prescribe the laws and sanctions as his

own fancy suggested was tantamount to a denial of His exis¬

tence. The truly reasonable interpretation was to be gained

by using the means that God had provided against any other wiles

of Satan, or any other temptations: "... prayer and watch-

fulness, care and endeavour, and the use of proper means."

With reason thus defined Waterland could go on to specify-

that mere authority should never prevail over reason. He

even allowed that if the doctrine of the Trinity could be

proved to be absurd or impossible, we should be obliged to

deny the authority of those Scriptures that appeared to teach

it, or to explain them away in some manner, but he was cer¬

tain that: "Reason never has, never can demonstrate the

thing to be impossible."

An important distinction in Waterland's understanding

of reason was demonstrated in his reference to the Unitarians

who "... chose to follow philosophical conjectures, (which

they call reason), rather than the dictates of true and sound

reason, which will tell us that we ought not to be wise beyond

what is written • . • nor leave a safe path."-^ In the same

vein, he denied Jackson's charge that his explication of

1, Works, V. p. 260.
2* Ibid . V, p.26.
3' Ibid. , II, p.61.
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Christ's divinity was only metaphysical. Waterland maintained

that such truth was plain to the common sense of men, learned

of unlearned, who knew the difference between God and a erea-
-j

ture. His appreciation of the role of common sense in theolo¬

gical concepts did not blind him to the fact that it had its

limits and this admission saved him from the fate of many in

the eighteenth century who, in their lack of balance, de¬

monstrated that even common sense could tyrannize. Waterland's

understanding of reason enabled him, after listing seven types

of Scriptural mysteries and then showing by these how God's

attributes must largely remain mysterious frankly to acknow¬

ledge that in those instances where the conception went beyond

the reason of man, the right attitude consisted of, rt. • • an

humble mind: a just sense of our ignorance in many things,

and of our imperfect knowledge in all# To hearken to right

reason was to submit not to human authority, but to God who

gave us reason for our guide.

"Moral certainty" or "moral evidence", constituted the

main strength of reason for Waterland. These terns signified

that there were some things so certain, such as well-founded

creeds, that the reason of mankind ought to submit to them

and he considered the affirmation of such truth as was

1. See Works.. Ill, p.4.
2® lb i d.. 1, p. 22p»
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contained in these creeds to be no more presumptuous than

telling a man that he would find duclid's propositions true."'
He was assuming that reason would be reason with every man;

that human faculties were true in their judgment under

normal circumstancesj that there was such a thing as moral

certainty; and that this certainty provided the governors of

the Church sufficient ground upon which they could base their

faith. The true interpretation of Scripture would never

run counter to any plain principle of natural reason (since

truth can never be contrary to truth), nor to other Scripture
2

if rightly Interpreted.

In explaining his reliance upon the writings of the

fathers, Water-land makes it plain that reason was the real

authority behind antiquity: the Fathers had the same common

reason to direct them and, used as much care and diligence

and were blessed with as great integrity as any modem theo¬

logian; the qualification of the Fathers for their work of

Scripture interpretation and their authoritative scholarship

was well known; since common reason appears in greatest per¬

fection in the united verdict of the wisest and most excellent

men, then that agreement must moat, closely approximate the

1. See Works. , V, p. 140.
2. See Ibid.. V, p.2o9f.
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A

reasonable interpretation. It was in this fashion that

Waterland concluded that Protestant certainty rested on

reason and not on the dictum of any authority conceived as

infallible.

Waterland looked upon reason as the corrective, the

final arbiter of those inevitable conflicts that would

arise in the human inte pretation of both Scripture and the

Fathers:

... though we cannot expect to work miracles by
the help of antiquity and Scripture together, (for
heresies there will be not" ithstandi , and Scripture
itself intimates there must be) yet they are both of
them of very great use, and may have their effect,
in a human way, among reasonable men; which is
sufficient ... and when we have so done all that
is proper, or required, and without effect, the ?
appeal must lie to the common reason of mankind.

As for the credibility of the religion of Christ as a
x

whole, he believed, with Chillingworth, whom he quoted in

support of the assertion, that we could be infallibly certain.

We could only have a degree of certainty about individual

doctrines, but we could be most certain about those doctrines

directly relating to the establishment of the faith.

Waterland's criticism of natural religion. Reason and

natural religion were very closely associated in the minds of

most eighteenth century theologians and although Waterland

Works, VII, p.A.
2* Ibid., V, p.321.
3* See lb id., V, p. 12?.
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recognized, the relationship he was far more suspicious of

natural religion and was most careful in defining it. Locke*s

explication of it had led to the idea that the "State of

Nature" somehow caused things to work out for the best if

left to themselves. Wate land was not convinced, as was de¬

monstrated in his debate with Sykes, whose thesis typified

the Leism of the times. Said Sykes:

By the religion of nature, men may know that, God
is and what he is, and how God is to be worshipped;
it will show how men, beings placed in the circum¬
stances they are • • • may be reconciled to and
accepted by God: it . ill show a future state of
rewards or punishments: and it will show the
duties we are to practise one to another.

Waterland's response to such assertions as these was that to

believe in God, in p evidence, and a future state, and to

desire no external revelation from God because of being

sufficiently wise without it, . • was so wild, and so

extravagant a thought that nothing can match it, or compare
A

with it. In responding to Sykes' statement that men could

discover how to worship God by the religion of nature, Water-

land cited Clarke which must have been difficult for Sykes,

who was defending Clarke, to answer. Clarke had said that,

"• « • the manner in which God might acceptably be worshipped,

these men are unavoidably ignorant • • • what kind of service. • .

1. A Defence of the Answer to the Remarks upon Dr. Clarke's
Exposition of the Church-Catechism. (:1730). pp« 95f«

2. Works. VIII. p.28.
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cannot be certainly discovered by reason."^
It was the Deists who argued that the "Intuitive evi¬

dence" of natural religion should be the supreme argument for

the existence of God, but Waterland saw in this argument

a reflection of the Deist's effort to make God a convenience

for man. Waterland conceived God as being "... the ulti¬

mate end of all, and to whom all things are to be ultimately-

referred." and he objected to making Him,

... subservient to man, or to the creature^ as if
they were the end, and God was to be referred to
them. . • the Head of all society is Godj and the
duties that directly terminate in him are the
prime duties.1"

He described the Deistic position as being a system of mora¬

lity without God at the head of it, ob igation without law, a

religion of nature without a Deity, and duty without a su-
3

perior.

The preference for a natural religion that could dis¬

pense with revelation was, in Water-land's estimation, only

subterfuge to screen the effort to make religion convenient,

and he used the inconsistency of Hobbes and Spinoza to

support his charge. After labouring to show the unreasonable¬

ness of religion in general, they taught that the rational

being should adopt the magistrate's religion,>h whatever it

1. Works , V, p.534»
2* • v, p.161.
3» Ibid., V, p.500.
1. See Kortholtus, De Tribus Impostoribus, p.20B, cited in

orks, VIII, p.58.
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was, making it plain that religion for them was a political

expedient. baterland's condemnation of these "imposters"

was in no sense indefinites

• • • set themselves up, in the name of God, un¬
called, and as rival teachers to Moses and the
Prophets, to Christ and his Apostles: who re¬
commend their own loose systems in the room of
God's word, and substitute their reveries in the
place of the Bibles whose religion is nobody
knows what, because it is to be what every man
shall carve out for himself by his own internal light
. . . whose morality * * • defective as wan tin.
a proper authority to support it, and sanctions
to bind it . . . whose God is either universal
nature, or else a kind of Epicurean Deity tied up
from Interposing at all by miracles, and from
issuing out any positive laws. • . from doing ,

exemplary justice upon sinners hereafter • • •

If "nattiral religion" was only a recognition of the

evidence of God in nature, or that one could receive a wit¬

ness of God by rational process, Waterland had no objection

to make. It was "• • • an excellent thing and worthy of all

acceptation so far as it goes. Natural religion and Deism
p

are not the same thing, bxit widely different.' He even re¬

commended the systems of natural religion of Cumberland,

Wilkins and ifi/ollaston which were, in his opinion, rational,

consistent and would inevitably terminate, when properly

pursued, in a serious belief in Divine revelation. He quoted

from Wollaston's dissertation to support this latter conclu¬

sions "• • • whatever is immediately revealed from God, must

1. Works* VIII, p. 78f
2. TbidT, VIII, P*81 f«
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as well as anything else, be treated as what it isj which

cannot be, if it is not treated with the highest regard,
•J

be1ieved, and obeyed."

Waterland*s criticism of the Deists was not that they

believed in natural religion but that they had dispensed with

all standards, having as many "natural religions" as there

were men of different circumstances and abilities. Their

determination to have a religion of their on making, must

lead only to libertinism and irreligion under the name of

"the religion of nature." The true natural religion, as

Waterland conceived it was the totality of all things eviden¬

cing a God and all things indicative of His worthiness as to

worship, apart from revelation. It was from this standpoint

that he said:

Natural religion, justly so called, is bound up
is revealed, is supported, cherished, and kept alive
by itj and cannot so much as subsist in any vigour
without it. To take away revealed religion from it,
is to strip it of its firmest aids and strongest
securities, leaving it in a very low and languishing
state, without lights sufficient to explain it, or
guards to fence it, or sanctions to bind it.

In this one doctrine, Waterland agreed with Calvin, who taught

that there was a sense of Deity naturally engraven on the

human heart and would allow a place for a "small flame" of

natural knowledge of God. Unaccompanied by revelation, it

1. William Vtoliaston, The Religion of Nature Delineated.
(1738), P« 211, cited in Works. Will. P. 82. " ~

2. Works, VI, p.22.
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was entirely inadequate for the needs of man and those who

Insisted that it was adequate signified their contempt of

the Church.

III. THE PROBLEM OP WA.TERLAITD' CHURCHMANSHIP

The problem of determining Waterland's relationship to

the various p rti s in the Church of England, and the allied

political parties, was reserved for consideration in this

latter part of the chapter so that the conclusions previously

reached might be incorporated in this delicate problem of

classification.

It must first be established that Waterland was entirely

loyal to the Church of England. A man who used words as pre¬

cisely as he did, must have been expressing his own deep con¬

viction when he spoke of "our excellent Church'" or of "the
2

purest and mo t justly celebrated Church in the world" The

combination of loyalty to the Church and forbearance to those

outside it, is well expressed in the following:

Religion is a cause that deserves our seal; and if ma¬
ny will be offended with us for telling them the truth,
and not complying with such errors as would lead both
to their and our destruction, the fault is their own;
we should still as much as lieth in us live peaceably
with them. Hot by betraying the cause of Christ, not
by ceasing to * contend earnestly for the faith, which
was once delivered to the saints,' not by pleading for
amendments and alteration in the purest and best con¬
stituted Church of any in the world, but by con-
descending to hearken to and answer any modest scruples,

Works,VIII, p.456.
2. Ibid., II, p.v.
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4
by meekness and gentless, by patience and forbearance.

It was this estimation of the Church that made him suspicious

of moves for reconciliation with Dissenting groups and that

caused him frequently to exhort his broth r ministers to

proclaim the truth in spite of loss or cause of offence. In

these ways he was a High Churchman and seized every opportu¬

nity to dissuade Dissenters although he did not favour legal

restriction except in the case of outright advocacy of
O

atheism. His letters on lay-baptism reveal his unwilling¬

ness to permit ministerial prerogatives to be exercised by

unauthorized Dissenting leaders and indicate the high con¬

ception he held of the responsibility of priesthood.

That he was a Whig, politically, is at once a problem

and an indication. It is a problem because, in spite of his

support of the Hanoverian succession, his writings disclose

nearly every distinguishing trait of the Tories. The indi¬

cation of his Whig affiliation is toward a form of I,atitudi-

narianism in the political sphere, despite the fact that he

is, in the realm of religion, Invariably associated with

extreme orthodoxy*

It is admitted that the term "Latitudinarian" was applied

to men of very different opinions and seemed to be of uncertain

1 * Works, IX, p. 18.
2* lb id., X, p.1.
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definition, but the fact remains that it was descriptive of a

particular type of thinking and was sufficiently clear to many

historians still to be conside -ed by them a proper means of

indicating the outlook of some of the greatest leaders of the

Church of England in the eighteenth century. Should the meaning

be confined to "one who departs from orthdoxy" it co\ild not

possibly be used of Raterland, but C.J, Abbey says that this

definition could not be the leading idea and was • •

sometimes not even part of the idea, of those who spoke with

praise or blame of the eminent 'Latitudinarlan' bishops of

King William's time." His reference to Latitudlnarian bi¬

shops recalls the fact the t such men as Burnet, Patrick,

Stilllngfleet and fillotson, to mention only four of them,

occupied the episcopal bench in practically unbroken succession

after 1688. Abbey rightfully regretted the fact thats

, « « many men of undoubted piety and earnestness
who had done distinguished services in the Christian
cause, and who had greatly contributed to raise the
repute of the English Church, were constantly
ranked as Latitudinarians in one promiscuous class
with men to whose principles they were utterly
opposed,2

Abbey was, as has been pointed out, a great admirer of

Waterland, but when speaking of the above mentioned bishops,

he can say with equal enthusiasm that they were men « « who

1. Abbey and Overton, op. clt., p» 147,
2. Abbey and Overton, op. cit. ,x p. 112.
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must count among the most distinguished ornaments of the

English Church.M Because there was no better term to de¬

scribe the liberalism of the period, Pluramer determined to use

"Latltudlnarian" in a good sense after distinguishing five
2

different meanings that had been given to it by various

writers* Two of those meanings werej (1) a desire for free¬

dom that is consistent with that definiteness of belief and

organization s/ithout which the Church would collapse, and (2)

an appeal to reason in the interpretation of Scripture, and

the criticism of doctrine, such as the Cambridge Platonists

made as over against the narrowness of Calvinism. Latitudl-

narian, so defined, could be ascribed to ' aterland as well as

to any progressive theologian of the Restoration period.

Because of Waterland*s competence in the knowledge and

use of patristic literature, and because of the particular

doctrines he chose to defend, and because of his opposition

to such liberals as Clarke, he has been associated in the

minds of many with the ultra-conservatives. If it can be

proved that he can. properly be elus ed among such progressive

theologians as Stillingfleet, Tillotson, Burnet and Patrick,

it should cast an entirely different light on his theological

1. Loc. cit.
2. Plummer, op. clt., pp. 31 f*
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contribution. Although "Latitudinarian" was often a tern of

opprobrium, Waterland selected, for his only reference to

such persons, a quotation which favours the men so designated.

This quotation is significant in that he uses it as support

for his view of the reasonableness of receiving the judgment

of the Fathers:

Reason is that Faculty whereby a Kan must judge of
every things nor can a Man believe anything except he
have some reason for it; whether that Reason be a De¬
duction from the Light of Nature. . . or a Branch of
Divine Revelation in the Oracles of Holy Scripture,
or the general Interpretation of genuine Antiquity,
or the Proposal of our own Church ... And it is ad¬
miral to conslde how the same Conclusions do naturally
flow from all these several Principles: and what, in the
faithful Use of the Faculties that Cod hath given, Men
have believed for true, doth excellently agree with that
Revelation that God hath exhibited in the Scripture; ^
and the doctrine of the ancient Church with them both.

It will be seen how this coincides exactly with hlo views.

Evidently he was not reluctant to claim the support of the

statement even though the title of the article was "A Brief

Account of the New Sect of Latitude-Men."

Actually, Latitudinarianism stood for a temper rather

than a creed although enough of a creed emerges, upon examina¬

tion of the writings of the principal exponents of it, that

one can draw conclusions about it. The temper was a calm,

dispassionate and reasonable outlook upon theological matters

1. The Phertix. (1708), Vol.11, p.305» signed S.P. possibly
Simon Patrick, cited in Works. V, p.330.
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and no better example of it could be f und than Daniel Waterland.

What needs to be understood is the point made by Cragg"* that

reason never overshadowed revelation in the thinking of the

prominent Latitudinarians. Against the "fanatics" the,

maintained the essential congruity between reason and re¬

velation; against the pure rationalists they insisted on the

supreme importance of the truths God had revealed, "But the

Latitudinarians were more conscious of the challenge from the

first group than from the second ..." and this resulted

in their being linked with rationalism. A proof that the

more prominent Latitudinar'ians were never disposed to minimise

revelation is seen in Stillingfleet1s Origines Sacrae which

was acknowledged to be the chief theological work of the Lati¬

tudinarians and which had as its grand conclusion, not the

supremacy of reason, but the divine authority of the scriptures.

Waterland must have been acquainted with these facts, because

in the course of his published orks, he either quoted

Stillingfleet, or referred to his writings, at least forty-

three times. That Waterland evinces not a trace of doctrinal

criticism in all of these references, is not without meaning.

Another distinguishing feature of the Latitudinarians was

an unusual mixture in their political philosophy and if Water-

land can successfully be identified with them in this It

1 * Prom Puritanism to the Age of Reason, p. 70..
2. Loc• cit.
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explains the previously mentioned paradox of his professed

loyalty to and veneration of the King over against his Whig

party affiliation. With the Restoration came the reassertion

of the theory of the divine right of Kings and the early La-

titudinarlans accepted the principle of passive obedience in

the same sense that they professed loyalty to the Church,

but with the fall of James II they abandoned the principle

more quickly and more publicly than any other group of church¬

men. They were particularly sensitive to the evils of fana¬

ticism in high places whether it was Puritan or Roman Catho¬

lic, many of them having been London clergymen ana having seen

at first hand what a demand for unquestioning obedience could

mean when the king was over-zealous for his religion.

Waterland agreed with them that loyalty to the king was

essential but it was a reasonable loyalty that found the

measure of control afforded by the Whig policies desirable.

Because Tiliotson said some startling things about

reason and dwelt insufficiently upon some of the distinctively

Christian doctrines and, because he was an Archbishop, which

caused his pronouncements to be especially subject to scrutiny

and distortion,by those who opposed him, he was charged with
1

heresy. It was, of course, always the conservative leaders

who expressed their disapproval and Waterland often made

1. E.g. The Charge of boclnianism against Dr. Tillotson.
0695), pTfT*
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reference to certain of Tillotson's views with reservations

but never imputed heresy to him. He was "... not altogether
1

accurate in his notions." or there was "• • . inaccuracy in
p

the comparison and fallacy also in the argument. . ."* or

there were "♦ • • one or two points of doctrine. * • justly

exceptionable: * • • but he was, in spite of all this "a

great and good Prelate"^ whose sermons ' aterland could re¬

commend to students as being the finest, and who could be

described along with Bishop Bull and others as . • able

and learned Divines." Waterland's judgment in this matter

is confirmed by Abbey who stated categorically that » •

the charges of heresy against Tillotson were unfounded. .

and that he was "... a sincere, and in all essential points,

an orthodox believer in the tenets of revealed religion."7
Waterland could hardly avoid commending him because they were

in agreement on many things: the value of tradition, the

importance of external evidence, the right of private judg¬

ment, the importance of the doctrine of punishment, and

the fallacies of Unitarianism and of Arlaniem.

1 • Works, V, p.460.
2« Ibid., V, p.487.
3- Ibid.. VI, p.319*
4. Ibid., V, p.331.
5. Ibid.". VIII, p. 66.
6. Abbey and Overton, on. cit.. n.140.
7* Ibid. . p. 141.
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Another Latitudinarlan bishop who was also a Whig was

Burnet. Waterland disagreed with him on the issue of lay-

baptism, which disagreement was sufficient to demonstrate an

independence of thought that would not conform for the sake

of gaining the official approval of the higher church authori¬

ties, but he did freely cite Burnet's works throughout the

Scripture Vindicated. He recommended to his students Burnet's

Exposition of the Thirty-lline Articles and History of the-
A

Reformation and he quoted from the "excellent words of

Bishop Burnet" statements which he, as an authority on the

Church of England Sacraments, considered to be . . a good

summary account of what our Church and the Protestant Churches

abroad, and the primitive Church likewise, believe concerning

Baptism and. the Eucharist. * Waterland must have been
3

acquainted with, Burnet's vehement denial" of the charge that

Orthodox Latitudlnarians were concealed Socinians and

apparently was satisfied with the denial or he would not have

signified his approval of Burnet by citing his works so

frequently.

There is no record of Waterland ever expressing even a

slight disagreement with the theology of ishop Patrick, whose

Latitudinarianism was unquestioned, and he refers to Patrick's

1. Or. cit., VI, p. 313.
2. - Works. VII, p.34.
3. See T.E.S, Clarke and H.C.Foxcroft, A Life of Gilbert urnet.

(1907), P. 333.
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works at least twenty-five times. The Latltudlnarians recog¬

nized a danger of abusing patristic authority and wished to

avoid the extremes of Scholasticism but they did not discredit

tradition. Waterland must especially have enjoyed quoting

the following passage from Patrick's 'work, which was not an
1

exceptional Latitudinarian expression:

We reverently receive the unanimous tradition of
the doctrine of the Church in all ages, which de¬
termines the meaning of the Holy Scripture, and
makes it more clear and unquestionable in any point
of faith, wherein we can find it hath declared its
sense. For we look upon this tradition as nothing
else but the Scripture unfolded: not a new thing,
which is not in the Scripture, but the Scripture
explained and made more evident.

Mention of only one other of the great Latitudinarian

bishops will suffice for the purpose of showing Laterlan&'s

accord with them. The bishop is Stillingfleet and he was

renowned for his masterly works in defence of the right use

of reason but Waterlend, in the more than forty times that

he quoted Stillingfleet or directed readers to his works,

is careful to point out that he also accepted the authority

of antiquity^ and defended the doctrine of the Trinity^.
Stillingfleet also acknowledged the authority of faith to be

5
ultimately stronger than the authority of reason, and was

1. See Tlllotson's Sermons. Vol.1, Sermon xllv, p.L56*
Glanvill's Essays. Vol.1, p.28.

2. Discourse About Tradition, (1683), p.16, cited in Works.
V, p. 316f. ~

3. Works. V, p. 275j 287.
4. Ibid, . V, p.278.
5» Orlglnes Sacrae. (1702), p,1S6.
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careful to insi.t that Scriptural authority is greater than
1

that of reason. Certainly Waterland would not recommend

Stilllngfleet's works if he did not have confidence in his

theology.

It would be untrue to aay that Waterland was in total

agreement with the most prominent Latitudinarians of the

period, but it is true to say that, in his fundamental beliefs

he differed no more fro them than they differed from each

other. While he did quote them extensively in his works,

it is important to note that he did not co fine his references

to the Latitudinarians, having quoted in his works at least

txventy-three bishops and six archbishops. This evidence of

his wide acquaintance with the works of the authoritative

leaders in his church would argue that he did not need to

look to the Latitudinarians for support if he had any hesi-

tance about subscribing to their views. Although it would

seem natural for a man as loyal to his church as he was to

quote his bishops in support of his doctrine, it could be

contended that he was too much inclined to prove himself in

agreement with thern and may have been careful that his

doctrine did not offend his superiors.

Aside from the fact that such a policy does not suit

the character of the man, it has been seen that he wrote of

1 • Origines .Sacrae. p. 418.
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his disagreement with both Tillotson and Burnet in no un¬

certain manner and in his Case of Arian ■..■ub serration he

■j
openly contested Bishop Hoadly* s ideas on subscription#

O
award Churton sought to cast reflection upon him for failing

to answer Hoadly*s Plain Account of the nature and End of the

Sacrament. but Waterland's letter to Dr. Grey states his

position in the matters

It is a great pleasure to me, to find that there is
no necessity of my writing at allj or at least, that
I may reasonably take what time I please for it. I
have drawn out a rough sketch of what 1 intended in a
general way, taking in the whole compass of the subject,
and discussing such points as fell in my way, either
against Papists, or Lutherans, or others: but parti¬
cularly boclnians. I shell take due time to consider
whether it may be proper to publish at all or what
improvements to make if I do. 3

Obviously the thing th t caused his "pleasure" was the number

of capable men who were opposing Hoadly. The work

that took in the "whole compass of the subject," was not

forthcoming until 1737, a time lapse of two years from the date

of Hoadly's publication, which could partially be accounted

for by failing healthi1" He evidently did begin the work

immediately after the Plain Account appeared and when his

Review of the Doctrine of the l.ucharist was published it was

acknowledged to be one of the mo t comprehensive treatments

1. Works. II, p. 291 f#, 311f#
2. Fourteen Letters from Daniel Waterland to Zachary Pearce.
(18®), p. xxiv.

3# Letter No# 4, Works. X, p.456.
if. The number of volumes he published per year was greatly

reduced in the period from 1731 to the time of his death.
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of the subject ever accomplished by a Church of England

theologian# Hoadly was properly answered although his name

did not appear in the Review#

Daniel Waterland, the erudite Master of Magdalene, Imbued

with the Platonist spirit which especially pervaded Cambridge,

was a moderating theologian whose very nature seemed adapted

to the age in which he lived. He cautiously assessed the "Age

of Reason" as only a very reasonable man would, with an attempt

to make the spirit of the times serve his basic presuppositions#

The e presuppositions were unreasoned although he sail, in

faith, that they must be founded upon ultimate Reason. He

did what every modern theologian seeks to do: enable mankind

to * save face' logically while believing in Reality which must,

for ever, outdistance human rationality. That Waterland should

have grasped the intricacies of the age of rationalism so soon,

should have adjusted his thinking to its demands so quickly,

should have perceived how its impetus could further the cause

of Faith, and should have so wisely set up his defences against

those elements which could only lead to atheism, must dis¬

tinguish him as a theologian uncommonly gifted with insight.

His latitudinarian temper, and he was certainly as much a man

of latitude as Stllllngfleet, was ideally suited to the

theological need of his times: thinkers who could distinguish

the essentials, holding them in the face of shifting opinion,

and making these essentials so appear that they might actually
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be strengthened by the new willingness to examine hitherto

undisturbed convictions.

Waterland's ability to adapt his arguments to the new

currents of thought will have been observed in this chapter.

In the face of the rationalism that would abandon history he

showed that there could be no more reliable source of

Christian authority than the collective voice of the Fathers,

being closest to the source of truth and less influenced by

the tendencies of later history. He agreed generally with

those who turned on Scholasticism because he saw how neatly

the disquisitions of metaphysics could fit into the hands of

those who would dispense with revelation entirely. £ke heard

the cry for Natural Religion, defined it as being an important

part of man's quest for God, expressed his approval of it, and

then showed how Nature, without revelation, was totally inade¬

quate and was never intended to be sufficient in itself. He

anticipated the conflict of men's 'reasonable' interpretations

of both Scripture and the Fathers, and hastened to affirm that

here was a case where Reason was supreme Arbiter. The true

Interpretation of Scripture was the highest reason.

Waterland, very conscious of the uncertainties created

by the philosophical upheavals of his era and having something

solid in his own certainty about the Christian faith as a

whole, was, as a theologian, skilful enough to justify the

retention of some old stabilizing elements by making thern look
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new. That he was in a measure successful is due,of course,to

the fact that these elements: an i imanent God, a divine Media¬

tor, and a reliable, written revelation of Him, are actually

timeless. There was need for a host of writers possessing

similar literary craft. The confused masses, feeling the ten¬

sion of their times but not understanding it, and without means

of distinguishing between the benefits and limitations of

reason, constitute a primary cause of the lethargy within the

eighteenth century Church. Admittedly another cause in which

Waterland had his share, was the emphasis on moderation,

expressing itself typically in the resistance of the Church

against the spontaneous life of the Evangelical movement, seen

only as 'extreme' and therefore, in a measure, forced outside

the Church instead of being retained and. refined. It is ne¬

vertheless unfortunate that theological skill, such as his,

especially as employed in its contribution of enlightenment

on two of the most inexplicable doctrines in Church teaching,

the Trinity and the Eucharist, was not in greater abundance.

Waterland was conservative but he was no obscurantist;

he valued the Scriptures but he approached them reasonably;

he appreciated the Fathers, but he rejected the typically

Scholastic point of view; and in his loyalty to the Church

he was a Tory but in his politics he was a Whig. This deli¬

cate balance, combined with his skill in writing, made hira a

formidable controversialist as well as a versatile theologian.
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CHAPTER III

WATRRLAIID* b DOCTRIIFB OF THE BUCIIARI. T

If any one doctrine has been associated with the name of

Daniel .aterland, it is that of the Eucharist. His scholarly

and exhaustive Revlexv of the Doctrine of the Eucharist, the

largest of his works, was chiefly responsible for this associa¬

tion. The particular time of writing was also important in

this connection because there was a decided need for a summary

work that would tend to balance the extreme views being ad¬

vanced in the eighteenth century, varying from John Johnson's

idea of material sacrifice to the Zwinglianism of Hoadly.

The quality of Waterland's work would seem to be evidenced in

the fact that the Archbishops of Canterbury and of York

re uested the re-issue of his Review 128 years after his death,

and in the further fact that Gresswell in 1886 prefaced his

Analysis of Waterland on the Eucharist with the following:

"I may add that Waterland on the Eucharist is one of the sub¬

jects required by several of our Bishops of candidates fox-

IIoly Orders."1
It is surprising, in the light of these testimonies to

Waterland's ability, that no comprehensive -ork that treats of

all his rlting on this important subject has yet appeared.

1. H.w. Gresswell, p. xi.
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Gresswell's Analysis deals only with the Review, and makes no

attempt to draw conclusions or to postulate the doctrinal

position, but simply gives the gist of each chapter in the

same order as that found in the Review Itself. Van Mildert

has given a chronological account of the eucharistic writings,

and ha8 indicated the circumstances that called forth each work,

but his object was only to provide a brief summary. Dugmore's

recent book gives a good account of the relationship of

Waterland's teaching to that of the prominent Anglican divines

of the two preceding centuries, but actually devotes only

twelve pages to Waterland. There is need for a systematic

doctrinal presentation of his teaching on this subject that
1

will embrace all nine of his extant treatises.

It should be kept in mind that, despite the furore of

controversy over some eucharistic issues, kept alive by books

and pamphlets that issued steadily from the pens of the major

English theologians such as Hooper, Ridley, Bradford, Cranmer,

Jewel and Hooker, there was a great deal that these men, and

their descendants, held in common. Hone of them were purely

1. They are in the order that they ax>peared between 1730 and
1740: Remarks on Dr Clark's Exposition of the Creed; Nature,
Obligation and Efficacy of the Christian Sacraments; Supplement
to Nature, Obligation ...; Doctrinal Use of the Christian : acra-
ments; Review of the Doctrine of the Eucharist; The Christian
Sacrifice Explained; Appendix to the Christian Sacrifice Ex¬
plained; Sacramental Part of the Eucharist Explained; Dis¬
tinctions of Sacrifice.
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Zwingllan holding a mere memoriallsm that excluded any other

type of reality. They all rejected a local or substantial

presence (meaning corporeal or sometimes referred to as 'real')

as well as Lutheran ubiquity, and believed that the actual

Body and Blood of Christ were in heaven. They denied that

the unrepentant, or 'wicked' received Christ's Body and

Blood even though they did partake. They saw no necessity

for any propitiatory sacrifice. They held that Christ was

using figurative language at the Institution. They agreed

that the Body and Blood was spiritually received although this

was variously explained, and that the souls of the partici¬

pants were refreshed.along with their bodies. They also

appear to have agreed that the assurance of union with Christ,

and the blessings won for believers by his death, were renewed.

Waterland did not develop a new conception of the

Lord's Cupper but he demonstrated the compatibility of the

various interpretations, and with an insight that had been

hitherto lacking on the part of other writers, he gave detail

and order to the doctrine of the Central Churchman. To set

dotvn in order the major emphases derived from his entire

eucharistic writings will be the object of this chapter.

baterland's ork in the eucharistic field is beat seen

against the background of those who preceded him in that field,

but this background need not be extensive because it is this
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particular phase of the study that has been so xtrell done by

Dugmore. Hooker's works constitute a good introduction to

the subject because the typically Anglican doctrine of the

Eucharist took shape in the period between Hooker and

Waterland. The position of the Central Churchman was fore¬

shadowed in Hooker who found the tolerant Elizabethan

religious temper to his liking. He believed that there was

in the Eucharist a real pa ticipation in the Body and lood

of Christ but that the manner of it was unimportant. It was

Archbishop Ussher who began to give more definiteness to the

position of the Central Churchman which was that there was a

spiritual reception, by faith, of Christ's sody and Blood,

but there was no change in the elements except in the sacred

use to which they were put. He was seeking a conception of

the real presence of Christ that would avoid the difficul¬

ties of the extreme sacramentalism of the High Church school

and the inadequate doctrine of Receptionism. From Ussher,

the line descended through Jeremy Taylor, Simon Patrick,

George ull, William Wake, and John Tillotaon. One of the

last men to make a real contribution to the Central Church¬

man's emphasis, before Waterland began to be recognised as

a leader in this same school of thought, was William

Beveridge who died in 1708. He stressed the eucharistic

sacrifice as being a sacramental representation, commemora¬

tion, and application of the real sacrifice on the Cross.
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It was this general position that Waterland chose to defend

and to illuminate still further by taking up some of the

knotty problems that had been ignored previously.

The other main school of thought is distinguished by the

term "High Church" and its representatives affirmed that

they did not disagree with the Roman Church regarding the

"real presence" but unanimously repudiated the doctrine of

Transubstantiation. Because of the difficulty that must

always be experienced in explaining the "real presence" they

were unable to show the consistency of their position.

This inability contributed to the decline of the party, and

to the advancement of its opponents, who were more explicit

in their reasons for differing from the Roman Church.

After Andrewes and Laud, the principal early supporters of

High Church teaching were Bramhall, Thorndlke, Ken and

finally Johnson, whose work was carried on by rett in

Water-land's time. Johnson and the Non-Jurors are probably

the best representatives of the later development of the

doctrine. The Eucharist was a proper material sac ifIce

which had two ends in view: (a) the acknowledgment of God's

dominion and other attributes, especially His Goodness in

redeeming the World by Christ: (b) the procuring of Divine

blessings and the pardon of sin. Johnson still found it

difficult to describe the state of the elements after
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consecration, 'because they were neither substantially nor

figuratively the Body and Blood of Christ. He was content

to say that they were "... made the Body and Blood in such
1

a manner as human reason cannot perfectly comprehend."

The "wlnglian school, in the latter part of the seven¬

teenth century, was small but outspoken and under Deistlc

influence it made the Sacrament only a "remembrance". Hoadly

was probably their most distinguished leader. At the other

extreme, of course, was the Roman Catholic group in England

that was taking full advantage of the conflict of opinions

as well as of the lack of clarity in much of the material

that was being written on the subject. The precise, scho-

lastically developed theory of the Transubstantlation made

urgent the need for a systematic setting forth of the

Anglican viewpoint. Further proof of the need appeared in

the uncertainties of the High Church teaching. Waterland

proved himself to be a man of the calibre that the hour de¬

manded. In the fi st chapter of his Review, he stated the

problem in the succinct style that is typical of his ability:

"• • . the Socinlnns reject the invisible grace, the Romanists

destroy the visible sign, and both run counter to the true
2

notion of a sacrament, by their opposite extremes:

1# The Unbloody Sacrifice. Johnson's Works. I, 266.
2• Works, VII. 35.



1 31

Some recurring themes that appeared throughout

Waterland' s eucharistle writing should be mentioned in these

introductory remarks. In the first place, he never suggests

that scholarship could hope to eliminate all mystery

surrounding this sacrament. He was sure that God worked

through the elements to accomplish His purpose, but to

explain the exact manner was to explain the miraculous.

Secondly, he confessed that any bias he might have, would

tend to magnify rather than minimise the significance of

the Eucharist. "Where there is room for doubt, it is

prudent to err rather on that side which ascribes too much
A

to the Sacrament than on that which ascribes too little."

He felt that the passage in I Cor. XI, 27-29 referring to

the danger of drinking damnation to one's self was sufficient

warning against too lightly regarding it. Thirdly, he con¬

cluded, after a careful study of the original institution

of the Holy Communion, that there were at least ten

resemblances between the Passover and the Eucharist, and so

he assumed that the Eucharist was in a great measure copied

from the paschal feast, and was intended to take its place#

The fourth and last thing that can be noticed throughout is

a decided interest in the practical aspects of the doctrine.

Works, VII. 10.
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One could hold any view of the sacrament and completely

dis ualify himself by unworthy reception# It was more than

a theoretical question for Waterland.

I. MORAL LAW AMD POSITIVE1 INSTITUTIONS

The Deictic notions that were abroad in the eighteenth

century made it necessary for Waterland to prove first that

the observance of the sacraments was even of sufficient

importance to be considered on a level with moral concepts.

Dr. Samuel Clarke in writing his Imposition of the Church

Catechism plainly stated that "positive institutions", were

only a ". . . means to an end, and therefore they are never

to be compered with moral virtue." Since Clarke died in 1729»

the year before the Exposition was published, oykes came

forward in defence of Clarke's opinions and in the same

strain maintained that positive institutions were not

important because reason could not fathom those things that
3

exist only by command of a Supreme Being. Furthermore, he

insisted that positive institutions had to be considered

purely as external observances, that they were not obligatory

at all times as was the case with moral duties, and that the

1. The term was used to describe sacramental observances.
2. Pp. 281 f.
3. Lee A.A. Sykes, A Defence of the Answer to the Remarks.
(1730), PP. 6, 14*
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superiority of moral law could be seen in his claim that the

moral distinctions between good and evil were antecedent even

to Divine law.

Waterland immediately recognized the fundamental nature

of the Question, and devoted two works of considerable length
A

to its consideration. He first countered the idea of the

moral lav? being prior even to the Deity by asking if there

could be a cause prior to the first cause, or a lawgiver

higher than the highest. After showing that virtue and

religion were but two names for the same thing, and that both

were resolved into obedience to God, he demonstrated that

even cons on virtue looked beyond this world for its sub-
2

stantiatlon. To be just only so far as was consistent with

temporal interest had no more moral good in it than payment

of debt to keep one's credit good. To be honest, knowing that

one lost by it was folly and indiscretion unless God made it

otherwise. To set Him aside was to have no morality at all,

Waterland believed that the whole of the Christian faith

would be seriously weakened If the institutions were held

in contempt. He saw the inevitable result if it should be

agreed that morals discoverable by reason alone, were the

1• The Nature. Obligation, and Efficacy of the Christian
Sacraments Considered, and Supplement to the Nature. • .

2. See Works. V.pp. 501 ff.
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essence oi Ghr.lstianity.He maintained that God was not

arbitrary in laying down positive commands, that both moral

and positive duties would continue as long as God saw that

there was occasion for them, and that submitting to God's

authority was most highly honouring Him and showing the pro-

foundest reverence, and humility. The conclusion reached

was that contempt of positive duties must be worse than con¬

tempt of duties toward our fellow man because of the greater

profaneness involved in setting these aside. To neglect

Communion was worse than neglecting to feed the hungry, be¬

cause it was a wilful failure to renew our covenant, to

repent of sin, and to improve our spiritual life. Tan's

obligations to God, if they meant anything, must be superior

to his obligations to his fellow man.

A further point was that one could never legitimately

separate morality from sacramental observance. Participation

in the Gacraments was a part of Christian virtue, and he showed

that there was an exercise of love for God and of obedience,

worship, humility and thankfulness in the proper observance

of them. Both moral and positive duties arose from the will

of God, but the former were founded on perceptible grounds,

and the latter upon reasons perhaps known only to God. In

moral laws we see the reasons first, and come to the knov?-

ledge of the law afterwards. In positive laws we know the
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laws first, and afterwards the reasons so far as they can

1
be known. Waterland was willing to grant that sacramental

observances could not be classified along with moral latv as

being natural or eternal or indispensable. To do this would

make the observances moral instead of sacramental, but it was

a natural, eternal and indispensable rule of morality to obey

God, even in matters of a positive nature.

In answer to Sykes' denial of any moral requisites for

worthy participation, Waterland pointed out that the very

nature and end of the Sacrament required of the participant

the exercise of love of God, faith, hope, charity and humi¬

lity because it was a covenanting with God which assuredly
2

had moral connotations. This covenant-like aspect of Holy

Communion was the cause of the real difference of opinion

between the disputants, and for Waterland it was man's co¬

venant with God that accounted for the direct relationship

between moral and positive institutions.

Waterland's final contention in this matter was, that

grace from God actually accompanied the Sacraments in that

Baptism was the entering upon the Christian life, and the

Eucharist was its constant renewal. This made the Sacraments

1. See Works. V, 511*
2» Ibid. , V, 525 f*
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primary duties. Faith, expressed in obedience to the posi¬

tive duties, was a means of obtaining grace. Human virtue

alone could not possibly constitute the core of Christianity,

as was being contended by Sykes, because mankind, even at its

best, could not possibly dispense with God's grace. Although

Sykes was not ready to eliminate revelation, he persisted in

making man the judge of what God ought to require of man and

Waterland saw in this an attempt to eliminate God as a

necessity. Waterland was certain that the growing gulf

between moral and positive institutions could account

largely for the rise of Deism and he traced it as followsj

. • • Deism has sprung up out of the same doctrine
about moral and positive institutions. For it was
not long before men of corrupt mind took advantage
of it, first, to join in the same cry, that positive
institutions were of an inferior nature to moral, as
means only to an end; next, to look upon the whole
Christian religion, or all instituted religion, as
positive ordinance, and subservient only to moralityj
and, lastlyj for the finishing stroke, to give broad
hints that the means might conveniently be spared,
since the end. they imagined, might be obtained
without them.'

Waterland thus defended the importance of positive in¬

stitutions against what he considered to be a man-centred

faith, and demonstrated that God's commands relative to

positive observance were of a decidedly moral character!

he then completed his case by pointing out that God's

1. Worfcp. V, 439*
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conception of morality found man desperately in need of Hie

grace, and utterly unable to attain salvation by means of

his own moral standing.

II. TIIS EUCHARIST AS A SACRAMENT

Any discussion of a sacrament requires careful treatment

because the term, not appearing in the Scriptures, is subject

to widely differing interpretation, ffaterland, in his formal

definition gives only the general conception:

... the word "sacrament" is of great latitude, and
oathable of various significations • . * admits of a
threefold acceptation in Church writers: sometimes
denoting barely the outward sign, of each, [baptism
and communion] sometimes the thing signified, and
sometimes both together, the whole action, service,
or solemnity.'

In his typically cautious manner he first states what he

has discovered in the writings of the Fathers, and then pro¬

ceeds to set down the conception of the terra as found in the

two extremes; the Soclnians and the Romanists. The Socinlans,

represented by Smaleius and Volkelius, were offended by the

term because it served to keep up the sense of something

mysterious and they denied that it was "an outward sign of

an inward grace" because they "allow of no inward grace at

1. Works, VII, 33.
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all."1 The Romanists, in the doctrine of TransubstantlatIon,

make it impossible to consider the Sacrament to be a sign,

because it actually becomes the thing signified#

0#C. Quick provides one of the best modern descriptions

of the mediating position Waterland was seeking# He says

after referring to two extremes to which the meaning of the

Eucharist can be taken?

It leads either to a barren rationalism, which finds
God nowhere because it seeks Him everywhere at once,
or else to a narrow mysticism which identifies the
reality of God*s action with the explicit conscious¬
ness of it in the soul® The via media seems to lie
in insisting that the sacraments are both true parts
and yet representative parts of that process whereby
the divine activity elicits from human souls the
heavenward growth of which they are capable in virtue
of their inherent and unchanging relation to God#2

The Sacramental Conception as opposed to the Sacrificial#

A spokesman for the High Church party in the early

eighteenth century, John Johnson, had been saying that the

offering of sacrifice was the main purpose of the institution

of the Lord's Supper# Waterland* o reaction to this is clear:

"The sacramental part of the Eucharist • • . is as much

superior to the sacrificial as God's part in that holy rite

is superior to man.' s".J

1. Loc. cit®
2® Oliver Cliase uick, The Christian Sacraments (1927),

p. 117«
3# Works, VIII, 227-
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His resistance to reception!am, with its denial of the Real

Presence, begins here. The question turned upon the function

of the Holy Spirit in relation to the elements.

Waterland begins his case with considerable evidence

that nothing appears in the early writings about the descent

of the Holy Spirit upon the elements until the fourth century.

1. Since "aterland*s day, discussion of the origin of the
enielesls has continued and new discoveries have been made.
The Apostolic Tradition, of Hlppolytus, springing from Rome
about 215 A.D. has in most of its principal versions an
enielesis of the Holy Spirit. (See ed« by Dix, London 1937*
lv, 12,"p. 9). But the textual problems of this work are no¬
torious and awkwardness both in grammar and theology give
rise to suspicion. Dom Gregory Dlx excises the invocatory
clause as a later interpolation; and, though he has not been
universally followed in this, it is clear that if there was
an ep idea is in the original text of Hlppolytus, it was to
beseech a blessing on the participants, not to consecrate the
elements. (Cf. .Botte, L*£picl&se de l'Anaphore d'Hippolyte
RTAM, xiv, 1947, PP* 241-251). Similarly, the eplclesis in
the early third century sectarian Acts of Thomas (H.ITTJames.
Apocryphal Hew Testament 1924, p.422")" 'is extremely obscure;
and it is an invocation of the name of Jesus rather than of
the Holy Spirit. The description of another Eucharist in
the same work (ibid, p.433) has no mention of an epiclesis
of any kind*

The words of Dix are worth quoting in view of Waterland's
conclusion: "outside Syria the use of the Eueharistic
epiclesis of the Spirit cannot anywhere be traced back further
than A.D. 375* In Syria the earliest certain evidence goes
Pack to A.D. 330, though there are some traces of the
theology it embodies to be found in Syrian documents of the
third century. But apart from this no trace of the theology
that the Spirit plays some part in the consecration of the
Eucharist can bo found in the pre-Nicene Church at all."
(op. cit. p. 79.)
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Bishop Bull had dealt with this question and had shown

that Justin and Irenaeus taught that it was the Logos, not

the third Person of the Trinity, who descended upon the

elements, not to reside in than, but rather to accompany

them, and that to the worthy only. It was a union of con¬

currence, not of infusion or inherence.

Waterland conceived the actual work of the Holy Spirit

as being the changing or the translation of the elements:

from common to sacred, from elements to sacraments,
from their natural state and condition to super¬
natural ends, and uses, that they might become
holy signs, certain pledges, or exhlbitive symbols
of our Lord*s own nat\iral body and blood in a
mystical and spiritual way.

He plainly rejected the possibility of any change in sub¬

stance and saw no benefit in or necessity for any kind of

outward effect produced by the Holy Spirit in the elements.

The basic error of confounding figure and verity, or

of exalting signs into things signified is traced from the

ninth century through the Reformation and the Council of

Trent, and then, in final recapitulation, Waterland shows

the absurdity of sacrificing the Divine essence by raising

such obvious problems as, whether grace and pardon are

first lodged in the elements and then transferred. The only

1. George Bull, Answer to the Bishop of Ileaux, pp. 21, 22,
cited In Works. VIII, 231.

2* Works, Vm, 232 f.
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way a bread-sacrifice could have efficacy would be to

nullify the sacrifice of the Cross because Christ was to be

sacrificed only once. Christ must have been establishing

a sacrament at the last supper with the need of the Church

in view and since the sacrifice was to be once offered on

the Cross, there remained only the provision of a means for

conveying the grace once supplied at Calvary to the sxiecessive

generations of believers. That means was the sacrament of

the Eucharist.

The Question of the Sacramental Feeding in the Eucharist.

Waterland's leading contention here is that Paul's refe¬

rence in I Cor. X, 3-4, "* • * did all eat the same spiritual

meat and did all drink the same spiritual drink", related as

it was to the Old Testament manna and water from the rock,

was a .symbol of spiritual mandueation which was to find its

fulfilment in the Eucharist. Paul goes on to say that

Christ was the heavenly meat and drink of the true Israelites

and He must also be ours. The true Israelites fed upon the

same heavenly food as we only by different symbols, and in a
2

fainter light. In order to understand this it is necessary

to determine in what sense the elements are Christ's Body and

Blood. After consecration, the elements are called by the

1. Works. VIII, 279 f.
2. See Ibid.. VII, 145 f.
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names of that which, they pledge and are ordained to conveys

# * • because they are, though not literally, yet in
3ust construction and certain effect, (standing on
Divine promise and Divine acceptance) the very things
which they are called, viz. the body and blood of
Christ to all worthy receivers. In themselves, they
are bread and wine from first to last, but while they
are made use of in the holy service, they are con¬
sidered, construed, understood, (pursuant to Divine
law, promise, covenant) as standing for what they
represent and exhibit.

For Illustration of this idea, Waterland drew upon the

famous simile of St. Bernard that likened the Eucharist to

instruments of investiture that were only emblematical of

what they belonged to, but were at the same time means

of conveyance, such as a title-deed# It is not a real

estate, but it conveys one.

In attempting to arrive at exactly what Christ meant

when He said, "This is ray Body" Waterland becomes quite

explicit as to the true nature of the Sacrament. If Christ

had intended only a bare memorial ho need not have said,

"this is my Body"# To say that He meant only that this was

His Body in power and effect, seems to carry in it some obscure

conception either of an inherent or infused virtue resting

upon the bare elements, and operating as a means which makes

it uncertain whether the elements are natural, or sacramental,

Works. VII, 147.
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or both in one. Waterland felt that it was more reasonable

to say that the elements are the Body and Blood (the natural

body and blood) In the light of the construction put upon

them by Christ Himself. The symbols are not the Body in

power and effect, if efficiency is meant, but if the

recipient has received the symbols according to the terms

specified by Christ, then they are not litez*ally but are

interpretatively, and to all saving purposes, that very

Body and Blood which they so represent -with effect. By

construction of Gospel law, and in Divine intention, and

therefore in certain effect or consequence, there is a

reception of the thing signified# Moses was God to Pharaoh,

not literally but in effect, a man and wife are one flesh

not literally but in effect. In the Old Testament, parti¬

cularly in the sacrificial language, there arc many examples

of this manner of speaking.

Waterland was convinced that this symbolical or mystical

construction, in which the body and blood of Christ were

appointed as such by Christ, were accepted as such by God

the Father, and made such in effect by the Holy Spirit to

every faithful receiver, was the view of the Church generally

until the eighth century. He shows further that the con¬

ception persisted, with 3ome variation, in the teaching of

the Reformers and then concludes with a quotation from

Cranraert
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And. bo the olde writers many tymes dooe say, that
Christe and the Holy Ghoste be present© in the water,
bread, or wyne, (whiche be only the outward vysyble
Sacramentes) but that in the dewe mynlstratlon of the
Saerarnentes, accordynge to Christes ordynan.ee and in¬
stitution, Christe and his Holy Spirite be trewly
and inded present by their mighty and sanctifying
power, virtue, and grace in all them that worthily
receyve the same.

Waterland definitely believed that sacramental or sym¬

bolical feeding in the Eucharist was feeding upon the Body

broken and Blood shed, under the signs and symbols of bread

and wine. The result of such feeding was the strengthening

or perfecting of our mystical union with the body of Christ

glorified and so, properly speaking, we feed upon the Body

as dead, and we receive It into closer union as living*

In the course of Waterland's treatment of sacramental

feeding he dealt at length with John VI, where Christ

says, "Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink

his blood ye have no life in you." He believed that this

had no reference to the Eucharist because it plainly soys

that those who feed have life, and those who do not, have

no life. This would, put the emphasis on mere participa¬

tion whether worthy or not. If "eating" simply means the

act of believing in Christ, then it must be qualified by

an allowance for those who have not heard and could not

1. Cranmer, Amp ex-to QoT'dinftT>. 1551 edition, cited in
V/orks, VII, 1 Bo.
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believe; those who believe but do not obey, and those who

are incapable ofbelieving through personal incapacity

The correct interpretation, for Waterland, must not be

loaded with particularities:

. • . whether with faith or without, whether in the
sacraments or out of the sacraments, whether before
Christ or since, whether in covenant or out of
covenant, whether here or hereafter, no man ever
was, is, or will be accepted, but in and through ^
the grand propitiation mode by the blood of Christ.

If eating and drinking means receiving, then certainly

Christ is to be received# It is the fruit of His death and

atonement that constitutes the believer's food, and it is

the very hand of God that administers it* Ordinarily, we

take this food in faith and in the use of the sacraments,

but God may extraordinarily convey it to those incapable

of receiving it otherwise# This partaking of Christ is

the foundation of all our spiritual privileges and the effect

of this feeding is our right to be fellow-heirs with his body

glorified, and to have the presence of His Divine nature

abiding in us and dwelling with us#

Waterland was aware that some of the Fathers generally

interpreted John VI as speaking of the Eucharist, but he

distinguished between interpreting and applying. The gene¬

ral doctrine of John VI could be applied to the Eucharist,

1. Works. VH, 104#
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considered as being worthily received, because the spi¬

ritual feeding there mentioned is the thing signified in the

Eucharist. The Fathers did not interpret John VI as

directly applicable to the Kucharist:

"... because it has not one word of the outward
signs or symbols of the spiritual food, but
abstracts from all and rests in the general
doctrine of the use and necessity of spiritual
nutriment, the blood of Christ, to everlasting
salvation.

Waterland noted particularly that Cranmer likewise only

applied John VI to the Sacrament in a secondax^y sense.

He said in a summary of Cranmer's doctrine:

"» . . spiritual manducation is a privilege belonging
to the Eucharist and therefore John VI is not foreign
to the Eucharists has such relation to it as the in¬
ward thing signified bears to the outward signs."2
Waterland's interpretation-^ of I Cor. X, 16 "The cup

of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the

blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the

communion of the body of Christ?', is very much to the point

in this discussion. In this passage and the verses following,

there are three communions mentioned: that of Christ's body

and Blood, of the Jewish altar, and of devils. Paul's

argument is: as the Eucharist is in significance a participation

1.
2.
3.

Works, VII, 135.
Ibid., VII, 141 f.
Ibid. , VII, 196.
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of Christ*s Body and Blood, and as the Jewish feasts were

a participating of the altar, so the eating of idol-

meat was, in significance, a participating of devils. His

doctrine of the Eucharist then is that it is a communion of

Christ*s Body and Blood in this sense.

Waterland comes closest to actually defining the "how"

of this partaking when he lists six things that he does not
1

think I Cor. X, 16 means: not Transubstantiation because

it was not heard of for 800 years after the institution)

not a receiving of His natural Plesh and Blood together

with the symbols because there is in this the same error as

in 'fransubstantiation and Christ*s actual Blood was to be

spilled only oneej not the eating of Christ's glorified

Body by faith, or with the mind only because whatever is

corporeal cannot be literally the food of the soul and it is

the Body crucified, not glorified, that is represented and

eaten in the Sacrament and it cannot be received either with

mouth or mind, excepting only in a qualified and figurative

sense) not a joint partaking of the outward signs of Christ's

Body and Blood because Paul does not say that it is only

commemoration, and this aspect would make the participation

all sign and nothing signified) not only spiritual feeding, or

receiving Christ's promises and doctrine becaiise Paul did

1 • See Works J/n. pp. 200 ff•
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not say that the Eucharist is only a declaration of communion

"but actual communion and not a communion with Christ our

head but a communion of His Body and Bloodf not a simple

holding of fellowship with Christ because this in no way

carries out Paul's reference to a communion of Christ's Body

and Blood or the further implication that we become partakers

of them. What it does mean in its primary intention and in

its certain effect to all worthy communicants is a real

communion of Christ's Body broken and Blood shed which implies

"• • • a part in our Lord's passion, and the reconcilement
„1

therein made, and the blessed fruits of It. The Body

broken and Blood shed are equivalent to the single word "death"

with its fruits, and this is what we spiritually receive.

Then the true sacramental content of the Eucharist for

Waterland was in the experience of spiritual manducation which

is a present receiving of spiritual blessings additional to

those experienced before, and this is to be distinguished from

other religious duties, which may be described as applications

of men to God, by the understanding of the elements as being

applications of God to men. They are Instruments of the

conveyance of the benefits of the death of Christ. The best

illustration of this functioning that occurred to Waterland

1. Works, VII, 208.
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was the preaching of the Word. By the Word God conveys

His graces hut even the inviting or exhorting men to be

reconciled to God is not the equivalent of sealing the re¬

conciliation* Preparing the man for covenanting is not

the same as covenanting with him, which is accomplished in

the sacrament of the Eucharist*

The Remission of Sins in the Sacrament of the Eucharist.

That the remission of sins is related to the matter of

the sacramental character of the Eucharist, is seen in the

Homilies quoted by Waterland to show that the traditional

viewpoint had always recognised this function of the Eucharist.

One of the clearest was:

As to the number of Sacraments, if they should be
considered according to the exact signification of
a Sacrament, namely for visible signs expressly
commanded in the New Testament, whereunto is annexed
the promise of free forgiveness of sins, and of our
holiness, and joining in Christ, there be but two,
namely, aptism and the Supper of the Lord.

Not only does this suggest that remission is conferred, but

that the Eucharist could not in strictness be reputed a

Sacrament if there were no remission.

Waterland maintained that God*s remission is not

always final, but there is a present remission distinct

from the final one which may or may not continue to the end.

1• Sermons or Homilies. Book II, Homily IX, p. 321, cited
in Works, VII, 254.
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He seems to intimate a progressive character in all re¬

mission:

Indeed, remission of sins of a kind of continued act
of God towards good men, often repeated in this life,
and more and more confirmed the more they improve?
ascertained to them, against all future chances, at
their departure • • • '

There was no disagreement about the fact that present

remission was ordinarily conferred in the sacrament of

Baptism so Waterland used this agreement for a starting point.

That remission once had been granted was no argument against

repeating and renewing it, if there should be a new occasion

for it. Although there was not the same need after Baptism,
2

there was nevertheless a great need. Augustine held that

baptismal remission covers past and future and has its

federal-* effect for remission of sin repented of all our lives

long, but he still believed that the Eucharist v/as instituted

to function similarly. He understood Baptism to be primarily

the instrument of justification while the other was of sanctl-

fication and although these were distinctly set forth in

Scripture, they are so closely connected in the spiritual

life that they commonly went together and what increased one,

increased the other.

1* Works» VII, 238.
2. De -oeccatorum merit is et remiss ione. lib. i, cap. 24,
cited in Works.' VII. 241 ♦ **" ~

3. Waterland uses this term in the sense of a compact or
covenant.
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If It were argued that remission was promised only upon

repentance, Waterland agreed, but was not the receiving of

Coiffimmion, as an article of Christian obedience, included

in the notion of repentance? Repentance alone, without con¬

tinual application of the great atonement was of no avail

from the standpoint of the Christian covenant. The least

that could be said of the expediency of the Eucharist was

that it was the application of Christ's merits for rendering

our repentance acceptable and thxis it had a close relation¬

ship to the promised remission. Against the contention that

the Eucharist, if it were a renewal of the baptismal covenant,

must carry in it a renewal of baptismal remission as well,

Waterland urged that repentance was the primary thing in

man's relation to God, and therefore Divine wisdom must have

added Baptism to stress man's repentance, to render it more

acceptable, and to make the pardon therein granted more

affecting and memorable. The Eucharist was fitted to serve

like purposes.

III. THE EUCHARIST AS A SACRIFICE

The correct understanding of the Eucharist as a sacri¬

fice was important to the Church of England in the early

eighteenth century, because Johnson's Unbloody Sacrifice

being widely received, was believed to be a movement toward

the Transubstantiation of the Romanists. Johnson had died
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before Waterland took up the matter but his views were ably

championed by Dr. rett who published a tract in 1733 that

was entitled "Some Remarks on Dr. Waterland's Review of the

Doctrine of the Eucharist."

The Nature of the Christian Sacrifice. Waterland began

his explanation of this intricate uestion by establishing a

division of the ceremony into two integral parts: the sacra¬

mental, and the sacrificial. A federal or covenanting rite

between God and man must involve God's gift to man as well as

man's gift to God, and the only suitable sacrifice a man

can offer to God in the Eucharist is a spiritual one.
1

"Spiritual sacrifice" is a tern first used by Peter
O

and it agrees with Paul's phrase of "reasonable service".

This same idea is apparently what Christ conceived in

speaking of worshipping God "in spirit and In truth".

This kind of sacrifice does not mean mental service only,

... but takes in mental, vocal, and manual, the
service of the heart, mouth and handj all true and
direct service, bodily service, as well as any other,
since we o\igh£ to serve God with our bodies, as well
as our souls.^

1. I. Peter, II, 5.
2. Romans, XII, 1.
3. John, IV, 24.

Jorks. VIII, 148.
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It is made clear by several references to Roman theo¬

logians that they were not agreed as to whether the spi¬

ritual sacrifice could be excluded as improper and merely

metaphorical. Aquinas1said that a sacrifice, proper, is

anything performed for God*s sole and due honour, in order

to appease Him. He plainly makes it a work, or service, not

a material thing, and by that very rule determines that the

sac ifice of the Cross was a true one, and must therefore be

both proper and acceptable. When the Roman Church claims

that the Protestants offer no true sacrifice, and thus are

not a church, the answer must be that Christ is the Church*s

sacrifice, and that in the Eucharist there is a participation

in that sacrifice, as well as a commemoration and application

of it. The offering of prayer, praise, and commemoration,

which are visible and public, are the only sacrifices left

to offer.

Mede, in his Christian :'aerifies. which affirms that

the elements in the Eucharist are offered to God in sacri¬

fice, speaks of "proper" and "improper" sacrifices. 3y

"proper" he meant a material sacrifice. A sacrifice made

symbolically, or of a spiritual kind was "improper".

Waterland demonstrated by many patristic references^ that

1. See Gumma Theologies, par. iii, q. 48, cited in Works,
VIII, 149.

2. See Worksj, VII, p. 235> ff*
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the Fathers never referred to spiritual sacrifices by any

such name as "improper" or "metaphorical" but rather held

that such sacrifices were true and were the noblest and

divinest that could be offered. The High Churchman,

Laud, spoke of three sacrifices: Christ's own sacrifice,

commemorated before God by the priest alone in his breaking

the bread and pouring out the winej the sacrifice made by

priest and people jointly of praise and thanksgiving! and
1

the self-sacrifice of every communicant. Laud said

nothing of proper or improper, considering all three to be

proper even if spiritual.

After Laud, another group, claiming to follow Hooker's

teaching, began a new emphasis that depreciated the sacri¬

ficial aspect. Hooker had declared that, • • sacrifice

is now no part of the Church ministry" and that "we have

now nosacrifice"*2 He obviously was thinking of the terra

in a purely propitiatory sense, and in this sense Waterland

would agree with him, but he did not make clear whether

there was not a sacrifice of another type.

1. William Laud, A Conference with Jesuit Fisher. (1624)
sect, xxxv, PP» 305 f, cited" in dorks'. VIII, 1 &5»

2. Richard Hooker, Ecclesiastical Polity, vol.ii, lib. 5
sect. 7&, P* 439, Oxford edition, cited in Works, V, 169*
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A third, set of Divines sprang up to correct what they

thought to be a weakness in Hooker's teaching and they, led

by Mede, began to contend for the material nature of the

Eucharistic sacrifice. Two fundamental flaws in Mode's

system were: his endeavouring to base his definition of a

Christian sacrifice on the Levitical law, as if typical and

true were the same} and his inability to establish the

sacrifice he preferred by the very rules that he adopted*

He rightly observed that in the Levitical peace offerings,

God was assigned a portion, and this was very necessary to

the completion of the federal part of the oblation, but vs?hen

Mede tried to make the analogy apply to the Christian feast,

he could find no corresponding place for God because, no¬

thing was ever said about God's partaking, in the words of

institution.

The idea behind this "new scheme", as Waterland called

it, was that the sacramental body was supposed to be substi¬

tuted for the natural, so as to be exclusivly an equivalent

for it. This substitute was made so by the indwelling of

the Holy Spirit according to Mede and his school. Then is

the Spirit sacrificed along with the Body? And if grace and

virtue accompany the elements as we partake, then how, in

presenting them to God as one must do in material sacrifice,

can pardon and sanctification be presented, as a sacrifice
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to God? And would not the baptismal waters have as good

a claim as the Eucharist to being a substitute? These are

a few of the questions raised by the scheme that seemed to

Waterland unanswered.

In concluding Waterland*s views of the nature of the

Christian sacrifice, it may be helpful to set down his analy-

sis of Mr Johnson's system since it was the backbone of the

"new scheme". Johnson began by maintaining that Gospel

ministers were proper priests, and since priests need a proper

sacrifice, the Eucharist would best seera to serve the purpose.

The notion that no sacrifice could be proper unless it was

material had prevailed for about a century so pains were

taken to prove the Eucharist a material sacrifice. But an

evangelical priesthood needed more than a material sacrifice

to offer. This made it necessary to enrich the elements

with the Spirit, borrowing from the sacramental conception

of the Eucharist to augment and advance the sacrificial.

The next difficulty in the scheme was the accounting for the

sacrifice of the elements if it could not be proved that

Christ so sacrificed them in the original Eucharist. Proof

of this was impossible so it was simply asserted that He

sacrificed the elements as His sacramental body and reasons

and authorities were brought in to maintain it, but the fact

1* Works VIII, 218.
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remained that Scripture epoke often of Christ's offering

Himself but never once of His offering the symbols in

sacrifice. The further attempted solution was to say

that He offered Himself in the Eucharist, but by, and with

the symbols. This was plainly an after-thought that did not

fit well with former parts of the scheme. One further

difficulty remained: how to account for the fact that the

Hew Testament plainly teaches that Christ sacrificed Himself

once. Either it was not done in the Eucharist or not on the

Cross. The defenders of the doctrine seemed to Waterland to

1
have resolved to give up the sac ifice of the Cross.

In further defining the nature of the Christian sacri¬

fice, Waterland makes a distinction in the understanding of

the terra "commemorative sacrifice'*•

If that phrase means a spiritual service of ours,
commemorating the sacrifice of the cross, then it is
justly styled a sacrifice commemorative of a sacrifice,
and in that sense a commemorative sacrifice: but if that
phrase points only to the outward elements representing
the sacrifice made by Christ, then it means a sacrifice
commemorated* or a representation and commemoration of
a sacrifice.

Before he proceeded to examine the testimony of the Ancients,

as his manner invariably was on such points as these, he laid

1« Works. VIII, 218.
2. Ibid., VII, 349-
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down his own definition of the above mentioned spiritual

service which he conceived, to be incorporated in the sacri¬

fice of the Eucharist:

1. The sacrifice of alms to the poor, and oblations to
the Churchj when religiously intended, and offered
through Christ, is a Gospel sacrifice* Hot that the
material offering is a sacrifice to God, for it goes
entirely to the use of man; but the service is what
God accepts* 2* The sacrifice of prayer, from a pure
heart is evangelical incense* 3* The sacrifice of
praise and thanksg'ving to Cod the Father, through
Christ Jesus our Lord, is another Gospel sacrifice.
4. The sacrifice of a penitent and contrite heart, even
under the Law (and now much more under the Gospel, when
explicitly offered through Christ) was a sacrifice of
the new covenant: for the new covenant commenced from
the time of the fall, and obtained under the Law, but
couched under shadows and figures* 5« The sacrifice
of ourselves, our souls and bodies, another Gospel
sacrifice. 6* The offering up the mystical body of
Christ, that is, His Church, is another Gospel sacri¬
fice: or rather, it is coincident with the formerj
excepting that there, persons are considered in their
single capacity, and here, collectively in a body.
I take the thought from St. Austin, who grounds it
chiefly on I Cor. X, 17 and the texts belonging to the
former article. 7» The offering up of true converts,
or sincere penitents, to God, by their pastors, who
have laboured successfully in the blessed work, is
another very acceptable Gospel sacrifice. 8. The sacri¬
fice of faith and hope and self-humiliation, in comme¬
morating the grand sacrifice, and resting finally upon
it, is another Gospel sacrifice, and eminently proper
to the Eucharist.1

It was in this sense then that ministers performed the office

of evangelical priests. They were commemorating the same

sacrifice below that our High Priest commemorates above, and

1. Works. VII, 348 f.
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they were yielding up through mediation the prayers and

services of Christians to Christ, and they were offering up

to God all those under their ministry who were sanctified

by the Spirit.

In substantiation of this general idea of both Christian

sacrifice and priesthood, Water-land explored the opinions of

most of the best-known of the Fathers. This investigation is

well done, and results in considerable evidence in support

of the idea of spiritual sacrifice, but it will serve this

present purpose to examine only a few of the more outstanding

of the men whose writings Waterland cite..

Clement of Alexandria, in answer to the question, what

sacrifice is most acceptable to God? answers that it is a

contrite heart, and goes on to say: "How then shall I crown,

or annoint, or what incense shall I offer unto the Lord?

A heart that glorifies its Maker is a sacrifice oC sweet

odour unto God". He elsewhere describes meekness, philanthro¬

py, piety, humility, and sound kno.ledge to be among the
2

acceptable sacrifices. Again, he says that the sacrifices

of the Christian Gnostic are prayers, lauds, reading of crip-
3

ture, psalms and anthems. It is not claimed that he applied

1. Paedagorus, lib. ill, c. 12, p. 306, cited in Works,
VII,"355/

2. Stromaturn, vii, p. 836, cited in Works, VII, 366.
3. Ibid., vTl, p. 860 f, cited in Works, VII, 367.



160

those general principles of Gospel sacrifice directly to the

Eucharist though he- might have, with no violation of his

principles.

Tertullian speaks of his superior sacrifice: ,;I offer

unto God a fatter and nobler sacrifice, which himself hath

commanded| vis. prayer sent out from a chaste body, an
<j

innocent soul, and a sanctified spirit:" and again he

says: "We sacrifice indeed, but it is with pure prayer,

as God has commended! for God, the Creator of the universe,
2

hath no need of any incense or blood". * In speaking

directly of the eucharistieal sacrifice he carries the

same thought further:

"We are the time worshippers and the true priests,
who worshipping in spirit, do in spirit sacrifice
prayer ... this is what we ought to bring to God's
altar, devotion from the whole heart, fed with faith,
decked with truth, by innocence made entire, and clean
by chastity, crowned with a feast of charity, attended
with a train of good-work:; , amidst the acclamations of
psalms and anthems,"''

It will be noticed that he describes the Christian and

spiritual sacrifice of prayer in phrases borrowed from

material sacrifices and he is undoubtedly referring to the

1. Apologeticus, cap. xxx, p. 277, Havercamp's edition,
cited in Works. VII, 367.

2. Ad Ccapulam, cap. il, p. 69, Rigalt's edition,
cited in Works. VII, 3^7.

3* i)e Qratione. ca . xxvii, xxviii, p. 52 f., Muratori's
edition, cited in Works. VII, 37C.
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Eucharist, because, previous to this quotation he speaks of

public psalmody and responses, and he mentions the altar

in the quotation, also the feast of charity which was

connected with the observance of the Sacrament in the early

days.

Cyprian, in comforting some in prison who could not

communicate, said:

Neither your religion nor faith can suffer by the hard
circumstances you are under, that the priests of .od
have not the liberty to offer and celebrate the holy
sacrifice. You do celebrate and you do offer unto
God a sacrifice both precious and glorious, and which
will much avail you towards your obtaiing heavenly
rewards.

It is clearly shown here that Cyprian looked upon the Eucha¬

rist as a sacrifice, that in ease of exclusion from the

Sacrament he conceived th t spiritual sacrifice; alone were

equivalent to it, and therefore he could not conceive of

any sacrifice offered in the service as being the archetypal

sacrifice itself, or in any sense equal to it.

The last of the Ancients to be consulted was Augustine,

and Waterland showed, from references in De Civitate Dei,

that he classified all the Gospel sacrifices under two

headings: one was our Lord's sacrifice on Calvary and the

1» Opera. Epistle lxxvi, p. 232, Oxford edition, cited
in Works, VII, 373.
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other was the Church's offering of herself,"1 His notion

of the eucharistical sacrifice resolves itself into one

compound idea of a spiritual sacrifice in which the commu¬

nicants offer up themselves, and in this act they commemo¬

rate the grand sacrifice.

These testimonies, along with the others, provide

foundation for the conclusion that the spiritual sacrifice

conception of the Eucharist is in accord with the federal

view "because it comprises a solemn renewing of former

engagements under the symbols Cod has appointed. Thus the

true understanding of the sacrificial aspect of the Eucharist

involves a spiritual offering that is most helpful in

Christian practice and those who would materialize it, do a

great disservice to practical religion.

IV. THE EUCHARIST AS A MEMORIAL

Because God cannot receive by any human act an ad¬

vantage that He does not already possess, Water-land concludes

that the ultimate end of all provisions that God has made is

the happiness of man. God appointed the Sacrament for man

because He delights to exercise His goodness and so the

ultimate end of it is the glory of God as it is coincident

with man*s happiness. But the proximate or immediate end

1. Lib. XVII, cap. 21, p. 484, cited in Works. VII, 387.
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of the institution of the Eucharist by God the Son, is the

commemoration or remembrance of Christ and particularly the

remembrance of His dying for us. Thi3 chief objective in

no way conflicts with the sacramental or sacrificial aspects

of the Eucharist as previously described.

The commemoration of the death of Christ includes two

things; the considerotion of Him as Lord, and as dying;

one expressing His personal dignity, the other expressing

His suffering for us.
«

The Remembrance of Christ in the Eucharist. The Greek

rendering of the phrase "This do in remembrance of me" is

capable of bearing several meanings and Waterland shows that

these meanings, as they are emphasized by various schools of

thought are of great importance in determining the significance

of the Sacrament. The three main meanings are: In remembrance

of me; in commemoration of me; for a memorial of me, or, for

my memorial.

The Socinians had seized upon the first of these, "In

remembrance of me" in an effort to eliminate all possible

mystical reference. Undoubtedly, this simple commemoration

of Christ is a principal end in the observance, but it does

not discount the other Scriptures that define in what capa¬

city He is to be remembered. To remember Him as a great and

good man is to do no more that the pagans and Platonists
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of the second and third centuries did. To recall Hira as our

Master to whom we owe such regard as do any followers owe to

their leader is to place Him on the level with Moses, whom
1

the Bible states to be but a servant of Christ and again

practically anyone but infidels and apostates would agree

to this understanding. It is insufficient to remember Him

as an eminent prophet, or one of the chief prophets, or

ambassador from heaven who wrought miracles and lived a good

life and who will return to judge humanity, because this is

in perfect accoz'd with the Mohammedan conception which must

be recognized to be substantially lower than any legitimate

Christian conception, or than the Bible account. One must

completely ignore many plain passages of Scripture to be

content even with a consideration of Him that makes Him

higher than the angels, or older than the systems of the

world.

In answer to this Socinian "remembrance" Waterland de¬

monstrated that the whole tenor of Scripture indicates that

He is Divine Lord and Master in such a sense as to be also

regarded as Jehovah, God of Israel, or God before creation

by whom all creatures are made and by whom the foundations

of the earth were laid. As such He is worthy of worhlp and

adoration and He ought to be so remembered at the Communion

1. Heb. Ill, 2-6.
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Table# Because the value of ivhat He has done rises in pro¬

portion to the dignity of His person, it is most important

that His proper divinity should be appreciated in the

Eucharistlc remembrance#

"In commemorationcf me1 the second possible rendering

of the original words spoken by Jesus, contains the idea of

extolling, honouring, or celebrating and is thus somewhat

beyond a mere remembrance. Waterland agreed that "Commemora¬

tion" was an adequate conception when properly understood.

It must include a remembrance of the benefits and au outward

celebration of the same and it all hinged on the recognition

of the divinity of Christ# Such passages as Hebrews X, 13-14,

"how much more shall the blood of Christ, who through the

eternal Spirit offered himself without spot to God, purge your

conscience from dead works to serve the living God " were con¬

sidered sufficient ground for the establishment of such divi¬

nity in that Waterland understood by "eternal spirit" a direct

reference to Christ's Divine nature.

A more inclusive rendering than either of those already

given, according to Waterland, was "for a memorial of me"

or "for my memorial" in that these seemed to include both

of the former. He was not sure that there was in the word
* x

any allusion to the sacrificial memorials of the

1. Works. VII, 66.
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Old Testament and he was inclined to doubt the validity

of building any premise upon the fact that the same word

was used twice in the Septuaglnt because it was used in
1

another sense. But that the service of the Eucharist

should ascend as a memorial before God as much as Cornelius'

prayer and alms did, seemed utterly logical to waterland.

Any Gospel services rightly performed are accepted memorials

in the sight of Cod.

Therefore, the highest view of the Eucharist is, that

it is a commemoration before God, but Waterland points out

that it is also a memorial before men in the same sense as

the Passover. God said to Israel that the Paschal service

2
was to be "unto you for a memorial". This New Testament

memorial was to be "a memorial left to the Church of Christ

to perpetuate the memory of that great deliverance from the
3

bondage of sin and Satan. • . Even as all the Passovers,

after the first, were a kind of representation and commemo¬

ration of the original, so all Eucharistic Passovers were

a sort of commemoration of the original. This view does

not prevent the Supper from being a memorial of Christ

and His passion as well.

1. Works, VII, 67.
2. Exodus, XII, 14.
3» Ibid.. VII, 69 f.
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The- Remembrance of the death of Christ in the Eucharist.

In commemorating the death of Christ there is obvious need

for an understanding of the meaning of His death, and Waterland

seized upon this ideal opportunity to proclaim his convictions

regarding the substitutionary atonement. Christ's sacrifice

was a "willing sacrifice to Divine justice for the sins of

mankind." "... a vicarious punishment of sin, a true and

proper expiatory sacrifice for the sins of mankinds" His

explicit and seripturally substantiated account reveals his

concern over the drift toward the Socinian theory or the

atonement which looked upon the death of Christ as but the

death of a noble martyr. He felt that it was Impossible for

a man to come worthily to the holy Communion if he had no

appreciation of the sacrifice there commemorated, and if

he were relying upon a righteousness of his own that was in¬

dependent of the grace of God in Christ.

For Waterland, the substance of the gospel was contained

in Paul's phrase, "Christ, and Him crucified" and it was only

by virtue of this sacrifice that we received the benefits of

atonement, redemption, propitiation, justification, reconcilia¬

tion, and remission. In presenting the cause of our salvation

Waterland states that it all must begin with Divine philanthropy.

1« Works, VII, 72.
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This is the principal cause. The conditional cause is the

performance of our duties, such as faith and repentance,

as we are enabled by Divine grace. The meritorious cause

is the sacrifice made in the death of Christ which sacrifice

recommends and renders acceptable our Imperfect performances.

The instrumental causes are the Divine ordinances and, more

particularly, the two Sacraments. Through these God applies
1

to men that are fitly disposed, the virtue of the sacrifice.

The relation of Christ's atonement to the observance

of the Sucha:rist is based upon Christ's continual inter¬

cession in heaven in that this is a kind of commemoration

of the sacrifice.

If that sacrifice is represented and pleaded in
heaven by Christ himself for remission of sins, that
shews that there is an intrinsic virtue, value, me¬
rit in it, for the purposes intended: and it shews
further, how rational and how proper our Eucharistical
service is, as commemorating the same sacrifice here
below, which our Lord himself commemorates above.

So Water-land conceives the purpose behind the commemora¬

tion of Christ's sacrifice to be: a suing for pardon on our

behalf,being encouraged to come as we have need by the reassur¬

ing knowledge of Christ's continual intercession; an acknow¬

ledging of our need of mercy; and a confessing all our other

1. Works. VII, 77.
2. Loc. clt.
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righteousness as nothing without it. There is combined in

it a service of thanksgiving and of self-humiliation.

After thus clearly stating his own understanding of

the memorial aspect, Waterland proceeded to deal with some of

the standard objections to the position. It was asked, "Why

does God need a reminder?" but the ready reply was that we

need to show forth to God our Lord's death even as we need

to tell Him our needs in prayer, though He knows all about

both. Again, it was implied that if the Eucharist is a

commemoration then we cannot receive present benefits, but

Waterland shows that the error grew out of the misunder¬

standing of the word "remembrance". It need not always

refer to something past or absent as It obviously does not

in the case of, "Remember thy Creator" or "Remember the

Sabbath day". The word moans "call to mind" and certainly

we can call to mind present benefits. Beside this, if the

word in uestion be translated "commemoration" which may

properly be done, it strongly suggests the presence of

the thing commemorated. A similar answer was given to

those who contended that Christ must be absent if He is to

be "remembered" in this service.

Waterland felt that it was not justifiable to argue

that Christ was absent because we are told to continue the

Eucharist "until He come". The text docs not say "till
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His body appears" but "till He come": that is, till He

comes to put an end to this sacramental service, this pro¬

bationary duty, making the antithesis between present ser¬

vice and future glory rather than between present and absent

body. Of course he agreed that the memorial of a thing

could not be the thing signified, but he still saw in the

proper understanding of the word "sacrament" that there

were inward and invisible graces as well as outward visible

signs. In our remembering the price of our redemption

through the prescribed means of the Eucharistical elements

the memory was given a sacramental quality through the

operation of the Holy Spirit within the communicant.

V. THE EUCHARIST A3 A COVENANT

The federal nature of the Sacraments involved a

mutual covenanting between God and man at God*s invitation.

The advantage of a covenant over a naked precept was that

it produced a stronger tie, a closer relationship, and de¬

fined our privileges. God * s grace appears in this arrange¬

ment when it is recalled that, though the obligations are

mutual, the benefits are not, because the benefits all go

to one party. Waterland considered that there was a direct

relationship between Baptism and Communion in that there was

no new covenant established in the Eucharist, but rather a
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covenanting anew which confirmed or renewed the stipu¬

lations indicated by Baptism.

God's transactions in covenants in the past. In the

legal covenant, made at Sinai, between God and the Israelites,

the chief characteristic was the temporal nature of the

promises. It may be referred to as an external covenant

although it pre-figured the spiritual covenant and was a

shadow of good things to come. It apparently required

fre uent renewal and as new generations came up, a re-

granting or rene ing was nece nary. In this, God estab¬

lished a precedent for occasional renewal in the new co¬

venant.

In the early eighteenth century, there was general

agreement that Circumcision was federal in nature. It

was a formal stipulntion between God and man which carried

with it mutual engagements of blessings and service. The

"uncircumcised shall be cut off" as having "broken my

covenant". The Passover was a proper sacrifice which

pointed, through its typology, to Christ and His sufferings.

Whether the Passover was truly a federal rite had been

challenged and Waterland referred to a number of recog¬

nized theologians to prove that his view was supported.

1. Genesis XVII, 1-14.
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They agreed that it was a sign and a memorial implying the

people's engaging to keep the law of God, and God's engaging

to be their God, which mutual obligation suggests a covenant#

The Christian sacrament© are much clearer in signifi¬

cation# Baptism was a federal rite according to I Pet# III,

21, which states that it is "the stipulation of a good

conscience to Codward*# The Fathers frequently wrote as

though Baptism were a covenanting rite, and that it succeeded

in the room of Circumcision# The Eucharist is a federal

service because it Implies a real and vital communion

between Cod and every worthy receiver and it also involves

mutual stipulations which can be considered the renewal

of Baptismal relationships# Waterier®! felt that Christ's

statement, "my blood of the new covenant" was the unanswerable

proof of the federal n ture of the rite#

In comparing the institution of the various covenants

it would appear logical that Christ, realising that He was

addressing Jew® who had been accustomed to such federal

phraees, would intend His word© of institution to be under¬

stood in that sense. There is the element of communion,

or participation, in which God readmits the co vnunicont

into covenant and in which the communicant re-accepto the

covenanting terms# Every worthy receiver, ae often as he
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sacramentally receives the Blood and Body of Christ, revives

his interest in our Lorn * s passion and in the covenant

thereupon founded and thus renews his baptismal covenant#

This is plainly more than remembrance.

A quotation from Archbishop Potter is brought in to

strengthen Waterland*s analogy of participation drawn from

the sacrifices of the ancient peoples, Jew and Gentile:

... in the ancient sacrifices • • . one part of
the victim was offered upon the altar, and another
reserved to be eaten of those persons in whose name
the sacrifice was made: this was accounted a sort
of partaking of God's table, and was a federal rite
• . . the Lord's Supper was always believed to
succeed in the place of sacrifices#

The death of Christ, being the price of our redemption and

the valuable consideration whereupon the covenant was founded,

needed no repetition and in this it is seen to be far more

than a federal rite# Even as the sacrifices and sacraments

of the Hebrews are properly regarded as federal, so are the

Christian Sacraments because they are mo e than a >rofession

of our being In covenant with God: they are covenanting rites

in which our stipulation with God either commences (as in

baptism) or is renewed (as in the Eucharist)#

The binding effect of the legal sacrifice applies in

the Eucharist. Throughout Waterland's presentation of the

covenanting aspect of the Sacrament he made use of the

1# Discourse of Church Government (1711), p.266, cited in
Works, VII, 323#
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similarity of the legal sacrifices to the Hew Testament

ordinances. The legal sacrifices were federal rites

that Involved a set of laws directly and foreshadowed the

evangelical stipulations Indirectly. Likewise the Gospel

Sacraments bear an analogy to those legal sacrifices and

do bind, in a manner that suits the Gospel state and thus

directly ratify evangelical stipulations. They are pro¬

perly federal rites of the Gospel state, as the other were

federal rites of the legal economy.

This relationship between the economies, obviously

intended of God, was Waterland's answer to those who saw

no importance in the observance of the Sacrament. Verbal

professions or repeated acknowledgments can never equal

the renewal of a covenant as prescribed in the Sacrament.

Verbal expressionhas nothing to do wit a covenant having

mutual obligations, nor does it involve a communion of

Christ's body, nor participation of His sacrifice, nor the

ratification of the new covenant in Christ's blood, nor the

drinking into one spirit, nor pledges of our union in one

body, as does the partaking of one loaf and of one cup*

For the same reason repentance alone is not the best means

of renewing our covenant. Repentance is a qualification

for renewing, not a form of renewal. The terms of covenanting

must be distinguished from acts of covenanting, repentance is

the renewal of the man,but the renewal of a covenant is

another thing.
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Waterland believed that most efforts to dispense with

the Sacraments or to lower their significance were, primarily

an effort to discountenance God's part in the affairs of men.

It is clear in all his teaching that God's part in the

Eucharist was ouch that if it were not included, the rite

would not be federal and thus it would not be a sacrament.

VI. PRACTICAL MATTERS RELATING TO THE

OBSERVANCE OP THE SACRAMENT

Waterland's exhaustive treatment of the theoretical

phases of the subject and his appreciation of its vast

significance never lessened his interest in such practical

matters as: the suitable preparation for communieating,

and the frequency of communication. His concern about the

moral aspects of communing may be a reflection of his reali¬

zation that the Deists, with their underscoring of the

practical and social aspects of Christianity, might serve

as a contrast to both the Churchmen and the Puritans who

often forgot that practice was of equal importance with

orthodoxy.

The tendency of Waterland's Arminianism, with its note

of human responsibility, seen so clearly in his doctrine of

Justification, shows itself in his rather stringent require¬

ments for participation in the Eucharist. In the face of
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considerable modern day opinion regarding as ' anathema'

any thought of being worthy to partake, and thus tending

to minimize preparation, these suggestions will seem lega¬

listic but there could be a value in reconsidering them.

Proper --•reparation for Holy Communion* The sacredness

of the institution requires an observance that is characterized

by 3°ys thankfulness, and godly fear and this demands some

preparation of both heart and mind. If it is agreed that the

Eucharist is a renewal of a covenant then obviously the co¬

venant must first be established at Baptism, and this is then

the first step of preparation and absolutely necessar, . con¬

firmation is also highly expedient, but Waterland recognises

thro there is not the same Scriptural obligation for this as

for Baptism.

Paul's admoniti n that a communicant must "examine him-

self" and be able to "discern the Lord's body" indicates

that a competent knowledge of the meaning and requirements

of the ordinance should inevitably precede the reception.

This can scarcely be done without a knowledge of the main

substance of the Christian religion and so adequate prepa¬

ration must include a sound and right faith.

1. I Cor. XI, 28-29.
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Waterland is certain that the Fathers agree as to the

necessity of a sincere repentance without which our cove¬

nanting with God must be hypocritical. .lustin Martyr,
1

Clement of Alexandria, Orlgen, and Cyprian, are all cited

to show the concern of the early Church that repentance

and newness of life should be understood to be included in

all "worthy receiving". John Locke objected to this

understanding of "worthy receiving", feeling it to be too

stringent, and pleaded that this phrase related only to

irreverent behaviour at the table rather than to some

preparatory qualification. Waterland's reply was that,

apart from Scripture, plain reason would suggest

. that the receiving of the Communion with disposi¬

tions repugnant to the end and use of it, is receiving
..3

unworthily, and offering an affront to its Author."

He also points out that Paul has been dealing with the

ill spirit, unchristian temper, animosities and parties,

in the context of the passage relating to "worthy

receiving". This circumstance, along with the admonition

advising everyone to "examine himself" gives the passage

1. Works. VII, 395 f.
2. Locke on I Cor# XI, 28 j Arthur Bury*s Constant Commu¬

nicant (1681) is also referred to in the f.n. in orks,
VII, 396.

3. Ibid., VII, 396.
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a sufficiently general character to be of standing use for

the Church for all time. One further convincing argument

is drawn from the Corinthian letter. Paul forbids the

Christians to eat with certain people, speaks of "partakers

of the table of devils", and describes others as making one
1

body with harlots. If the people in these conditions

could not receive worthily, then I Co. XI must include more

than disorder in the term "unworthy" and if such people could

receive worthily, then the persons who are not fit to eat

with Christians, who are communicants of devils, or who are

incapable of being living members of Christ, are still

capable of worthily receiving the symbolical body and blood

of Christ which is appointed to strengthen our union with

Him and which assumes men to be living members of His body

when they communicate.

In emphasising the importance of repentance, ' aterland

defines it generally as being possessed of a new heart, of

making a serious resolution to amend what is found amiss,

or of having a deliberate intention to live a life of ho¬

liness, and then he goes on to make four additional qualifi¬

cations of real repentance; (1) Restitution must be made to

any who have been wronged in matters of person., estate, or

1. I. Cor. V, 11; X, 20-21; VI, 15-16
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good name and it is essential that moral honesty regulate the

amendment. For public wrongs, public satisfaction is best

and for secret wrongs, the more secret the reparations, the

better. In such cases it is the offender who must sue for

reconcilement and when degrees of guilt are involved, the

proportion of guilt must govern the reparation. (2) A

readiness to forgive any offences committed against us as

was taught by Christ and was made an express condition of

our own forgiveness. The Master regarded this rule of such

importance that it was included in the Lord's Prayer. Again

Christ taught that we are to forgive a man as often as he
1

repents and even when he does not repent, vengeance is

still God's sole right.2 So the forgiveness that is limi¬

ted to the repentance of the offending party has to do only

with the receiving of that person into the degree of friend¬

ship that existed before, a thing not safe, nor reasonable,

unless he la sorry and gives evidence of an intention not

to repeat the act. weterland goes on in this very sane

and balanced conception of what he calls "-Gospel forgive¬

ness", to discuss in some detail the various cases that can

3
arise. His principle is that forgiveness is always required,

1. Luke XVII, 3-4.
2. Deuteronomy XXXII, 35$ Romans, XII, 19, Hebrews, X, 30.
3. See Works. VII, 403 f#
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and even prayer for the offender except in some rare cases

such as the one mentioned by John# "There is a sin unto

death* I do not say that he shall pray for it". (3) A due

regard for Church unity and public peace in opposition to

schism because the Eucharist is a symbol of peace# a feast

in love, and a proper discernment of the Lord's body, will

inevitably cement the union. (4) Mercy and charity toward

the poor are self-evident duties among brethren who gather

about the Communion Table.

In setting this standard, Waterland is careful to

show the Scriptural basis for it and he brings to bear on

any controversial point the testimony of the "ather . Yet

he recognises the danger of discouraging any who since.ely

desire to partake worthily in spite of 'weakness and he makes

definite allowance for sins of infirmityf such as are

"ordinarily consistent with the prevailing love of God and

love of our neighbour". These sins of daily incursion

must not be looked upon as a bar to our receiving, but

rather as a proof of our need for fresh grace# He provides

plenty of room at the chancel rail for needy souls,

requiring only repentant hearts of them# in such encouraging

statements as the following:

1#
2.

I John V, 16.
Works. VII, 408.
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Arid though we ought to take care to come properly
qualified to the holy Communion, yet we come not
to declare how rich we were before, but to deplore
our poverty, and to beg fresh and new supplies
from above.

The length of time needed for making adequate pre¬

paration for Communion is to be governed entirely by the

moral life of the communicant. When a raan has competently

adjusted his accounts with God, he is fit to come, and not

until then# In this is seen the advantage of living a

consistently good life which is an habitual preparation

but because of the ability to deceive oneself, it is ise

and usually necessary to go beyond this in a more specific

preparation. Weterl&nd was not opposed to the use of

the treatises of weekly preparation, since they v.ere not

rules but helps, and thought that the number and variety

was no disadvantage. He also suggested, not unkindly,

that those who found most fault with them were often not

the ones who needed them least.

A final word on the value of preparatory fasting was

that those who saw in it an expression of Christian humility

and reverence and a help to devotion, would do well to make

use of it, but no one should allow themselves to be in bondage

to the practice. The significance of fasting as it was seen

1. works. VII, 207.
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in the early Church was that it related entirely to per¬

sonal preparation and had nothing to do with any oorooral

presence. As evidence, Waterlcnd pointed to the fact that
1

fasting was just as customary in preparation for baptism.

The frequency of communicating. A phrase that

V/aterland uses in discussing this point is "hare communica-
2

ting". He agrees that a man cannot too often commemorate

Christ and His passi n, nor too often return devout thanks

for God*s merciful provision, nor too often make resolutions

of amendment, nor too often receive pardon of sins and. he

believes thr t all of these things will be experienced in

a worthy communication, but when they are not experienced,

the communication is "bare". His previous stress on

worthiness is employed here as the main consideration in

determining how often one should come to the Table. The

trend in the eighteenth century was toward less fre uont

participation and Waterland favoured this if the trend was

the result of greater concern about the requirements of

preparation. Those who agreed with Waterland that the

disposition of the communicants governed the effectiveness

1. Hartene He Anticniis Bcclesiae Ritibus (1736-37) torn i,
p. 25. There is evidence that the same rale spoiled to
Confirmation on p. 237, 239: cited in forks IV, 779.

2. %f the Obligation to frequent Communion", Works, VII,
411 #
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of the Sacrament, apparently concluded that God would more

readily forgive the lack of the Sacrament than the lack of

the qualifications proper for it.

Those who avoided the celebration of the Sucharist

because of the high standards of preparation, were to be

reminded that God set similar standards for the observance

of the Passover, but did not for that reason permit the

Jews to avoid'it. Such avoidance was a great sin and

amounted to their disowning of God* s covenant. It appears

that Waterland preferred that Communion should be available

to the people often enough to insure that they did not

forget the significance and obligations of their covenant,

but not so often that, in the resulting undue familiarity,

they might neglect thorough preparation. His main concern

is apparent in the following?

• . • the sacramental memorial is a memorial of Christ
Godrnan, who died a willing sacrifice for the sins of
mankind? and that it is not a bare memorial, or re¬
presentation of something once done and suffered, but
a real and present exhibition of the graces, comforts,
or blessing accruing therefrom, to every worthy re¬
ceiver? that therefore proper acknowledgments and
engagements are expected from us and those require
suitable preparations and qualifications, and a de¬
portment thereto corresponding, in a word, self-exa¬
mination and self-approbation beforehand, serious re¬
solutions of amendment at the time, and a conscien¬
tious care afterwards to persevere in well—doing to
our lives end.

1. Works. VII, 439.
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There is no evidence that these stringent requirements

changed the prevailing attitude of apathy toward the

Sacrament but Waterland's object undoubtedly was the in¬

creasing of the importance of it inasmuch as it had, in

many instances, degenerated into a perfunctory formality

for those who participated,

VII. CONCLUSION

In concluding this chapter on Waterlandfs doctrine of

the Eucharist, the claim of consistency can be made for him

in spite of the fact that he had an appreciation for nearly

all of the different schools of thought relating to the

primary significance of the Communion service. It might

be charged that he has attempted to embrace the view—points

of all the major schools of thought in an effort to create

a syncretism that will please everyone and therefore has

not expounded one particular phase of the doctrine. A

fairer judgment is that he was of such temperament, of such

wide acquaintance with prevailing concepts and of such

profound scholarship, that he could see in each of the

theories a gleam of truth that needed to be appreciated.

Brilioth, in commenting on the sacrificial ideas

associated with the- Eucharist, obviously favours Indusiveness

and sees real danger in anything less than a full appreciation
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of the various facets of eucharistic truth:

"The eucharist is menaced, at every point, not at this
point only, by the danger of degradation to a pagan
level; and the danger becomes serious whenever any
of the aspects of the eucharist is held in isolation
from the rest. The effective defence is therefore
the maintenance of.all the aspects in their complete¬
ness and harmony."

One aspect that seems to have been overlooked in

Waterlnnd*s treatment of the subject is com -union, with its

accent on the Church universal and the oneness of the ody.
is

This of interest because the rediscovery of the idea of commu¬

nion was one of the most significant contributions of the

Reformation to the meaning of the Eucharist. Luther and

Calvin put the act of com union back as the centre of the

worship service, and the cor orate character of the service

was restored by the introduction of congregational singing

and of common prayer made by the priest and the people

together. The celebration of the Eucharist soon lost its

place as the central act of Divine worship in the post-

Reformation Church and in England, although there was an

attempt in the Prayer Book of 1549 to resto e it, there was

no corresponding development of the liturgy and the impetus

was lost. The Anglican Communion service became steadily

more individualistic in tone with kneeling at the chancel

1. Yngve Br11loth, The Eucharistic Faith and Practice
Evangelical and Catholic. 1930. p.48.)
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rail taking the place of the communicating around a table.

The spirit of sectarianism gained force within the Church

as a whole and the Church of England, being some hat isolated

from her sister protestant groups on the Continent, may have

been more strongly affected. Doubtless the roots of this

matter extend much further and Involve many other things and

it could be argued that communion has been implicitly, if not

explicitly, retained .ithin the meaning of the Anglican

Eucharist, but Waterland's failure to include it in his

exhaustive survey of the subject is surely of significance

when it is realized that his views are conceded to be

1
typically Anglican.

J.B. Phillips's recent little book on the Eucharist

contains a chapter entitled "The Nature of the Fellowship"

in which he writes warmly of the importance of communion.

He takes the idea of appreciating all possible facets of

eucharistic truth somewhat further than Waterland in the

following:

1. In the reissue of Waterland's Review, 1868, mentioned
at the beginning of this chapter, Ishop Jackson saje in
the preface that the work was, "a safe and perspicuous
guide to the tenets on the Sacrament of the Lord's
Supper, which, as a matter of fact, have been held by
the great majority of the ablest and most learned theolo¬
gians of the Reformed Church of England*
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All of us need, from time to time, to shake ourselves
free from the particular form of thinking which our
branch of the Church has almost imperceptibly formed
around ua. So far as is humanly possible we ought to
observe and, if conscience and circumstances permit,
take part in, the usages of other branches of the Church.
Only in this way can we gain some little insight into
what is the intention of the Spirit who makes almost all
Christians value this Service so highly."'

2
He apparently recognizes some lack of the spirit of communion,

when he asks:

If I, an Anglican Vicar, deny my Free Church brother
access to the Lord's Table set up in my Church, what
am I in fact suggesting? Do I really mean that he
is in some way a defective Christian, so defective
that I must not allow him to approach our common Lord
through the Anglican rite? . . . Holy Communion Is
intended surely for all those who love our Lord and
Saviour in sincerity and truth. This Mystery cannot
be 'cornered* by any denomination and reserved
exclusively for the use of its own members.3

1. Appointment With C-od, 1954, p» 24.
2. In the Rer>ort of the Commission on Christian Doctrine

Appointed by the Archbishops of Canterbury and York in 1922
the following appears on p. 1^4:" ''All the main types of
Anglican tradition, however, agree in regarding communion as
a central and essential element in the Eucharist. The very
fact that controversy is not raised upon this point has
tended to diminish the stress laid upon it in doctrinal
statement, and clear thinking about its nature and impli¬
cations Is often neglected, simply because it is not a sub¬
ject of dispute." This is a tacit admission that communion
has been insiifficiently stressed, at least doctrlnally, and
It would be difficult to prove that Waterland only ex¬
pounded those phases of Eucharistlc truth that were subjects
of dispute.

3* op. cit. p. 74 f«
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Brilioth did not only have this phase of the communion idea

in mind in the reference cited above in which he comments

on the failure of the Anglican communion to recover the

unity of communion and Eucharist but there could be a rela¬

tionship between his thought, Phillips' remarks, and

Waterland's omission#

It is freely granted that Waterland's times and tempe¬

rament,as well as the uncertain state of his Church, would

have made it very difficult for him to fully appreciate the

significance of communion in its inter-confessional impli¬

cations but it may be a legitimate conclusion that his

failure to stress a vital meaning of the central act of

worship can be associated with a persistent trait of indi¬

vidualism in the Anglican Church today. Van Mildert, in

the nineteenth century, used Waterland's authority to
1

support an obviously prejudiced view of the Methodists, as

a case in point.

1. See Works, I, pp. 287, 180 f. In speaking of the 'soll-
fidian' doctrine Van Mildert continues: "This doctrine
was revived by the new sect of Methodists, particularly
by Whitefieldj and it was a notion calculated to spread
rapidly among corrupt and ignorant minds to the great
prejudice of sound morals and pure religion".
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Waterland upheld the spiritual nature of the Supper

throughout and revealed great consistency as he applied

his principle to the ucharist considered as a Sacrament,

as a sacrifice, as a memorial and as a covenant. In the

case of the sacramental significance of the meal, he taught

that there was a spiritual mandiication, in other words, an

inner reception of the benefits of the death of Christ by

means of the appointed material symbols. Considered as a

sacrifice, the Eucharist could only be regarded a spiritual

offering because Christ had already completed the atoning

sacrifice. The spiritual value of such a sacred memorial

can be seen immediately, but to limit the significance of

the Eucharist to this commemorative aspect, is to ignore

the scripturally based teaching of the sacramental efficacy.

The spirituality of solemnly renewing one's personal cove¬

nant with God in the manner prescribed by Him could not be

denied, but again, this valuable experience does not elimi¬

nate the need for a New Testament sacrifice. In explaining

these different aspects F/aterland faithfully follows the

Biblical precedent of progression from the Old to the New

Testament, from the type to the reality, from the natural

to the spiritual, and never goes outside Scripture for the

real grounding of his doctrine. When it is a case of inter¬

pretation, he invariably chooses the Fathers for his guide.
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The one other element that appears everywhere in his

Eucharistic pronouncements is the steadfast grounding of

all theory and all doctrine upon practical considerations

that sought for moral influence and expression in every

doctrinal concept. The chapter begins with an insistence

that the separation of a positive institution from its

moral undergirding is an entirely false dichotomy completely

foreign to the purpose of the Originator of the institution.

The chapter ends with a thoroughly practical and under¬

standable description of the kind of preparation that makes

for worthy reception.

A question as yet unanswered 1st was Waterland a Virtua-

list or a Receptionist? Although these terms we e not then

in use it is possible with them to make some classification

of the men of that day. The majority of eighteenth century

Anglican theologians were Receptionists, holding that there

is no change whatever in the material elements, but that

there is, in their reception, a figurative but none the less

real reception of the Body and. Blood of Christ, providing

that the communicant makes his communion as an act of faith.

This is, in effect, a denial of the Real Presence since the
1

presence is real only in the heart of the recipient.

1. See O.C. uick, Christian Sacraments, (1932) p. 205 f»
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The elements are a means of inner communion of the soul

with its Lord hut this communion is dependent upon the signi¬

ficance conveyed by those means#

Waterland states his view of the Real Presence precisely?

The body and blood of Christ are taken and received by
the faithful, not substantially, not corporally, but
verily and indeed, that is effectually* The* sacred
symbols are no bare signs, no untrue figures of a
thing absents but the force, the grace, the virtue,
and benefit of Christ's body broken and blood shed,
that is of his passion, are really and effectually
present with all them that receive worthily# This
is all the REAL presence our Church teaches.'

Virtualism is the mediating position between Transubstanti-tion

and Receptionlsm# This view regards the consecrated elements,

being set apart for a new and holy use and thus changed in as

much as the possibilities of utilisation are increased, as

having the "virtue" of Christ's Cody and Blood# Waterland

uses the word "virtue" in his description above and makes it

clear that the value of partaking is not found only in the

symbolic expressiveness of the elements but that they are

actually the instrumentality by which the virtue of Christ's

Body and Blood arc transmitted to the communicant* This

benefit takes place regardless of the particular state of

his spiritual comprehension at any given time of communicating.

The Holy Spirit is the effective Instrument in this event:

1. Works, V, 421.
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• • o though there is no corporal presence, yet there
is a spiritual one, exhibitive of Divine blessings and
graces; and though v.e eat not Christ's natural glorified
body in the Sacrament, or out of it, yet our mystical
union with that very body is strengthened and perfected
in and through the bacrament . . » by the operation of
the Holy Spirit.1

A further passage makes it abundatly plain that Waterland

held a Virtualism involving the instrumentality of the ele¬

ments based upon Divine promisej

If God hath been pleased so to order that these outward
elements, in the due use of the Eucharist, shall be
imputed to us, and accepted by him, as pledges of the
natural body of our Lord, and that this constructional
intermingling his body and blood with ours, shall be
the same thing in effect with our adhering inseparably,
to him, as members or parcels of him; then those outward
symbols are, though not literally, yet interpretatively,
and to all saving purposes, that very body and blood which
they so represent with effect: they are appointed Instead
of them.

The comprehensive and competent survey of so many of the

issues facing the Church in his day has made Waterland's

works a source of reference for succeeding generations. Van

Mildert, the last Prince-Bishop of Durham, and eminent High

Churchman, found enough in Waterlandb writings to painsta¬

kingly gather and edit them for the use of the whole Church#

And an Evangelical like If. Dlmock in his Papers on the

Doctrine of the English Church concerning the ucharistic

1. Works. VII, p. 194.
2. Ibid., VII, 149 f.
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Presence* quotes Waterland repeatedly to substantiate his

views. This only points to the fact that the different

schools of thought never drifted very far from Cranmer and

it is to V¥aterland*s credit that he was one of those who

so successfully expounded and undergirded the balanced

truth of Cranmer's views that the Anglican Church, although

loosely knit, is definitely a unity. It goes without

saying that there are real differences today between the

eucharistic interpretations of the Anglo-Catholic and the

Evangelical schools but that they are within the same

communion, using the same Cranmerian Prayer Book is due to

the careful, devoted labours of men like Viaterland.
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CHAPTER IV

THE DOCTRINE OP THE TRINITY

An age that prided itself on its reasonableness must

inevitably have come to grips with that doctrinal statement

that has always seemed most unreasonable} that three Persons

can exist in one God. It is not surprising that those

inside the Church, as well as those outside it, should

have struggled with the problem at the beginning of the

eighteenth century, because the nature of the Godhead had

caused, directly or indirectly, practically all the divi¬

sions that rent the Church in the first four centuries.

The eighteenth century Trinitarian Controversy Introduced

very little new material, but there were some new com¬

binations of that older material that generated a fresh

appeal for mature theological disquisition. The four

main schools of thought represented were: Unitarian,

Sabellian, Arian, and Athanasianj this last name being

given to the defenders of what was generally agreed to be

the orthodox position.
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The background of the controversy. In 1660, a consi¬

derable number of antl-trinltarlans migrated into England

from Poland having been banished by an Order of Council.

Moat of these people had been Influenced by Faustus Socinus

who came to Poland in 1560, joined with other like-minded

Italian exiles, and took up the work begun by his uncle,

Lelio. Faustus made his life work the establishment of

a strong and independent antitrinitarian church with a

formulated system of belief and a properly organized form

of religious life and worship. The humanist tradition with

its exaltation of the power of reason was a fundamental

influence in his life, and he conuienced a thorough-going

assault upon Catholic dogma, including a polemic against

the doctrine of the Trinity. He began his case by setting

forth the unreasonableness of the doctrine, and proceeded

from there to insist that it was absurd to make so abstruse

a teaching, with no practical significance for the Christian

life essential to man*s salvation. It should be noted, as

McLaehlan suggests,

"... that Socinus, whilst holding the Unitarian
view of God, did not actually make this the centre
of his system. In his opinion, there were more
important issues at stake ®at that of the nature
of the Divine Personality,' 1

1. II. John McLachlan, Soclnlanism in Seventeenth Century
England, (1951), P. 13.
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He actually opposed the Arians of his day who would not

acknowledge the Tightness of Invocation or prayer to Christ,

and he claimed that divine honours should be paid to Him as

Ruler of God's Church and of the world.

The academy at Ralcow became the centre for the Soci-

nians and attracted such a following that the Roman Church

became concerned and in 1660, at the instigation of the

Jesuits, the academy was destroyed, the press abolished,

and the Socinlans exiled. Many of them went to Holland

where Christopher Ostorodt and Andrew Wojdowskl had already

gained a foothold for Cocinianism. In the course of the

freedom of commerce between Holland and England, it was

inevitable that there should be a steady infiltration into

England of Socinian ideas.

The first important controversial treatise relating

to the Trinity, published in England, appeared in 1685«

It was Bull's Defensio Fidel Hicaenae. and it was chiefly

an account of an historical investigation into the trini-

tarian views of the Ante-Hlcene Fathers. Sherlock wrote

a more metaphysical Vindication of the Trinity in 1690

that approached dangerously close to Trltheism, and in

opposing his position both Pallia and South wrote articles

that savoured of Sabellianism.
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It is difficult to find substantiation for sorae

charges made against certain writings of this period be¬

cause the disputants often exaggerated the objectionable

feature of their opponents* arguments in the course of

attempting to disprove them. Burnett and Tillotson

suffered from misrepresentation at the hands ofCharles

Leslie who declared that they made the three persons of God

only three manifestations, that the same Person of God was

only considered under three different qualifications and

respects as the Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier. The

spirit in which the criticism was made is evident in his

concluding remarks:

. • • though the sword of justice be (at present)
otherwise employed then to animadvert upon these
blasphemers, and though the chief and father of
them all is advanced to the throne of Canterbury,
and thence infuses his deadly poison through the
nation . . • in order to resist such doctrine we
• * • ought to separate from the Church communion
of these heretical bishops.1

This was said of Burnet who, In speaking of the worship

of Christ, affirmed that, "• . * it was so plainly set

forth in the Hew Testament that not even the opposers of

His divinity deny itj yet nothing is so much condemned

in Scripture as worshipping a creature." And further on,

1# Charles Leslie*s Works, II, p. 669•
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he concludes that "We may well and safely determine that
1

the Christ was truly both God and Man*11 It cannot be

proved that Tillotson taught specific heresy although

his individualism in expressing his views might provide

material for anyone seeking an excuse for criticism.

The chief discussion of the trinitarian question was

taking place within the Church and was generally limited to

explanations of the mode of God's existence. It is to be

distinguished from the Deistie controversy which involved

the whole conception of God and many of the disputants,

such as Lord Herbert of Chenhury, professed no loyalty to

established Church doctrine. It should also be recognised

that the trinitarian controversy was of considerable scope

involving many recognised Church leaders but Church histo¬

rians are agreed that Clarke was the foremost representative

of the Arian position and that Waterland most effectively

defended the orthodox position against Clarke's attack.

In 1708 the eccentric but learned William Whiston,

who had succeeded to the chair of mathematics at Cambridge

in 1702, was gathering a group of promising young clergymen

around him, and teaching them that Athanaslanisra was

2
heresy. Among othe things, he advocated Bueeblanism

fob-P Discourses, pp. 122, 127«
2. Si ;ce God is sovereign Christ must be subject and
subordinate to Hira, and must have a separate existence.



199

which was plainly a form of Arianism and two young men in

particulars Iloadly. and Clarke, evidently found it to their

liking because Clarke came to be regarded by the majority

of Anglican clergymen as the reviver of modern Arianism in
A

England, and Hoadly expressed his approval, at least, in

his known friendship for Clarke and his willingness to

collect and edit his works* The fact that whi. ton was

banished from the university in 1710, for his heretical

teaching, does not seem to have deterred them from a similar

theological direction. It was Hoadley's Preservation against

the Principles and Practices of the ISon-Jurors both in Church

and state, a peering in 1716 with its solid defence of the

Erastianism which was so marked a feature of the Broad

Church, and making creeds, orders or discipline unnecessary,

that precipitated the Bangorian controversy and closed the

Convocations for many years. And it was Clarke's writings,

along with Whiston's, that so unsettled the minds of even

the Nonconformist bodies regarding the doctrine of the

Trinity that, in the case of the Presbyterians, their ranks

were split between the Subscribers and the Hon-subacribe rs

at the famous .alters' Hall conference in 1719* The issue

^• See Abbey and Overton, The English Church in the
Eighteenth Century, p. 201m

2. See Roger Thomas, "The Hon—Subscription Controversy
Amongst Dissenters in 1719: The baiters' Hall Debate*',
Jour, of Bccles. Hist.. Oct. 1953*
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dividing these two parties was the resolution, made at the

conference, that the Synod should testify its own orthodoxy

by subscribing to the first Article of the Church of England

(on the Trinity), with the fifth and sixth Answers of the

V^estminster Assembly's Catechism.

The series of charges, denials, and counter-charges make

it extremely difficult to ascertain the true position of a

disputant of this period. Clarke's Scripture Doctrine of the

Trinity seems to affirm, as its general conclusion, that the

Father alone is the one supreme God and the Son is a Divine

Being as far as the divinity is communicable by this supreme God.

The Holy Spirit is inferior to both, in order, dominion,

and authority. The accuracy of this will be further con¬

sidered in the next section but 'whether this was the exact

thesis of Clarke or not, at least it was this theory that

called forth strong reaction in a number of prominent writers,

and Waterland plainly indicates that he so interpreted Clarke's

meaning. Thus the title of Waterland's first trinitarian

treatise is A Vindication of Christ's Divinity: Being a Defence

of Some C-ueries Relating to Dr. Clark*s Scheme of the Holy

Trinity.



201

The basic importance of the Trinity to the whole

structure of Christian thought, the important place that the

trlnitarian controversy occupied in the theological moulding

of the early eighteenth century, and the lack of any compre¬

hensive work that attempts to evaluate Waterlan&'s contri¬

bution to the controversy should provide a justification for

this chapter. There is little that may be considered origi¬

nal in his treatment, but the same qualities that appeared

in his Euchnrlatic writings must make his efforts in this

field of value. Indeed, Edward Churton, writing in 1868,

contends that his trinltarian writings were his greatest:

» • . the great merit and service of Waterland lies,
not in what he wrote on the Eucha ist, but in his
faithful and constant vindications of our Loxki's
Divine Nature, the patient solid reasoning and sound
learning with which he stood forth almost alone to
encounter the swarming Arians and misbelievers of
his day.

I. THE AHIANISM OP CLARKE

Since most of Waterland's discussion of this subject is

written, either directly or indicrectly, in reference to

Clarke's so-called Arianism and since Clarke repudiated the

term, it is important to reach s .ie conclusion on the matter

at the outset of this presentation. A fundamental tenet of

1. Fourteen Letters to Zaei 3r.v Pearce. p» vili.



202

Arianism, according to Gnatkin, is that there can be no

Divine emanation orxpo&oXfj from the abstractly perfect and
infinite God, "# . « the unity of God excludes not only

distinctions inside the Divine nature, but also contact with
4

the world#n So the Son, although pre-existeat, is begotten

because anything else would make the Father composite and

divisible and if the Son had a beginning He must be a kind

of creature* Prom this beginning descend all of the

supporting arguments that are needed to account for a oing

that is somewhere between God and an ordinary creature#

Clarke made no direct admission of Arianism but ho was de¬

finitely seeking some middle ground and he labour, through¬

out his Lci'jgture Doctrine of the Trinity to shoo that the
2

terra "God" can be used in a sense other than "supreme God".

He then attempts to apply the subordinate conception of God

to Christ. The idea is worked out in great detail and de¬

fended against volumes of criticism, so that, to pursue the

argument through the available material in the hope of

arriving at a final conclusion that he was, or was not an

Arian, is a task of too great proportions for this work*

1# Gwatkin, The Arian Controversy, p.6.
2. Lee ocripture ' Doctrine".' i>*"2'§t>«
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This much can be said for certain? that a number of

the recognized leaders in the Church of England specifi¬

cally state that they consider Clarke's work to be an

indirect revival of the Arian heresy, and in 1714 the

Lower House of Convocation made an application to the

Upper House to notice the heretical opinions of Clarke

on the subject of the Trinity. Clarke's explanation to

the bishops amounted to a partial recantation, and it

apparently satisfied them in spite of the fact that the

Lower House resolved:

• • • that the paper subscribed by Dr. Clarke and
communicated by the bishops to the Lower House doth
not contain in it any recantation of the heretical
assertions • • • nor doth give such satisfaction
for the great scandal occasioned by the said books
as ought2to put a stop to further examination
thereof;

Again, Clarke was taken to task by his diocesan, the

Bishop of London, for altering the doxology in an Arlan

direction. With this evidence it can at least be postula¬

ted that Waterland was maintaining a fairly well established

conclusion in his dealing with Clarke as a propagator of

Arianism.

1. Wells, Ilelson, Knight, Gastrell, Edwards, Welchman,
Potter, Bennet, and Mayo.

2. See article on Clarke, Dictionary of National :iogra-
Pjiy (1885), X, 444.
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The use of early writings* It is difficult to account

for Gierke's depreciation of patristic evidence in the

trinitarian issue because he displayed a considerable

knowledge of the works of the Fathers and regarded them

as authoritative in other doctrinal matters. Though he

virtually disclaims their authority saying that he would

use their statements "as illustrations only" and not

proofs, yet he does not hesitate to declare that the"gene¬

rality of writers before the Council of Nice, were, in the
p

whole, clearly on my side". It is quite possible that

Bull's thorough coverage of the teaching of the ante-Micene

fathers in Defensio Fidel Hicaenae was responsible for

Clarke's unwillingness to accept their authority# Certainly

Whitby was sensible of the power of Bull's work because he

wrote Dlsquisitiones rnodestae to show that the controversies

which then agitated men on the subject of the Trinity could

not be decided by the writings of the Fathers and that Bull,

in defending the Nlcene Faith, had misrepresented their

teaching.

As has been shown previously, Waterland's attitude

was that the Fathers provided positive proof of the Church's

1» Ccrlpture Doctrine. Introduction, p. xvii.
2. Answer "to Dr. Wells, p. 28.
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doctrine in their own age, and if it could be further

shown that this doctrine had the support of the plain

teaching of Scripture, there would seen to be little room

for innovation. No article of faith should ever be built

upon the Fathers alone, but if the sense of Scripture were

disputed, then the concurring sentiments of the Fathers

would generally be the safest interpretation. For these

reasons, IVaterland drew heavily on patristic authority,

and contested Clarke's use of it in several of the original

ueries.1 i.tromberg's recent book Religious-Liberalism in

Eighteenth Century England. (1954), while very infomative

and well-documented, fails to be convincing in his

assertion that Clarke was justified in his criticism of

Waterland's case being based primarily upon scholastic

metaphysics. As proof that Clarke's foes were "• • • forced

in the end to appeal to the authority of tradition", he

cites Waterland's Queries XXVIII and XXIX but does not re¬

cognise that more than half of the thirty-one Queries deal

directly with the interpretation of ccripture and many of

the others, relating to God's attributes, were issues already

raised by Clarke in the course of his expounding Scripture.

1. Waterland's first contribution to the controversy was
his thirty-one ueries, to which Jackson responded.

2. p. 46.
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It should also be noted that there is considerable

difference between the metaphysical arguments of the

Schoolmen and the consistent testimony of the early Church

Fathers upon whom Waterland draws continually for con¬

firmatory evidence. Stromberg points out that Clarke

• « used the testimony of the early Fathers much, but

only as witnesses whose evidence had a good deal of value

on Scriptural interpretations because they were close to

the subject": but this is precisely the argument of
2

Waterland, repeatedly stated and scrupulously observed in

his treatises. It must be proved that Waterland put any less

emphasis upon the evidence of Scripture than Clarke and it

is surely saying too much to conclude that "... Clarke was

unanswerable on the basis of the Bible as strictly inter-
3

preted".

It will be noted that Waterland relies on the same

battery of Scripture that the early Church used in its defence

against Arianism and he is confronted with the same problem.

Any attempt to describe the mode of existence of the Deity

must always strain human language and thus almost any given

1. lellgious Liberalism in Eighteenth Century England, p.45.
2. Cfee WfehkS. V. to. 262. Vlll. ft. 10.
3* Op. cit. p. 46
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text, necessarily indefinite because of the subject, can

be wrested to suit immediate purposes. This accounts for

Waterland* s somewhat lame appeal to tradition at times.

This difficulty applies, of course, to both sides but the

handicap rested most heavily upon orthodoxy because

English Arianism, like the earlier brand, was a philoso¬

phical religion masquerading as biblical. Clarke quotes

Scripture extensively but primarily because he knows that his

only hope of gaining a hearing is to do so. He was not •

called "the first of English metaphysicians" without reason.

In their methods Waterland and Clarke differed! Watorland

chose the most cogent texts he could find, and interpreted

them according to their generally received and obvious

meaning, while Clarke explained the passages by what he

called the maxims of right reasoning. Waterland obviously

had the advantage in any appeal to the Fathers inasmuch

as the majority were clearly opposed to Arianism.

In the twenty-sixth Query, Waterland challenges

Clarke*s claim to ante-Hicene support by showing that it

vindicated him only in the matter of a certain subordination

of Christ that was necessitated by His coming to earth, but

that in the issues of the eternity and the consubstantia-

llty of Christ, which were the real issues in the discussion,
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the Fathers were clearly against him* Waterland gives

eleven examples of the difference between the teaching of
1

the Arians and that of the Fathers#

In the twenty-seventh Query, Waterland justly complains

of Clarke*s manner of reference to the Fathers. In the

introduction to Scripture Doctrine Clarke says that he;

"did not cite places out of these authors so much
to she?; what was the opinion of the writers them¬
selves, as to shew how naturally truth sometime
prevails by its own native clearness and evidence,
even against the strongest and most settled pre¬
judices.

and then, in the body of the discourse, having taken great

pains to determine the exact meaning of the Fathers he gives

every appearance of having considered their word authoritative.

The large number of quotations from the Ancients appearing

continually in the course of the development of Clarke's

argument, cast considerable doubt upon the accuracy of his

introductory remarks.

Clarke and the issue of Arian Subscription. In trying

to reconcile his views with the formularies of the Church of

England, Clarke agreed that there was apparent inconsistency,

but he said he was ready to subscribe any test containing

1. A Vinaication. Works I, pp. 278 ff.
2. K" xviii.""



209

nothing more than is comprised in the XXXIX Articles, in¬

dicating that he resei*ved the right to interpret the

Articles as he saw fit. In the introduction to the first

edition of the Scripture Doctrine, as was previously men¬

tioned, he had maintained that "every person may reasonably

agree to such forms henever he can, in any sense at all,
4

reconcile them with Scripture". The words were omitted

in the second edition, but there is no evidence that he

revised his views. Clarke*s plea for latitude drew wide¬

spread reaction because of his apparent intention of forcing

an Arian construction upon t e Articles, even though it was

quite obviously not consistent ?/ith the intention of those

who drafted or imposed the Articles.

V/ttterland favoured freedom of private interpretation,

but in the case of the XXXIX Articles he was convinced:

(1) that they had originally been soundly based on a plain

Scriptural foundation! (2) that the purpose of subscription

was the declaration of one's personal convictions. In his

Case of Arian Subscription he said that "the Church requires

subscription to her own interpretation of Scripture so the

subscriber is bound ... to that and that only". If he

1. Pp. XX, f.
2. Works, II, p.204.
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was not willing to be bound, he should refuse to subscribe.

Waterland shows how the public laws and canons affirm that

the purpose of subscription is "that pastors may be sound

in the faith", and this purpose is plainly defeated if the

subscriber is free to decide in what sense he will subscribe.

After ansxvering the various pleas of the Arian sub¬

scribers in his first work on the subject, Waterland wrote

a Supplement to the Case of Arian Subscription to show that

the articles referring to the Trinity are not indefinite and

undeterminate. The entire work is devoted to demonstrating

the vast difference between Clarke's view of the Trinity

and the clearly expressed belief of the Church of England

as found in her articles. In order to reveal the real

significance of subscribing to the Articles while holding

the beliefs expressed by Clarke and others, Waterland wrote

their true sentiments in the language and foxm of the

Articles. The following is a portion:

My faith is, that the three Persons are
three Beings, and three substances} two of them
differing from the fist, as finite ana infinite:
yet I profess with Article the 1st, that they are
of one substance, (e;iusdem assentlae)» because
the words of one substance may either signify I
know not what, (see the Case, p. 40), or may be
interpreted as Eusebius did the 6|a.o6wtov to
signify that the Son and Holy Ghost have no like¬
ness at all to the things which are made, (there¬
fore not made) but are like the Father in every

^* Works, II, p.289.
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respect, (see the Case, p. 17) therefore riot
differing infinitely, or as finite from infinite.

My faith is, that the Father only, in opposi¬
tion to all other persons whatever, is the very and
eternal Godj and consequently, that the Son is not
the very and eternal God: yet I make no scruple to
profess, with Article the 2nd, that the Son is the
very and eternal God; not the same God, but another
Godj two very and eternal Gods, the divinity of the
latter being derived from the former.

I believe that the Holy Ghost is no where set
forth in Scripture as God, and that he is not in¬
cluded in the one infinite substance, but finite
of course: yet I readily profess with Article the
5th, that the Holy Ghost is of one substance, ma¬
jesty and glory with the Father and the Son, very
and eternal God: not the same God, but another: in
all, three very and eternal Gods, by ineffable
communication of divine powers and dignity from one
to the other two.

My faith is, that to say, 'God is three Persons',
is the direct contradictory to the doctrine of St.
Paul, nevertheless, it may be proved by most certain
warrants of holy Scripture, that the Godhead of the
Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is all one,
and they are not three Gods, but one God. This I
scruple not to profess, because I can understand
there are not, when I read they are not.

My faith is, that the Creed called Athanasian,
composed in a very dark and ignorant age, has
affirmed more than is necessary, and more than is
true, see Scrip. Doct. p. 418, 1st edition,
according to the compiler's sense: yet I willingly
subscribe to Article the 8th, asserting that it
ought thoroughly to be received and believed, and
may be proved by most certain warrants of holy
Scripture; because I hope, some way or other, to
wrest it to a meaning suitable to my ow hypothesis.

I dc not believe it at all necessary to salvation,
to worship one God in Trinity and Trinity in Unity:
or to profess perfect Cod and perfect man united in
one Person j yet I readily acknowledge, with Article
the 8th, that it may be proved by most certain
warran s of holy Scripture, that whosoever oes not
keep this faith whole and undefiled, shall, without
doubt, perish everlastingly.1
Works, II, pp. 357 f.
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So Waterland was engaged in defending the orthodox

conception of the Trinity against a learned man, or group

of men, who professed loyalty to the Bible, who questioned

the validity of patristic evidence, but continued to argue

from the pronouncements of the Fathers, and who felt at

liberty to subscribe to church Articles in a private sense

that, at the least, differed from the understanding usually

derived from the words employed and thus differed from the

intention of those who formulated the Articles.

II. THE TRUE DIVINITY OF CHRIST

Waterland's primary concern in the trinitarian

question was that Christ should be given His rightful place

as a Divine Person , co-equal and eo-eternal with God the

Father. In the first of His Eight Sermons on the Divinity

of our Lord Jesus Christ, he wrote a paraphrase of John I, 1,

giving his understanding of each school of thought in the

controversy, and thus by comparison sought to show the

advantage of the orthodox position.

The Sabelllans denial that the "Logos" was any real or

substantial Being and their affirmation of Hi3 being an entity

separate from the person of God the Father, led to their

classifying; Him as an attribute, power, or operation that
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was Inherent and permanent in the Father. They understood

"the ord" to mean some manifestation quite apart from the

Speaker of that Word and not as real, 'waterland responded

by showing that "Logos" can refer to inward thought or

outward speech, and then pointed out that the early inter¬

pretation of this name was that the relation between Father

and Son resembled the relation between thought or speech and

the mind. Thus the Son is the interpreter and revealer of

the unknown God to the world.

Le Clere^ had been the chief advocate of something

very like Sabellianism in the early part of the eighteenth

century and he was substituting "reason" for "word", thus

making the verse to read:

In the beginning was Reason, and Reason was in
God, and reason was God himself. It was in God
from the beginning, before the world was; for
whatever is in nature was made with highest
Reason, neither is therer that single thing that
was made without reason.2

But aterland points out that the word is not ©etoc divine,

but God, thereby strongly denoting a real Person,

"A man's word, or thought, is not called man; nor would the

Word or Wisdom of God be called God, If a mere attribute or

1. See his comment on John I, 1 in Le L'ouveau Testament.
2, Works. II, 6.
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operation only was intended, and not a real Person."^ And

if "only-begotten" of verse 14 refers to God's attribute

rather- than a person, it must mean that this is God's only

at ribute. Again, in verse 11, how can "reason" come to

His own and His own receive Him not? A final proof that

the Sabellian interpretation must be incorrect was that

John in Revelation XIX, 13 reveals that Christ Himself was

termed "The Word of God" in the first century.

The Socinian interpretation of John I, 1 would be:

In the beginning of the C-ospel was the man
Christ Jesus, otherwise called the Word. He was
with God, having been taken up into heaven before
he entered on his ministry. And he wae God, having
the office, honour, and title of a God conferred
upon him, after his resurrection. The same was in
the beginning of the Gospel with God. All things
belonging to the Gospel-state were reformed and
renewed by him: and without hi was there not any
thing reformed or renewed.^

Waterland felt the fallacy of the Socinian rendering to be

so apparent that he did not carry the argument further.

By applying the Arian conception of Christ to the

passage, it must read something like the following*.

"In the beginning of all things, before ever
the earth or the world was made, there existed a
very glorious and excellent creature, (since
called the Word) the Oracle of God, and Revealer

1 • Loc. clt.
2. Works. II, 8
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of his will* That excellent Person, the first
whom God of his own good pleasure and free choice
gave being to, was with God the Father? and he was
God, another God, an inferior God, infinitely
inferior? but yet truly God, as being truly parta¬
ker of divine glory then, and foreordained to have
true dominion and authority in God's own time. God
employed him as an instrument, or under agent, in
framing and fashioning the world of inferior
creatures? and a; proved of his services so well,
as to do nothing without himi'1

The Arians labour under a handicap that not even the

Socinians must suffer in that the Arlan Logos cannot be

understood by categories relating to either God or man, but

must be described in some intermediate state*

The Catholic and truly primitive construction of

John I, 1 would be, in Waterland's judgment:

In the beginning, before there was any creature,
(consequently from all eternity), the Word existed?
and the Word was no distant separate power, estranged
from God, or unacquainted with him, but he was with
God, and himself also very God? not another God, but
another Person only, of the same nature, substance,
and Godhead. 2

That this alone is the sense in which the Word can be called

"God"^ and that it is borne out by other Scripture, as well

as the Fathers, is demonstrated in two steps* The first is

1* Works. II, 9»
2* Ibid*'. II, 10.
3. See J. Gwyn Griffiths, "A Note on the Anarthous

Predicate in Hellenistic Creek" The Expository Times. LXII,
314 f» He supports the orthodox interpretation of Jn. 1:1.
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that the Old Testament gives, as proper qualification for

a Person that is truly God, power and might irresistible,

perfect knowledge and consummate wisdom, eternity, immuta¬

bility, omnipresence, creative powers, supremacy, inde-

pendence, and necessary existence. Obviously these attri¬

butes must have a subject and a subject must have substance.

Therefore, the Scripture-notion of God is that of an

eternal, immutable, omni-present, omniscient, almighty

substance, and any Being conceived to be God that does not

possess the attribute of supremacy is not truly God. That

this understanding prevailed in the early Church is seen in

the statements of the very earliest of the Fathers.
2

Irenaeus observes that no Person that has any superior can

justly be called God) nor any thing that has been created,

or ever began to exist, Tertullian^ maintains that the

word "God" does not, like "Lord" signify dominion or power

only, but substance? that none but the eternal uncreated

substance can justly be called God? that an inferior God is

a contradiction in terms.

1« Works. II, p. 11.
2. See Contra Unerases, Book IV, chap, ii, p. 229, also
III, viii, 183, cited in Works II, 12.

3« See Centra Hermogenem, p. 234, cited in Works, II,
p. 13. *"*
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The second step, worked out in considerable detail,

is that John, knowing the Old Testament concept of God,

surely would have qualified it before applying it so

boldly to the Word if there had been any thought of

difference in his mind. He plainly intimates that the Word

existed before anything was created, was God before anything

existed. If the Word was created, John could not have said

"all things were made by Him" but rather, "all other things"

That John considered Christ to be true Jehovah is demonstra¬

ted in the t'.'velfth chapter of his Gospel, verse forty-one,

where he states that it was Christ's glory that Isaiah

describes in the sixth chapter of his prophecy. When John

says that the Word is God, he means no nominal Deity.

In proving Christ's true divinity from His co-equallty

with the Father, Waterland seeks to show that Phllllplans II

5-11 cannot be Interpreted, in the Arian sense, which was

that Christ was only impersonating God, or acting as His

representative. After a thorough exegesis of the text

and review of the ancient eormnentarles, Waterland seems
t

to settle upon the correct understanding of ev aopcpf) QeoC

as his principal argument. Paul is seeking to magnify

the great condescension of God the Son and this is more

effectively done in speaking of this One who was God from

1, Works. II, pp. 90, 94.
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the beginning, maker of the world, and who willingly took

the form of a servant, than it is in a mere reference to

an impersonating of God which any angel might have done.
A

In Waterlan&'s concluding paraphrase of Phillipians II,

>11 he emphasizes the extent of the self-emptying which

is the mark and the glory of the true divinity of Christ.

Christ as Creator* This phase of the discussion was

Introduced by John Jackson in the course of his first

response to Waterland'e uor-los. Much of his argument

bears the marks of Clarke's influence. Jackson had little

opportunity to confuse the issue of whether Christ's

creatorshlp had bearing upon His true Divinity, because

Waterland carefully avoided the marginal issues and pinned

his adversary down to the real question. Jackson had

admitted that Christ was Creator in a certain sense and

Waterland, in his twelfth Query, presses for the admission

that the Creator must be uncreated. Jackson actually ad-

mits this but attempts to prove that the "Scripture-sense'*

of "creature" or "created" differs from the ordinarily

accepted sense. After defining "creature" as: "the visible

1- Works, II, 108 f.
2. John Jackson, Answer to the Queries (12th) p. 60,

cited in Works, I," "1'>.
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and invisible worlds brought into being by the power of

the Logos, or Son of God, in subordination to the will and
4

power of the Father" he qualifies the act of creation by

stating that the word expresses both the creation itself and

the Person by whom it was wrought. Waterland asks at this

point If, to say that Noah built the ark in the Scriptural-

sense, would mean anything else than that Noah built it.

The Scripture, said Waterland, without exception makes

a distinction between Creator and creatuie, and never speaks

of any creature of the Father's which Is not a creature of

the Son's also. If Christ was a creation of the Father then

John is plainly mistaken when he says "without Him was not

anything made that was made".

In showing that the Ante-Nieene writers did implicitly

and consequentially declare the Son to be uncreated, Waterland

gives a list of references2 and then proceeds to analyze the

statements of Origen and Athanaslus more particularly.

Clarke had endeavoured to prove from Origen's words,

7tpecpu'tuTov ••• '/t&vrcuv tSv Stjuioupym-o-toov^ that Origen

expressly reckoned the Son among the SPM-»-oupYPM.a'ra4aI,gU^rig
1» hoc, clt.
2* Works, I. 140.
3» Orlren contra Celaum. p. 257, cited in Works, loc. cit.
4. Scripture Doctrine, p. 282. ~ ' ~ " **
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purely from the force of 5tPecT^UTa'cov as a superlative.

Waterland illustrates how the superlative may sometimes
i

be given a comparative sense and shows where Clarke ad¬

mits that Bishop Bull * s translation of this passage might

be correct. Bull rendered it "ancienter than all creatures".

The whole tenor of Origen's opinion favours the comparative

sense.

The same point is argued2 from an early passage in

Athanasiusj htictswC xuptov, xal Ka&rjC fcTcoardcTeooC
Srpioupyov3 which Clarke claims to find a "contradistinction"

between xvttreu)C xuptov and ^aerr|C buomaaewQ Srptouprdv,

his conclusion being that tpp.toupyoC raay thus be given the

larger sense and may be applied tb God the Father, making

Christ, the Creator, of lesser importance. In response to

this, Waterland says that this might easily be a varying of

phrase for emphasis and, if contradistinction were really

intended, would it not apply to ^piov and grmtoupyov

making God the Father greater as Snutoupyo^ than as *t>pioC

In this case at least the Son would have no Lord over Him.

Again, in the context of the passage cited, Athanasius very

1. Scripture Doctrine, p. 184.
2. hocT cit.
3* Oivxtio contra Gente3. p. 39» (Benedictine edition),
cited in Works. I. ^42.
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clearly exempts the Son from being ranked with any derivative
1

beings, regarding Him as "maker of all the invisible powers",

and speaking of Him as shijuoupy&c vo(j xavt6c 2 which is as

high in significance as the original quotation from Athanasius,

SrptoupYoC vtacrqC fcxoorucreux;. fhe conse uence of Water-land's

defenee of Christ's Creatorship, being Himself uncreated,

and in no sense unequal to His Father because of His creating

activity, is that He is divine in the same sense as the

Father.

Waterland approached the problem from another side,

choosing John I, 3 as his starting point for proving Christ's

Divinity from the evidence of His actual creating activity.

After considering the interpretation of John I, 3 by other

schools of thought he proceeds with his own arguments in

three steps. He shows, first, that the text teaches Christ

to be a Person distinct from the Father and to be strictly

and properly the efficient Cause and Creator of all things.

This is substantiated by both the Old and the Hew Testament
x

and by the primitive Church. In the second step the same

sources are used to demonstrate that Christ is Creator of

every conceivable class of created beings. The third step

1. Works, I, p. O.
2. Ibid. p. 29.
3- ->orks. II, pp. 26 ff.
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is devoted to reflections and observations based on the

evidence that Christ is essentially God. If He was created,

as taught by the Arians, why did God cease His creative

activity at this point? The difficulty is easily resolved

from the catholic point of view in that the Son is of the

same nature and substance as the Father, so allied, so

united that nothing could be the work of one without being

the work of the other*'

The greater consistency of the catholic doctrine is

revealed in the notation from Eusebius whose conception of

the absolute sovereignty of God made it necessary for Jesus

to take a subordinate position, and quite easily assumed
2

Arian proportions. In his oration before the Emperor

Constantine he describes God the Son in the most endearing

and magnificent tema and, in fact, he seems to leave only

a kind of nominal greatness and majesty to the Father. He

is left sitting on His throne, looking on, while God the Son

performs everything. Is it not illogical to allow so much

to God the Son, as Susebius did, and not allow him everything

which Athanasius and the Church in general has always done?

1. John, V, 17} "My Father worketh hitherto, and I work".
2. See Se Laudibus ConstantIni, pp. 501, ff, cited in

Works. II, 6/f. *
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Obviously the only thing preventing Busebius and those of

his persuasion from so doing, was their determination to

reserve the place of supreme glory for the Father which, in

their thinking, required that Christ have a self-existence.

This pre-supposed a beginning and made Christ a creature,

A final observation that indicates Waterland's balance

in this question is his care to specify that, though Christ

is Creator, He is the Son? second only, not the first Person

of the Trinity. The Father is primarily the Creator, He

creates by the Son and is correctly referred to as "Maker of

heaven and earth". The constant language of antiquity is

in keeping with the observance of the proper order, but it

also maintains the essential divinity of the whole of the

Trinity. To detract from either emphasis will lead inevi¬

tably to Tritheism or Sabellianism.

The Worship of Christ. Clarke, Whitby, Sykes and

Jackson all were agreed that the worship of Christ could

only be that which was due to the Mediator and could not

possibly be the same as the worship due to the Supreme God,

or the Father. Clarke, in particular, based the worship

of Christ upon some powers given Him after His resurrection,

and differed in this point from the Arians who founded it

upon those creative acts antecedent to His Incarnation.
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In the absence of specific scriptural instruction to worship

the Holy Spirit, these writers concluded that He was not to be

worshipped.

Waterland objected that to pay divine honour's to Christ,

as these men were willing to do, but to deny that He is

very God, was polytheism. No scriptural authority could be

produced for such a distinction between sovereign and in¬

ferior worship and, in fact, said Waterland, it was impossible

for Scripture and antiquity to countenance an inferior

worship, because the writers knew nothing of an inferior God.

The terra "mediatorial worship" was originally borrowed from

pagans, handed on by Arians, and brought down to the

eighteenth century by Papists. Prom these premises Waterland

proceeded with his apology for a worship of Christ that in

no sense differed from the worship of the Father.

Although the Arians had, without exception, denied that

their assertions led to the worship of two Gods, ¥s'aterland

showed that there were grounds for charging them with such

heresy. In uery sixteen, he began by taking the first
1

commandment, and Matthew IV,10 to indicate that worship

could be directed to only one Being. If Christ is very God,

1, "Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only
shalt thou serve".
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He should he worshipped, if a creature lie ought not.

Waterland forced the conclusion upon his opponents:

• . • though the Arians or Socinians, or other
such Polytheiats, do not believe in two supreme
Gods, and so, in that respect, are not speculative
Tritheists, or Ditheists; yet by paying worship,
religious worship (the Incommunicable honour due
to the supreme God only) to two Gods, they do by
construction and implication, though not in intention,
make two supreme Gods; and consequently are practical
Ditheists.'

The real crux of the question was; whether or not

there are different kinds of worship. The author of an

anonymous pamphlet stated that there was no sufficient

warrant for appropriating all kinds and degrees of religious
2

or divine worship to the true God only." He makes this more

5
explicit later in the article by saying that worship should

not be offered to other Gods; any further than our worshipping

of them is really a worshipping of Him, or redounding to His

glory. Waterland asks, "who can assure us that any worship

of the creature is really worshipping of God; or that it does

ox- can redound to God's glory?'fif In defending Clarke,

Jackson maintained that "Absolute supreme honour is plainly

appropriated to the person of the Father only as the absolute

Works, II, xxviii.
2. i'h " fl'nity of God not inconsistent ;»/ith the Divinity of

Christ', p." '35, 'cited" 'in 1 oiks', IiY xxiii.""*
3* Ibid. , p. 52.
4* Ibid. , xxxiii.
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supreme Being or the one God",1 inferring that relative

inferior worship might be paid to lesser creatures and
2

overlooking the plain Scripture referring to the worship

of Christ which Waterland had submitted. But there is

nothing relative about the command to worship God only, and

there is no record of God ever having appointed another

type of worship#

If all worship is to be devoted to God the Father,

then the worship of Christ creates a dlleramr. The solution

offered by the Arians lay in their insistence that "Lord"

and "God" admitted of a higher and lower sense. Another

solution, that seemed more likely to Waterland, was to

suppose that the exclusive terms of "one" and "only" might

admit of some latitude of construction so long as full

Intent and meaning of unity is preserved. Such verses as

"The lord, our God is one Lord""^ were not intended to

prevent such construction but to exclude all rival or anti-

gods set up in opposition to God, the Father. The Father

and Son are one Creator, Saviour, Lord, Judge, and God

because their operations, attributes, powers and perfections
4

are one.

1. Answer to the ueries, p. 94•
2. Luke, XXIV, 52, Hebrews, I, 6, John, V, 23.
3. Mark, XII, 29.

Works. II, 87 f.
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If Christ is truly worthy of any kind of worship, as

seems to have been agreed, and if there is authority for it,

then this is incontestable evidence that He is the one God,
1

for God alone is to be worshipped. It Is granted that God

the Father has a certain priority but this does not result

in two kinds of worship being offered. The fundamental

error in the modern Arian conception was that a distinction

of persons was thought to make a difference in nature.

Waterland shows in extensive quotations from them that

eight of the Fathers, either directly or by consequence,

2
st te th t Christ is to be worshipped.

Clarke had taught that the Father claims a unique

worship because He is Governor of the Universe, but

Colossians I, 16, claiming that Christ is creator of things

"that are in heaven", would entitle Hira to the same worship.

Jackson could not accept this in his defence of Clarke, be¬

cause he conceived this creation to be no act of dominion.

Christ had acted only in a ministerial capacity. Waterland,

using Hebrews I, 3, and John I, 1, maintains that "Creator"

"Preserver" and "Sustainer" all imply dominion, and the

title "Creator" in particular is a characteristic of true

1. See Query XVII in Works, I, 179.
2# See Works. I, pp. 1&1,"ff.
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God throughout Scripture.1
Clarke had founded the worship of Christ upon the

fact th t the Father had committed all judgment to the Son,

in John V, 23, but saw no significance in the fact that

Christ did the same things as the Father with the same
2

power and authority. Waterland gave as his interpretation

of John, V, 23:

... that the Father, (whose honour had been
sufficiently secured under the .Jewish dispensa¬
tion, and could not but be so under the
Christian also) being as much concerned for
the honour of his Son, had been pleased to
commit all judgment to him, for this very end
and purpose, that men might thereby see and
know that the Son, as -ell as the Father, was
judge of all the earth, and might from thence
be convinced how reasonable it was, and highly
it concerned them, to pay all the same honour
to the Son, which many had hitherto believed
to belong to the Father only.-5

Jackson assumed that for God to have delegated authority to

Christ was an evidence of inequality^" but he is asked if

this me ns that for one person to delegate authority to

another means that they are unequal in nature making it

impossible for one man to be delegate to another man*^
Particularly, is there no Inferiority of nature Implied

1. See Query XVIII in Works, I, 189.
2. Waterland develops this in Query IX, Works, I, 117»
3» Works. I, 198.
4» Op. clt.. p. 97, cited in I, 204.
5. See Works, I, 204.
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if the charge given be such that no inferior nature could

possibly accomplish it.

A very important distinction to be seen in this dis¬

cussion, and one which will be noted again, is Waterlandfe

frank acknowledgment of a supremacy of order in the Trinity.

The Father, as the Father, is supreme and is always to be

recognized as the First Person of the Godhead, but this does

not imply a difference in nature or essence. Several of the
1

Fathers are cited to show that the nature is "undivided".

In answer to the many texts cited by Clarke to prove

p
that the Father was the only true God, Waterland replied

that this was only saying that He is so emphatically, or

unorlginately, and the Son may be true God and necessarily

existing, notwithstanding.

Though there be gods many, and lords many, yet
there is but one God and Lord to be honoured
with religious worships now Christ is God and
Lord, in such a sense as to be honoured with
religious worship* therefore Christ is the one
God. 3

One other issue relating to the worship of Christ is

raised in Clarke's Exposition of the Church Catechism. He

says that we are to worship "... Him alone who created

the world by his power, who redeemed mankind by his Son,

• Works, 1, 206.
2. Preface to the Eight Sermons. Works, II, xxx.
3. hoc, cit.
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and who sanctifies all good persons by his Holy Spirit",

and since the Son is only God's instrument we should

never pray to the Son but through Him. In proof of this

he cites the Lord's prayer, and indicates thrt all prayers

were similarly addressed to the Father throughout the first

three centuries.

Waterland did not question that the normal addressing

of prayer was as Clarke suggested, but inasmuch as the argu¬

ment was being used to prove that Christ was therefore

inferior to the Father, he pointed out that prayer was not

restricted to this order. Stephen prayed to Christ in

his dying agony. Paul prayed thrice that Christ might

deliver him from the "thorn in the flesh", and John prayed

for grace, mercy, and peace, from God the Father, and "from

the Lord Jesus Christ". When Clarke argued from the

liturgies of the fourth century, Waterland retaliated with

the statement that there was never a public liturgy that

directed all prayers to the Father only, or that did not

offer up worship to Father, Son and Holy Ghost. It was

true that the third Council of Carthage decreed that the

priest at the altar should direct his prayer always to the

Father but the vei»y stipulation showed that the other parts

1. P. 25.
2. II John III, also Rev. I, 5.
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of the service were not so restricted. Furthermore, It

was unlikely that this Council, in which Augustine played

such an important part, should really militate against

praying to Christ# Augustine understood the manner of

praying through Christ, hut never thought of it as any

obstruction to praying also directly to Christ for he said
-|

of this matter: "We pray to him, through him, in him".

After advancing other similar arguments, Clarke sums

up his case by saying that direction of prayer to the Father

through Christ "is undoubtedly upon all hypotheses, right
2

and sufficient in practice, ..." but Waterland objects

that it can never be right to withhold worship from the Son

and the Koly Spirit because the three persons are equal and

are One God. If worship of the Son and prayer to Him is

wrong, then many martyrs were wrong, and so were Paul and

John. Even Christ coranan&ed us to honour the Son as we

3
honour the Father.

The significance of Christ's titles. The detailed

discussion of fourteen divine titles^ ascribed to the Son

in the Bible, found in the Eight Sermons, as well as the

1. Augustine in Psal. lxxxv, torn, iv, p. 901, (Benedictine
edition) cited in Works, V, 382.

2. oaest Plea, pp. 178 ff, cited in Porks. V, 384*
3. John, V, 23.
4. God, God with us, Lord God, true God, great God, mighty

God, God over all blessed for evermore, Jehovah, Almighty,
Lord of Glory, King of kings, and Lord of lords, Alpha and
Omega, the First and the Last.
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lengthy treatment of the same matter in some of the Queries,

makes it impossible to include the whole of the argument in

this section but perhaps the consideration of a few of the

titles will demonstrate Waterland*s line of reasoning. He,

of course, was endeavouring to show how the titles

prove the supreme divinity of Christ.

Clarke had acknov;ledged that the Scriptures referred

to Christ as "God" but this was not "so much on account

of his metaphysical substance - as of his relative attri-

butes and divine authority". This was not proved to

Waterland*s satisfaction and he ehose rather to say that

the Son was substantially or essentially God in that He

was no precarious being, depending on the will and choice

of another, but truly divine and necessarily-existing.

hat the Ancients me .nfc by the name "God" as applied to the

Son is revealed in their worship of Him and in their

abhorrence of inferior deities} in their constant considera¬

tion of Him as a Son of the same nature with His Father}

and in the divine titles, attributes, and perfections,

which they ascribed to Him.

In John X, 34-36 where Christ used the plural "gods"

in maintaining His right to call Himself the Son of God,

Clarke assumed that this was an admission of subordination.

1. Scripture Doctrine. 2nd Edition, Prop, xxv, p. 263,
cited in Works. II. 118•
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Waterland's explanation of this verse was that Christ

only Insinuated that He was truly God at this particular

ti e because of the reaction of the mob. He was appealing

to their own Law to show that it is not always blasphemy to

make one's self God, or to apply the title of God even to

mortal man# The.y could not convict Him of more than His

claiming that He was God in the lesser sense of Psalm

LXXXII, 6.1
A further consideration of John 1,1 is relevant to

the discussion of the term "God" as it applied to Christ

or "The Word". The question was whether the tern was

used in a proper or improper sense inasmuch as Waterland

had agreed that there were instances of a figurative use

in the Scripture. He argued that since the term is very

proper as it applies to the Father which was not doubted,

and since it refers to both Father and Son in this same

verse, it must be pro er in both cases.

Jackson pointed out, in his defence of Clarke's

interpretation of the first chapter of John that the

article did not always precede 6eoC and that the lack of

it suggested that the term is to be understood in a

restricted sense. He does not explain the lack of the

1» See Works, I, 40.
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article in verses 6, 12, 13 and 18, where QeoC certainly

refers to the Father. Jackson attempts to use three of
i

the Ante-Nicene Greek Fathers, Clement, Origen and EuaebiuB,

to substantiate his understanding of this matter, but he is

unable to show that these men believed the Son to be God

only in an Improper or limited sense.

Waterland considered that the term & OeoC was generally

reserved for the Father as the distinguishing personal

characteristic of the first Person of the Holy Trinity

which amounts simply to the Father's prerogative as Father,

but the tern can apply to the Son without violating rules

of Interpretation. The Father is styled 6 QeoC as the

fountain of allj the Son, meaning in effect, God of

God. That the lack of the article cannot possibly infer

subordination, is convincingly demonstrated by the intro¬

duction of Old Testament texts which have °e<^ with the

article but which are directly referred to Christ in the
2

New Testament.

Another title given to the Son in Titus II, 13 is

"great God". Waterland insisted that "great God" and

"Saviour" were both applied to.Christ and Clarke agreed

1. See Works. I, 49*
2. Numbers XXI, 3-7 and I Corinthians X, 9, Isaiah XLV,
22-23 and Romans XIV, 11, Phillipians II, 10.
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that the passage could agree grammatically with this con¬

struction1 but insisted nevertheless that "great God"
was descriptive only of the Father. Logic would favour

Waterland's conclusion that since "the appearing" through¬

out the ITew Testament is manifestly ascribed to the Son

alone, and never to the Father, that Clarke's interpretation

is most unlikely. If it should be argued that the text

says only that the Father's "glory" shall appear, Waterland

was ready with a Greek rendering of the phrase ?^t<pdveta
vfK dxo£r)<; which could properly signify the "glorious

appearance". That "great God" generally refers to the

Father in other passages does not prove that the term may

not, in this place, be the character of the Son too, and

there is nothing to distinguish who is meant in the Old

Testament use of the term. Revelation XIX, 17, where

mention is made of the supper of the great God, is often

understood to speak of the Father, but if it is agreed

that "King of kings and Lord of lords" relates to Christ,

in verse 16, then the hermeneutical law of the context

would favour the opinion that verse 17, was similarly re¬

lated. Basil, Gregory of Nysse, Kpiphanius, Chrysostom,

and Augustine are all cited as having so interpreted the

1. Scripture Doctrine. 2nd edition, p. 77, cited in
Works. II, 126.
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1
verse.

It will be advantageous to proceed immediately to

the next section without summarizing the argument from

Christ's titles, because Waterland bases his conclusions

on the evidence drawn from the combined titles and attri¬

butes.

The significance of Christ's attributes. If it could

be successfully proved that the same divine attributes

might be ascribed to the first and second Persons of the

Trinity, this would virtually be conceding the truth of

Waterlond's doctrine of the Trinity because, as Clarke

revealed by his consistent objection, a Christ who was

equal in such attributes as eternity must be equal to and

one with the Father, or else there would most certainly

be two Gods.

Waterland first acknowledges that the ambiguity of

the Hebrew or Greek phrases used to denote eternity will

make the proof of any assertions, whether they relate to

the Father or to the Son, difficult and uncertain, never¬

theless, an effective argument is developed fro; the seve¬

ral names ascribed to Christ in Scripture: such as Word,

Power, Light, Truth, and Life. The Ancients?believed that

1. Works. II, 130.
2. See Ibid., II, 146 f.
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Christ*s eternity was insinuated in those names and that

the Father could no more be without the Son, than without
i

thought, or power or light or truth or life. Clarke had

objected that this argument would make the Son nothing but

an attribute of the Father, but if that is the consequence

of the argument then Tertullian, Origen, and others equally-

capable were guilty of the Sabellianiam which they opposed.

A more just accounting of their teaching is that these

priinltive writers supposed that since the Son had names

given him that corresponded to God's attributes, there must

be meaning in those names. The meaning was that the Son

was as near to the Father as His own attributes; inseparable

from Him and co-eternal with Him. Though this construction

may be novel, it should be duly considered for the following

reasons: the proximity of these men to apostolic times,

their unanimity in these sentiments, the agreement of

their sentiments with other high things said in the Scripture

of Christ, the complete absence in Scripture of the like

names being given to any other creature, and the persistence

of the interpretation found in the works of many reputable
2

writers.

1. Scripture Doctrine. 2nd edition, pp. 255, 257, cited
in Works. II. 147.

2. See f.n. in Works. II, 148.
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In presenting the scriptural authority for attributing

Immutability to Christ, Waterland chose Hebrews I, 10-12 as

his principal evidence because it clearly refers to Christ,

and is a quotation from the Psalms which, in that place, is

used to describe the unchangeable nature of the only true

eternal God* In Hebrews XIII, 8, "Jesus Christ the same

yesterday, to-day and for* ever" the intention of the writer

is apparent. The phrase "A &uxAc" translated "the same" is

again applied to Christ as it was In Hebrews 1, 12, indicating

that both texts may be understood to teach Identical truth.

Clarke explained the meaning of XIII, 8 as being that "the

doctrine of Christ, once taught by the Apostles, ought to

be preserved unchanged", although there seems to be a

difference in the signification of the verse preceding

and the verse following the text in question, Waterland seeks,

by paraphrase of the verses, to show how they agree. When

in verse 7s speaking of the pastors, it says "considering

the end of their conversation" it means:

Imitate your pastors, considering how great and
how divine a Person you thereby adhere to; one
who is no created or mutable Being, capable of
failing in his own person, or of disappointing
you in your just expectations; but one that is
eternally and unchangeably the same; whom there¬
fore you may infallibly depend on, in the final
result of things. '•

1. dcrlnture Doctrine, p. 117, cited in Works, II, 151.
2. Work's. II. 152.
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And in verse 9> "be not carried about with divers and

strange doctrines", the understanding may rightly be:

Do not ye change, for Jesus Christ never changes,
being immutably and essentially the same:
endeavour to copy after as far as your imperfect
natures will permit.1

If it is true that, unless there is need for a figurative

construction the literal is preferable, Waterland's inter¬

pretation has an advantage over Clarke* s.

Waterland felt that the Son's omniscience could be

established on His creative powers, His being Preserver

of the Universe, His being called "Wisdom" and "Truth" in

the Scriptures, and on His intimate union with, and know¬

ledge of God the Father, but he confined his discussion

to certain texts that had been previously debated with

Clarke. Clarke had said that in Colossiaris II, 3, "In

whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge",
it was impossible to be certain to whom it referred.

I ~
Waterland agreed that ®v V might be properly rendered

"in hich", but if rendered "in whom", which was generally

the case, then it must be speaking of the nearest ante¬

cedent, Christ. That Paul was engaged in this epistle,

and especially in the first chapter, in setting forth the

excellency and dignity of Christ, is apparent in the verses

1. Loc. cit.
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15 to 19 and in the 9th verse, claiming that "in Mm

dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily". Clarke1
answered this verse with John XIV, 10 "The Father that

dwelleth in me, He doeth the works". What Clarke under¬

stood by this verse was of concern to Waterlandj if he

meant that the Father*s nature and Godhead so dwells and

resides in Christ, as to make a full and entire communion

of substance and of all perfections, making the Son very God

of very God, then he was well supported in antiquity, but

if he understood the Father*s indwelling in any lower sense,

then he was supporting the Socinian interpretation of the

fulness of the Godhead, that it was the Father dwelling in

the man Christ Jesus. This interpretation seemed opposed

to the magnificent height of the rest of the chapter which

gave detail to the meaning of the "fulness of the Godhead"

and surely included omniscience among the "treasures of

wisdom and knowledge".

Waterland*s defence of the omniscience of Christ in

the light of Mark XIII, 32, where Christ appears to pro¬

fess ignorance of the time of the last day, is of interest.

He draws a distinction between the Son of God and the Son

of man. It was as the Son of man that He suffered such

limitations and the context in Mark XIII, 26, 34, speaks

1. criptare Doctrine. 2nd edition, p.114, cited in
Works. II. 156.' ' ''
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definitely of Him as the Son of man# In an earlier period,

Crellins had insisted that it could not be truthfully said

that He was ignorant of the day if He knew it in any capa¬

city, but Waterland answered this by an illustrations it

could be truly said of the body of a man that it was net

immortal, even if the soul was. To demonstrate the

difference that Christ's particular capacity made, Waterland

showed how He said in Matt. XXVI, 11 "me ye have not always"

which could only be understood of His human nature and

bodily presence. In Matt. XXVIII, 20 He comforts His

disciples with "Lo, I am with you always" referring to His

glorified state. It was in respect of this same human

nature that He is said to have "increased in wisdom".1
In summarising the combined evidence of Christ's

titles and attributes, Waterland submits that it must be

of sufficient force to outweigh any subtle evasion or

doubtful construction of some isolated text. The Jewish

Church had been trained up to a sense of the true God by

those very characters which were applied to Christ. After

having so formed their idea of the Divine Being they would

have thought it blasphemy to ascribe that idea, though by

way of figure only, to any creature. But from the time of

the early Church to the present, there is undeniable

evidence that by far the largest proportion of believers

1. Luke, II, 52.
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have unhesitatingly ascribed full divinity to Christ, and

it should be remembered that among these were the wisest

and most eminent lights of the Christian Church. It is

granted that there are some titles in Scripture which are
1

not attributed to the Son but on the other hand there are

of those that are attributed to Him, more than sufficient

to prove that He is no creature. A principal argument of
2

Clarke against the evidence of titles and attributes is

that they must be understood in a higher and more eminent
3

sense when applied to the Father. Waterland asks what

degrees there are in eternity, or in the attributes of

omniscience and omnipre; ence. But If it is meant that

the titles or attributes are ascribed in a more emphatic

and eminent manner to the Father, as First Person, but

that they are applied to the Son in the same sense and to

the same extent, then this may be admitted. This is con¬

fusing but Waterland's position was, until it could be

proved that it is impossible for God to have had a Son of

the same nature, co-equal and co-eternal with Him, evidence

of Scripture seemed to favour the possibility.

Works. II, 168.
2. Modest Plea, p. 148.
3. Works. IlT170 f.
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The evidence of the Baptismal formula* That Christ

should have specified that the converts in all nations

should be baptized "in the name of the Father, and of the
1

Son, and of the Holy Ghost was of immense significance

for Waterland. The first thing that God evidently wanted

the nations to know was their obligation to three Persons.

Christ seems to say, in effect, that this is the sum of

Christianity, the foundation upon which the Apostles were

to build the Church. A proper appreciation of the reasons

behind this final command of Christ must be of great

importance.

It is true that the book of Acts does not include the

use of the three Names In any of its baptismal accounts,

but Waterland accepted the explanation that the Apostles

baptized all, both Jews and Gentiles, according to Christ's

command, and when they are said to have baptized in the

name of Christ Jesus only, the meaning is that they baptized

into the faith and religion of Christ Jesus. There may

also have been need for the explicit declaration that this

was Christ's not John's baptism.

1. Matthew, XXVIII, .19.
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1
In giving the significance of this baptismal formula

Waterland is convinced that nothing could be more un¬

reasonable or unnatural than to suppose that God and tx?o

creatures are here joined together in this most solemn

rite of initiation into the service of the living God. The

implication of the formula must certainly be that men are

required to have faith in, and offer worship to, all three.

In giving the stated opinions of the Fathers regarding

baptism, Waterland begins with Justin Martyr because

he is the oldest writer that mentions the baptismal

commission. In answering the charge of atheism, brought

against the Christians by their heathen persecutors, he

says:

... in respect of such reputed gods, we are
Atheists: but not in respect of the most true God,
untainted with evil, the Father of righteousness,
and soberness, and of other virtues. Him, and his
Son that came from him, • • • and the Prophetic
Spirit, we worship and adore, honouring them in
spirit (in reason) and in truth.2

He opposes the worship of the three to the worship of the

gods, and in doing so must recognize baptism as an entering

into covenant with all three, not as three Gods, or as one

God and two creatures, for this would contradict his

1. Works, II, 176.
2. Justin, I Apology, 6, pp. 11, 12, Oxford edition,

(1700), cited in Works. II, 180.



245

A

repeated denunciation of creature-worship.

After considering a number of ancient testimonies2
and comparing the teaching of the oldest creeds, Waterland

claims to have proof that the primitive Church consistently

followed Christ's instruction in their practice of baptism

and that they never understood the trinitarian formula

to teach that the Father only was God. Thus Christ's in¬

clusion in the original instruction relating to this key

ordinance of the Church was tantamount to declaring Kis

full divinity.

III. THE INTER-RELATION WITHIN THE TRINITY

Waterland has, in his defence of Christ's full divinity,

already intimated many of the theological problems arising

out of the ever-difficult concept of Trinity in Unity but he

found it necessary to give them more detailed treatment,

because Clarke found this type of problem advantageous to

his style of argument. Clarke argued, in general, that

three persons, or intelligent agents, in the same individual,

identical substance was a self-evident contradiction. Thus,

the real difficulty in the conception of the Trinity was

1. Justin I Apology, Cap. 21.
2» Works, II, 179 ff.
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not how three Persons can be one God, because the Scripture

did not express the doctrine in those words, but how, and in

what sense, consistently with everything that is affirmed in

Scripture about Father, Son and Holy Ghost, it is still

infallibly true that to us there is but "one God the

Father"."3 In answering this point, vVaterland maintains

that the union of three persons makes them one substance,

but does not make them one person because union of sub¬

stance is one thing, unity of person is another. There

can be no consequence from one to another except on the

supposition that person and acting substance are equiva¬

lent and reciprocal.

Clarke would not allow that the Holy Spirit should

be worshipped on an equality *wlth the Father because there

was no instance in Scripture of any direct act of adoration

or invocation being paid Him, and neither did the Scripture

define the metaphysical nature of the Holy Spirit,'" so

Clarke apparently felt at liberty to argue from the

silence because he states that neither the oon nor the

Holy Ghost are self-existent. ^ He means by this that the,:;

1. 1 Corinthians VIII, 6.
2. Exposition of the Church Catechism, p. 113, also

Scripture Doctrine, p. 290, cited in Works, V, 405.
3» Scripture^Doctrine« Prop. 12, 19, also Modest Plea

p. 6," cited in Works', loc. clt. * "
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have no necessary existence and must therefore he contin¬

gent, precarious, or in a word, created. The same thought

is advanced in his objection to the worship of either the

Son or the Holy Spirit. In answer to the argument that

Christ, being "conceived of the Holy Ghost", was therefore

rightly called the Son of God, Clarke said:

Whatsoever God does of this kind, from the beginning
to the end of the whole dispensation, the Scripture
generally represents as being done by the Holy
Ghost sent down from heaven: and because what God
does thus by his Holy Spirit, is an event the same
as if he had done it immediately by himself, in his
own Person, hence the sane Individual works are
frequently ascribed both to God himself, even to the
God and Father of all, who works them by his Spirit,
and at the same time they are ascribed also to the
spirit by which God works them?

Waterland, of c urse, did not deny that the Father

worked in and through the Holy Spirit, but did not each

occurrence of such working make it less likely that the

Spirit should be a creature? Although the Father has at

times worked through men and angels, such verses as Psalms

CXLI12, 7, 12 Indicate that wherever He is present He is

present by His Spirit. It is admitted that, in the Scrip¬

tural representations of the matter,

... the first and most natural thought a man
might have is, that God and the Spirit of God
are only different names or phrases for the same
Persons ... but then there are some very express

1. Modest Plea, pp. 216 f. cited in Works, loc. cit.
2. Exposition of the Church Catechism, p» 67, cited in
Works, V, 405 T.
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and uncontestable texts to prove the distinct
personality of the Holy Spirit.

An example of such texts is II Corinthians III, 7 where

Paul calls the Holy Spirit, "Lord", and that "Lord" is
2

"Jehovah", according to Sxodus XXXIV, 34 and is also Lord

of hosts*

In a question of such minute distinctions, it is

possible for endless discussion to result from any tendency

to quibble about details and from any avoidance of the real

issues. That vVaterlana had just cause for complaint on

this score is seen in the following examples of Jackson's

evasiveness in answering Waterland* s queries. Waterland's

first query was: "Whether all other Beings besides the

one Supreme God be not excluded b;; the texts of Isaiah and,

consequently, whether Christ can be God at all, unless He

be the same with the Supreme God". In his response to

this query, Jackson simply assumes that the texts cited

relate to one person only, and that the Father is that one

person - that when it says "There is no God besides me"

the meaning is, there is no supreme God besides me, and

Christ cannot be the one Supreme God because He is not

the same Person as the Father. The real question remains

1. Works. V, 406 f.
2. Cf. Acts, XXVIII, 25, 26 with Isaiah VI, 9.
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unanswered. The second query was: "Whether the texts

in the New Testament do not show that He (Christ) is not

excluded and therefore must be the same God". Here

Jackson makes an arbitrary distinction between the uses

of the word "God" in the supreme sense and in the subordi¬

nate sense, applying the latter to Christ and leaving the

main point, whether Christ must not be the same God, having
2

not been excluded by the texts, untouched. This evasiveness

makes it difficult to follow the main course of the dis¬

cussion, and to trace the really significant arguments

but the following seem to have been the primary issues.

The Mysterious Nature of the Doctrine. Wate r1and * s

willingness to recognize and to grapple with the diffi¬

culties of the catholic doctrine is commendable. He

believed that our knowledge of the nature of God was far

too limited to allow us to dogmatize from our own reason,

but God had not left us without guidance in the under¬

standing of the essentials. Since it is impossible to

fix any certain principles of individuation it cannot be

proved that three real persons are not one numerical or

individual essence. No one knows precisely what makes

1. Water-land refers to John I, 1, Hebrews I, 8, Romans
XIX, Philipplans, II, 6, Hebrews I, 3»

2. See Jackson1 s Answer's to the ueries. second Query.
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one being, or one essence, or one substance. Omnipresence,

Incarnation, Self-existence, and Eternity all are mysteries,

and the Trinity is no more perplexing than they. The

tremendous .Deity is mysterious; if not, He would not be

divine, and to reject truth about Him because of incompre¬

hension must result in atheism. Waterland deprecated all

presumptuous prying into the secret nature of God, and

regretted the introduction of philoso hical niceties by

such as the Arians, which made the attempt at definition

necessary, but he felt that they must be met, and answered
-j

on their own grounds. In Query twenty-one Waterland

blames Clarke for making it necessary to use remote in¬

ferences, and points out the main strength of Clarke's

ease as lying in his giving a Sabellian or Tritheistic

turn to the Catholic doctrine and then charging it with

confusion of Persons, polytheism, or contradiction.

Waterland's retort to the charge of too much metaphysical

disquisition was that his opponents certainly did not

gain from the Bible their ideas that two divine Persons

cannot be one God, or that the Father and Son must have a

separate existence.

Works. I, 214.
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Since there was general admission that the subject of

the Trinity was of a high and mysterious character, Waterland

makes a pertinent suggestion in Query thirty:

Whether, supposing the case doubtful it be not
a wise man's part to take the safer side, rather
to think too highly than too meanly of our
blessed Saviour* rather to pay a modest deference
to the judgment of the ancient and modern Church
than to lean to one's own understanding.'

The question of absolute versus relative Deity. In

this question, Waterland insists throughout the discussion

that there is, in the Scripture, no ambiguity in the term

"God". Though there may be a subordination of the Son to

the Father, in a sense that is clearly shown from many

texts, yet there are none disproving His etemality, or His

consubstantiality with the Father.

In Clarke's The Modest Plea continued, he is chiefly

occupied with the determination of whether Christ is God or

not. He speaks of the "real divinity" of the Son, inserts

"supreme" before every use of the term "God" when it indi¬

cates the Father and "dependent" or "subordinate" where it

refers to the Son. He assumes further that when the term

"God" is used absolutely, denoting the essence or being of

the Deity, the personal pronouns "I" and "Me", "He" and "Him"

prove that it relates exclusively to the Father. In this he

1. Works. I, 336.
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is assuming the very points in question. When Waterland

charges him specifically with holding two Cods, one supreme,

the other inferior, the only answer given is the counter

charge that it is Waterland who asserts two supreme Gods.

It was precisely this weakness in Clarke*s philosophy

that Waterland was exploiting in his first three Queries.

In the first, he showed that Christ must be Supreme God or

nothing, using verses from Isaiah, such as XLV, 5 "I am

the Lord, and there is none else, there is no God beside
/

me". Clarke understands this to mean "there is no Supreme

God besides me" but there is no textual support for this and

this interpretation 'would make it necessary to grant that

Baal or Ashtaroth were inferior deities. Since there never

was any real danger of either Jew or Gentile falling into

the belief of many Supreme Gods, the verses in Isaiah must

have been intended as a guard against inferior deities.

All such verses in the Old Testament declare that there is

absolutely no other God, therefore Christ must be included

in that one od or entirely excluded. Waterland, in this

argument, acknowledges his debt to Augustine with a con¬

cluding quotation from him:

1. Works. I, 275.
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Repeat it ever so often, that the Father is greater
the Son less. We shall answer you as often that the
greater and. the less make two. And it is not said,
Thy greater Lord God is one Lord§ but the words are
The Lord thy God is one Lord: nor is it said, There
is none other equal to mej but the words are, There
is none other besides me. either therefore acknow¬
ledge that Father and Son are one Lord Godj or in
plain terns deny that Christ is Lord God at all.'

The next step requiring proof was that Christ was not ex¬

cluded from the Supreme God spoken of in Isaiah, and must

therefore be the same God# Hew Testament texts, such as
2

John I, 1, were used to forward this point in Query two.

If Christ was God before the world was, God over all,

blessed for ever, Maker of the world, and worshipped by

angels, then certainly He was not excluded among the nominal

gods whom to worship was idolatry. Then if all are excluded

from worship except the Supreme God, Christ must be one

with the Supreme God. As a final proof that literally

dozens of Old Testament texts speaking of God, might be

legitimately applied to the Son, Waterland listed them

along with the statements of the Fathers who so understood

the texts. ^ So when Christ appeared to the Patriarchs

and claimed their obedience and adoration, He did not do

it under the name and character which He has since assumed

Operum ... lib. ii, cap. 23, p. 727l Waterland*s
translation, cited in Works. I, 4*

2. Also Hebrews I, 8, Romans, IX, 5, Philippians II, 6,
Hebrews I, 3«

3. Works, I, 20 f.
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but under another- which is also His in common with the

Father, namely that of "Lord Goa", or "God Almighty".

Since He is not the Father Himself, but the Son and not

unoriginated but God of God, all that He did must be referred

back to the Father, the Head and Fountain of all, whose

authority He exercised, whose Person, Character, or Office

He (in some sense) represented. It was this that He meant

when He referred all that He did to the authority of the

Father, and the admission in no way conflicts with the Hew

Testament texts that call Him God.

Clarke's willingness to grant that Christ is "by nature
i

truly God, as truly as man is by nature truly man" is dis¬

cussed in 'uery twenty-four, and Waterland tries to relate

this admission to the fact that there is one Supreme God

in order to establish his point that Christ is God. To

avoid that conclusion Clarke says that the word "God" in

Scripture always implies a conception of His attributes re-

2
lative to humanity, which he does not prove, but which is

necessary to his theory because if the metaphysical sense

is ever intended when the word "God" is spoken of the Father,

then there is no reason why it may not, in the same sense,

3
be spoken of the Son. Jackson in defence of Clarke, says

^• Reply to Nelson, p. 81, cited in Works, I, 262.
Scripture Doctrine, p. 296, cited in Works, I, 266.

3* see Answers to the Queries, uery 24,
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that the metaphysical definition of one self-existent, un-

derlved, independent supreme Being, would exclude the Son

if He is in any sense derived, but this definition was

widely accepted by men who believed in a Trinity of divine

Persons but who drew no such conclusion from it.

Throughout Clarke's discussion of the word "God" he

assumes that it can be used in two senses, and in which

sense appears only after it is known whether it refers to

Father or Son. In John I, 1, for example, where it applies

to both in the same verse, this assumption seemed unlikely

to Waterland and he supplies evidence in uei*y three to

show that the Scripture notion of one who is truly Cod

includes infinite wisdom, power invincible, all-sufficiency,

and these result in a dominion that is absolute and supreme.

Any lesser degrees of dominion cannot satisfy the Scriptural

conception of God* but is only called God by way of figure.

This emphasis was in reaction to Clarke's statements attempt¬

ing to prove that the main import of the word "God", in

Scripture, was dominion and since there were degrees of
1

dominion the tern must be a relative one.

From Query four to Query ten, Waterland follows out

his primary objection to Christ being made in any sense a

1. See Clarke's Reply, p. 284, cited in Works, J, 35*
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lesser Deity by demonstrating that in any phase of divine

attributes or activities, authorship of the universe, autho¬

rity, omniscience, or eternity, a lesser God will result in

two Gods. If the attributes are communicated from Father to

Son, which could not be denied on Scriptural evidence, there

must have been a communication of the divine essence for it

is inseparable from the attributes. If the attributes are

only a resemblance, when possessed by the Son, then they must

be finite as distinct from infinite but how such powers of

infinite perfection can be communicated to a finite being

who had a b eg inn in,- that the Father did not have, is not

explained to Waterland's satisfaction. This is precisely

the quandary that Jackson faced because he stated that

there could be but one "• • • intelligent being absolutely
1

infinite in all respects". and he expressed agreement with

Clarke1s statement that "• • • all divine powers except

absolute supremacy and independency", were communicated

to the Son. The point most clearly seen in the course

of these Queries is that any attempt to explain the inter¬

relation of the Trinity in terms of degrees of divine

powers will involve the solution of endless problems.

1• Answers to the Queries, p. 55» cited in Works. I, 125.
2. scripture Doctrine, p. 298.
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In the twenty-third uery, Waterland summarises the

difficulties of Clarke's doctrine of the Trinity and shows

how the orthodox doctrine ought to be preferred because

of its greater clarity. Clarke did not deny that each

of the three Persons singly was God, nor did he deny

that God was one, and he says that the same authority

exercised by all, makes them one. With this understanding

he cannot show how three distinct Beings can be individually

one God. If one God signifies but one Person, the con¬

sequence is, either the Father is that one Person, which

is Sabellianism, or the three Persons are three Gods.

Since he cannot countenance Tritheisra, he is driven to

the former conclusion which is equivalent to saying that

the Son and the Holy Spirit are neither one God in the

Scriptural sense and must therefore have attributes of their

own, and their own divinity which makes them distinct from

the Father, or they have no attributes but those inseparable

from the Father's essence, and that reduces them to names

only. The question then is: is not a communication of di¬

vine powers and attributes, without the substance or

essence, as hard to conceive or harder, than a communication

of both together which is essentially the sum of the catholic

doctrine? The church has always professed one substance, one
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eternal, Immutable, uncreated substance and this they

understood to be God, but notwithstanding, they believed

the Son and the Holy Spirit to be substantially God#

Relative deity is a thing unknown to scriptural theology.

The meaning of subordination. Both Waterland and his

opponents agreed that there was a Icind of subordination of

one Person in the Godhead to the other, but whether it

affected the dinivity of the subordinated Beings was a

matter of disagreement and constituted the real core of

the entire discussion. Waterland did not scruple to call

the Son supreme God and he meant by this that Christ knew

no superior God, no divine nature greater, higher, or more

excellent than His own. The Father was superior in order

but was not of superior Godhead because supremacy of order

is not the same as supremacy of nature. If the Son's

necessary existence is secured, and if it is acknowledged

that He does not exist precariously or contingently, that He

is consubstantial and co-eternal with the Father, that in His

creative powers, and His infinite perfections, He is one God

with the Father, then the supremacy of the Father is not to
1

be questioned.

1. See A Further Vindication of Christ's Divinity in Works
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In the Observations, probably written by Jackson with

the help of Clarke, the author complains that:

"A co-ordination or subordination of mere order,
without relation to time, place, power, dominion,
authority, or the like, is exactly the same manner
of speaking and thinking, as if a man should say,
a co-equality or Inequality of equality."''

Waterland first points out that "co-ordination and subordina¬

tion" most certainly do apply to order, as much as "contempo¬

rary" relates to time or age. That his use of the word "subor¬

dination" might be clarified he snakes it "order of conception"

or "order of existence", as the Son exists of and from the

Father. He illustrates his meaning with the following:

While we consider the scale of persons from God
the Father down to man, or ascending from man
to God the Father, he is the first in the scale
from whom all things descend; and he is the last,
in the way of ascent, in whom all things terminate.
The Father by the Son and Holy Ghost conveys all
his blessings to his creatures; and hir creatxires
in the Holy Ghost and by the Son ascend up to the
Father. Such is the scale of existences, such the
order of things: and this, I hope, is intelligible
enough.*

To account for an equality that also has an order in it is

to define the nature of God and needs not an explanation in

order to be believed. It is the catholic doctrine, and the

primitive records consistently acknowledge the order and

1. P* 33» cited in Works. Ill, 39 f.
2. A Further Vindication of Christ's Divinity in Works. IV,

42.
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reference of the Son and Holy Ghost up to the Father, and

at the same time assert their eonsubstantiality, eo-*eternity,

necessary existence, equality of nature and unity of Godhead.

Although Clarke cited three hundred texts1 to prove

that the Son was in some sense subordinate to the Father,

he failed to produce evidence against Christ's eternity

or consubstantiality which he must do in order to sustain

his understanding of subordination. When Waterland alleges

that there may be a subordination without any inferiority

of nature, Clarke, instead of disproving the statement,

complains that "nature** and "essence" are obscure meta-
2

physical notions, despite the fact that logical and meta¬

physical subtleties are the chief strength of the Arian

argument making Christ subordinate in nature as well as

in order, iaterland, in final confirmation of his point

claims the ancients to be solidly opposed to the notion

of a supreme and a subordinate Gods

They condemned it implicitly, in their disputes
with the Pagans all along, and no sooner was it
started in the Church, but the Catholics were
alarmed at it* and immediately condemned it as
reviving of creature-worship, and restoring
Gentilism, and Pagen Polytheism. Two Gods, a
greater and a less, a supreme and an inferior,
no Scripture, no sound reason, no good Catholic

1 • Renl.y to Nelson, p. 7.
2. Reply to Nelson, pp. 17, 19» 21, cited in Works, X. 212.
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ever taught; no church would have endured. A
separate God from the Supreme, an inferior
created God, would not only have been looked
upon as Polytheism and contradiction, con¬
sidered in itself; but as heresy and blasphemy,
if understood of God and Christ.'

IV. CONCLUSION

In order best to summarize Waterland's doctrine of

the Trinity, it will be of benefit to consider in order: a

positive statement of his declared belief; the doctrinal

vulnerability of his opponents, srince most of his work was

done with reference to their views; the main strength of

his arguments; and his personal .valuation of the doctrine.

At the end of Waterland's Second Defence of Some

.ueries in proposing the most natural order of inquiry for

this subject he declares his understanding of the doctrine

1. That the Father is God (in the strict sense of
necessarily existing, as opposed to precarious
existence) and the Son God, and the Holy Ghost
God, in the same sense of the word God.

2. That the Father is not the Son, nor the Son the
Father, nor the Holy Ghost either Father or Son:
they are distinct so that one is not the other;
that is, as we now term it, they are three
distinct Persons, and two of them eternally
referred up to one.

3. These three, however distinct enough to be 2
three Persons are yet united enough to be one God.

Works. I, 241 f.
2« lb id. Ill, 478.
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It must be admitted that Clarke's replies to each of

the Queries are ingenious., subtle, and acute, but the great

(and it seems) insuperable difficulty with which he had to

contend was that of allowing to our Lord the title of God

in any legitimate understanding of the tern. He found it

necessary to add to the text some expository word or phrase

such as "supreme" ?/hen it applied to the Father and "depen¬

dent" or "subordinate" when it spoke of the Son# When the

tern "God" was used absolutely, denoting the essence or

being of the Deity, he said that the personal pronouns,

used with the word, were proof that it related individually

and exclusively to the Father, but in this he was assuming

the point in question.

Clarke, and his associates, would never call the Son

a creature and It was only under pressure that they would

admit by inference that He was not necessarily existing.

They weve not opposing the divinity of the Son so much as

contending for the honour of the Father, but their under-
A

standing of such terms as "supreme and absolute Lord of all"

could result only in a subjection of the Son. When this

"alone Supremacy" is denied they attempt to make of this

that their opponents have gone to the other extreme of

denying any kind of authority as peculiar to the Father,

1. Clarke's Reply to nelson, p. 119*
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that He has no natural supremacy or dominion at all.

There was justification for Waterland's complaint that

both Clarke and Jackson Inevitably brought the problem back

to fine metaphysical distinctions in an attempt to circumvent

the plain statement of Scripture. They continually quoted

the Bible but their premise often forced them to reject the

obvious meaning in favour of some more philosophical under¬

standing. Waterland was willing to meet them on this ground

but was convinced that the subject was truly divine, and that

it provided no intrinsic but only extrinsic evidence, or

divine revelation, and to philosophise in the face of this

was to reject the only clear light on the subject.

In Query thirty-one Waterland lists five things that

must be proved or done before any innovation in the doctrine

of the Trinity could be received in place of the generally

accepted belief:

1. Prove, either that the Son is not Creator: or
that there are two Creators, and one of them a
creature.

2. Show either that the Son is not to be worshipped
at all or that there are two objects of worship, and
one of them a creature.

3» Prove, either that the Son is not God, or that
there are two Gods, one creature.

4. - Show that your hypothesis is high enough to take
in all the high titles and attributes ascribed to
Christ in the Scripture and at the same time low
enough to account for his "increasing in wisdom",
not knowing the day of judgment and being sorrowful.
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5. Prove the doctrine with such force and
evidence that it may bear up against the
stream of antiquity, full and strong
against it, or else show that antiquity
has been mueh misunderstood, and not full
and strong against it.1

Clarke, of course,did not limit himself to the alterna¬

tives proposed by Waterland but in consequence of his

position he should have advanced the latter proposition in

the first three of Waterland's five points because it was the

logical alternative to his insistence that the Son was a

Creator, was to be worshipped, and was God, but still was

not equal to the Father. As for the fourth point, Clarke

attempted to comply by minimizing the significance of the

titles and attributes, to some extent, and partially

justified his doing so on the grounds of Christ*s human

limitations. In the fifth point, as has been shown,

Clarke began by professing disdain for any real authority

that might be found in the doctrinal pronouncements of the

Fathers, and went on to maintain that his understanding of

their teaching was to be preferred over the sense that had

been adopted by the Church Catholic for at least sixteen

centuries.

In considering the strong points of Waterland's pre¬

sentation it must first be granted that he had an advantage

over his opponents in that theirs was the burden of proving

Works, I, pp. 342 f.
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what was generally a novel construction as opposed to the

widely believed orthodox doctrine of the Trinity. This is

true in spite of the fact that Clarke and Jackson both claim

to be expounding the original meaning of the doctrine. By a

process of eliminating other alternatives, Waterland feels

that he can legitimately charge his opponents with Arianism

in as far as this heresy involves the tendency to make of

Christ an intermediate Being.

Waterland's most effective arguments in this contro¬

versy are those devoted to the maintenance of Christ's true

divinity. The paraphrasing of the first chapter of John,

according to the various schools of thought, is accurately

done in that he exposes the real error in each case, and when

he presents the Athanasian interpretation he increases the

effectiveness of the contrast by pointing out the scriptural

definition of God Almighty and then, showing how John, with¬

out any qualification, applies it to Christ. Waterland's

most telling use of the fact of Christ's creating activity

is in the demonstration that both Scripture and antiquity

agree that Christ was uncreated and therefore He must be of

equal eternity with the Father. The many problems that

arise in adopting the Arian explanation for Christ's

Creatorship, such as: why God ceased creating after bringing

Christ into existence, are used by Waterland to prove that
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the Catholic doctrine, which holds that Christ is as eternal

as the Father, is superior because of its simple solution

for such problems.

A powerful refutation of Clarke's attempted distinction

in kinds of worship is produced through Waterland's insistence

that this must result in polytheism and that there is no

authority whatsoever for relative worship. That Christ was

to be worshipped was agreed to by the Arians but taterland

shows that the Scriptures which restrict worship to one

God cause an insolvable dilemma unless Christ is regarded

as that one God. Distinction of Persons or the delega¬

tion of one Person by another in no way implies a difference

in nature. On Waterland's premises, to admit that worship

is due to Christ is incontestable evidence that He is God

in the fullest sense.

After showing from Scripture Christ's rightful claim

to the most exalted titles and attributes, Waterland con¬

cludes that this unhesitating affirmation by the Jewish

Church of the first century, of Christ's full divinity,

schooled as they were in the sense of the one true GOd, is

clear proof of His proper entitlement. The early Church

would have thought it blasphemy to ascribe this supreme

conception of God to any creature.
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In dealing with the inter-relation within the Trinity,

Waterland devotes most of his polemic to proving that one

cannot proceed from unity of substance to unity of person

and although he agrees with his adversaries that these

matters must of necessity be of a mysterious nature, he

asks, with telling effect, if it is not then better, as a

general principle, to think too highly of Christ than too

meanly, since the mystery calls for latitude of judgment.

In contesting Clarke's views on relative Deity,

Waterland will not grant that there is any ambiguity in

the term "God" and strikes a hard blow at the foundation

of Clarke's argument when he contends, with good logic,

that Clarke's interpretation of those Old Testament verses

that speak of the oneness of God would make it necessary to

grant that Baal and Ashtareth were inferior Deities. This,

and other serious complications resulting from the attempt

to explain the inter-relation within the Trinity in terms

of degrees, is, for Waterland, a plea for the catholic

interpretation. Any understanding of the Divine nature is

difficult but the communication of divine powers and

attributes, without the substance or essense is as hax*d to

conceive as a communication of both together, which is the

catholic doctrine.
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The question of the Son's subordination to the Father

was largely obscured by an inability to define terms.

Clarice's 300 texts which he devoted to proving that Christ

was subordinate to the Father, proved only a subordination

of order which Waterland acknowledged from the beginning,

but the texts supplied no evidence against Christ's eternity

or consubstantiality. Waterland admits that the catholic

conception involves an equality that has order in it, ?/hich

is as far beyond human understanding as is the Divine nature

itself, but he believes that this conception involves far

less difficulty than any unorthodox explanation.

As In his dealing with the Eucharist, Waterland never

lost sight of the practical value of doctrinal truth. He

stressed that the doctrine of the Trinity was not only

speculative but closely interwoven with the principles of

the Christian life. If God is Father, Son, and Holy Ghost

there are duties corresponding to each of the distinct

offices and personalities, beside the duties common to all,

considered as one God, and worship was seen as a practical

duty of the highest importance. If the doctrine is true,

it is sacrilege and impiety to refuse to worship any of

the three Personsj if it io false, it is polytheism and

idolatry to worship any but the Father only. Certainly,
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the doctrine provides motives for Christian practice. The

love of God the Father in sending His Son to redeem us,

and the love of God the Son in condescending to take this

office upon Him, appear in much stronger light upon trini-

tarian, than upon an11-1rinitarian principles. The all-

sufficiency of the satisfaction or propitiation made for

the sins of the world, is obviously dependent upon the

doctrine. The same may be said of the reliance upon the

divine grace conferred by the Holy Ghostj concerning whose

universal presence and assistance no satisfactory conception

can be formed without ascribing to Iiim those attributes of

infinity, which belong essentially to God, and to God only.

Thus inseparably is the doctrine of the Trinity interwoven

with the very frame and texture of the Christian religion.

If Scripture has clearly revealed this doctrine, its

necessity and importance follows as a direct consequence.

If it is intimately connected with the whole economy of

man's redemption and worship and supplies the most powerful

motives to faith, love and obedience men "# • . need not be

expressly told that such a doctrine is important and weighty,

and worth the contending for: let but Scripture once

ascertain its truth, and every man's common sense will

supply the rest".

1. Works. V, p. 62.
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In accounting for his energetic denunciation of those

who minimized the doctrine, Waterland summarizes his

appreciation and understanding of it and the statement

serves to bring this chapter to a fitting close:

• • • the received doctrine of the Trinity is
both clear and practical, and sufficiently in¬
culcated in Scripture to be esteemed an article
of high importance, an essential of Christianity,
a fundamental doctrine of the gospel, diffusing
itself through the whole of our religion, and
being, as.it were, the very life and spirit of
it • . •

1. Works. V, 75.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Ota drawing final conelusions as to the quality of

Waterland's theology, the significance of his Aminianisra

is important to an adequate understanding. In the seven¬

teenth century orthodox theologians were calling their

opponents "Socinian" and "Arminian" without troubling to

distinguish between them. McLachlan has endeavoured to

prove from the writings of such men as Anthony Wotton,

George Walker, and the Arminian, John Goodwin, that,

Arminianism and Socinianiom had close affinities
and were born of a similar tendency of mind. The
difference between them was more one of emphasis
than radical departure. *Arminianism was rather
the dictate of moral sentiment, Socinianism a
product of reason'• The opponents of one system
found themselves at loggerheads also with the
other and did not often discriminate between them'

It should be recognized that this "similar tendency of mind"

may indicate nothing moxe than the liberalizing trend of the

eighteenth century which had its effect on all schools of

thought but the obvious affinities nevertheless suggest some

such paradoxical question ass "How liberal was orthodoxy?"

1• Socinianism in Seventeenth Century England, p. 50.
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Although Hooker, who played such a prominent part in the

formation of early Anglican theology, was eminently con¬

servative, even he argued that religious beliefs rested

ultimately on reason and conscience. The best example

of liberal tendencies being buried in the very heart of

Anglican orthodoxy is seen in William Laud. High church¬

man and innovator though he was, his Armlnianlsm and his
O

decidedly rationalistic theology serve to show that

orthodoxy understood in terns of loyalty to fundamental

doctrines and conservative church polity could make room

for the liberalizing of thought that took place in the

seventeenth century.

Arminian orthodoxy and Soclnlan heterodoxy had

apparently some things in common, but they could travel

together only to a certain point, and Waterland seems to

have been one of those eighteenth century divines who

indicated a need for a parting of the ways. His concessions

to natural religion his continual appeal to reason, his

rejection of the scholastic method of inquiry, his refe¬

rences to men like John Locke and the latitudinarian

1• See his Ecclesiastical Polity. Third Book.
2. In his Conference with Fisher, he clearly states that
the ultimate test of belief is reason. On p. 49, in
speaking of the mysteries of faith he says, "I would have
no man think They contradict reason or the Principles
thereof. No sure. For Reason by her own light can dis¬
cover how firmly the Principles of Religion are true".
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bishops with no trace of serious criticism, his willing¬

ness to leave a heretic undisturbed ao long as he did not

publicly advocate his heresy, and his recognition of the

need of textual improvement in the authorized version of

the Bible, all point to a very definite willingness to

come to terms with the discoveries of his age* His advocacy

of the fundamental doctrines and his resistance to those

thinkers of his time who saw in the new liberty a chance

to dispense with all authority, were not the result of any

obscurantism or mere reluctance to break with tradition,

but rather of an exceptional insight as to the underlying

issues involved*

If genius is primarily the ability to make careful

distinctions, Waterland must have possessed it to some

extent, for he saw in Arminlanism the needed emphasis on

man's part in redemption, saw in Locke's loyalty to Scrip¬

ture the importance of textual study over the mere acceptance

of the dictum of antiquity, and saw the value of the Lati-

tudinarian effort to prove that a reasonable system of be¬

lief need not differ from the traditional faith: but his

appreciation of these made him no less orthodox when he

detected any attempt to minimize God's part in redemption,

or to ignore the consensus of historical opinion, or to
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make all tenets of the traditional faith amenable to the

laws of logic. This balanced judgment is ~>est seen in the

fact that he makes reason second only to Scripture in

ascertaining doctrinal truth, but devotes the major part

of his writing to a,defence of the Trinity, the least

comprehensible of the Christian tenets, and to the

importance of the Eucharist, the most insignificant of

Christian duties from the standpoint of a purely rational

evaluation of Christian truth. At the point where Armi-

nianlsm led into Locinianiam, a development which neither

Hooker nor Laud in their earlier fostering of a kind of

liberalism, nor even Locke, foresaw, stood Waterland, alert

to that extreme to which all good things can be taken. That

he had the courage to take a mediating position in opposi¬

tion to the extremist trends of his times, mutt distinguish

him as a gifted theologian as well as a great character.

Those items of belief in which Waterland differed from

his more liberal contemporaries are all indicative of a

conservatism which recognized the dangers of reaction, and

a maturity of judgment that can be traced throughout his

works. Ills refusal to forsake the teaching of the early

church Fathers as the best commentary on the Scriptures was

no mere traditionalism, but rather an insistence that the
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values of history could not be dismissed even in the time

of the "enlightenment". He admitted the limits of the

human intellect with no embarrassment because he saw the

dangers of human conceit and over-optimism, and because he

had given much sober thought to the Person and attributes

of God. It is to his credit that he should have seen the

fallacy of human self-sufficiency at this particular time.

Per; men had greater appreciation of the practical aspects

of the Christian life than he, as is evidenced by the
1

keen moral sense of his printed sermons, but this did

not blind him to the fact that Christianity, in order to

maintain itself in the world, must have great, sure beliefs

that make theological formulation a matter of importance

and require a Bible containing more than moral precepts.

He would have none of the eighteenth century syncretism

that sought to make of religion a nebulous covering for a low¬

est common denominator sort of morality.

Waterland*s views on creed subscription, and on the

evidences for biblical inspiration, would probably be the

aspects of his thought least acceptable to modern theology.

The taint of rationalism seems to have pervaded his thinking

in his expressed confidence that there was no roan for

1. See the sermons in Works, Vol. IX.
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debate on the articles of the Creed, because an unbiased

investigator must inevitably reach the same conclusions

as the originators of that Creed since reason could mislead

no one. He was right in his conclusion that the passing of

time would not make any appreciable change in the basic

structure of the Faith, but he was wrong in his unwillingness

to giant that creeds and doctrines were only approximations

at best and should be subject to the re-thinking of every

age for the better understanding of the credal propositions

in terns of the times, if for nothing else. The eighteenth

century assault upon the fundamental doctrines could be

considered a justification for his extreme views on sub¬

scription, but it cannot be denied that he gives evidence

of intolerance in this matter. It should be remembered,

however, that he would not specify the exact number of pri¬

mary doctrines, that he did not deny men the right to

privately interpret those doctrines, and he did not forbid

any addition to the doctrines but asked only that new under¬

standing be presented as such.

Waterland's conception of biblical inspiration is weak

but this is doubtless traceable to the fact that such

questions had not been sufficiently raised to encourage any

really mature consideration of the problem. He was obviously
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hard pressed in his effort to defend the !ible against the

charges Tindal made in Christianity as Old as the Creation

and frequently resorted, in justifying obvious immorality,

to the plea that the persons in question were acting under

special injunctions of the Almighty. ?his reluctance to

admit the human factor in revelation was related to the

previously mentioned reluctance to examine the creeds. A

line of defence had to be drawn, and it appeared that the

safest place to draw it was in the confession that what God

had spoken was fined, and the reasonable interpretation of

what He said was also fixed except where the issue went

eyond human reason, and in this case refuge must be taken

in His Reason. Waterland chose to say that God's V.'ord was

infallibly inspired and could be relied upon as being the

quintessence of truth whether it was fully understood or

not. He was trying to give reason its rightful place

without making revelation dependent upon it for its authen¬

ticity.

Waterland's eucharistic teaching was remarkable for its

avoidance of error. Between the pure symbolism of the

Deists and the transubstantiation of the Roman Church, there

were sich extreme views as Johnson's insistence upon a

material sacrifice and such untenable positions as that of
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a High Churchman saeh=aa Charles Leslie, who believed in the

"real presence" hut who was at a lose to explain how it

differed from the transubstantiation which he professed to
1

abhor. Against Receptionism, with its contention that the

communicant, by right of hie faith, really received the body

and blood of Christ together with the elements, he demon¬

strated that the true presence of Christ was objective and

thus independent of the faith of the recipient although

worthy communication determined the spiritual value of the

partaking. Against the repudiation of any sacrifice he

urged a spiritual sacrifice which was nonetheless real.

Against any repetition of the original sacrifice he

pie ded that the eucharistic sacrifice was the presenta¬

tion of the same offering as the sacrifice of Calvary. In

his effort to appraise the emphasis of each school of

thought and avoid its error, he was continuing tho line of

truth that had been advanced by Cranmer, Ussher, Patrick

and Bull. These may be considered as being of the mediating

school, or the school of the Central Churchmen, although it

is doubtful if any one of them so considered himself. In

every age there are those who are fitted by temperament,

1. Both Laud and Andrewes rejected the doctrine of Trans-
substantiation as unknown to the primitive church and with¬
out scriptural support, bee Andrewes in Library of Anglo-
Catholic theolory, Vol. V, p. 262 and Laud in Vol. II.
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training;, and capacity to conserve the truths that are

to be found in the more extreme positions and to combine

them into one comprehensive understanding. The evidence

as seen particularly in Waterland* s handling of the sub¬

ject of the Eucharist would argue in favour of his being

included with such men. That he had a fine theological

balance, as well as a genuine appreciation for the practi¬

cal aspects of the eucharistic doctrine, is without doubt

the reason why the Archbishops of Canterbury and York

requested the re-issue of the Review 128 years after his

death.

Waterland* s defence of the Athanasian interpretation

of the doctrine of the Trinity against Sabellianisra and

Arianism constitutes some of the best writing in the

Trinitarian controversy, if not the best. The quality

does not appear so much in unique arguments as in his

relentless attack upon the vulnerable parts of his opponents

logic or interpretation of Scripture. The Sabellian, with

his assertion that the Trinity only involved forms or mani¬

festations of the One God, but not eternal distinctions,

was never allowed to forget that Scripture speaks of the

Second Person of the Trinity as existing and acting before

the birth of Christ. The Arian, in his attempt to prove
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that the Father is the only Divine Being absolutely with¬

out beginning, and that the Son and the Holy Spirit were

created out of nothing before the world was, thus making

Chri t next in rank to God and able to create only by Ood*e

endowment of divine power, was continually reminded by

various arguments that any such conception of Christ,

considered in the light of the scriptural statement of his

attributes and of his right to worship, must result in a be¬

lief in two Gods or in idol"try*

It was inevitable that metaphysical questions regarding

the -rinity should be raised in the eighteenth century, and

Waterlnnd never hesitated to carry the battle to the ground

of his opponents even though he felt that the final word could

only be found in revelation. His skill in this type of

subject is seen in his straightforward treatment of it. He

was willing to define terms, to dispense with marginal

issues, to admit his own limitations of argument or source

when necessary, and to acknowledge what he considered to be

valid in the opposing arguments. This type of apology

resulted in a clarity of expression, which, if it had lacked

in argumentative strength, would nevertheless have been read

and appreciated by numbers of people who might not have been

interested otherwise. That Waterland wrote for the scholar



281

but could be understood by the layman speaks "•ell for his

own mastery of the subject*

The need of the Church in eighteenth century England

was for men of insight who could conserve the values of

the past and give them clear expression. Waterland1s gifts
and his cherished via media were well suited to this need*

His steadfast adherence to Cranmerlan principles doubtless

contributed to the persisting influence of that noble and

scholarly martyr in the Church today. One of the Reformers

who influenced Cranmer most, was the Swiss theologian >ucer,

and Bucer was another whose appreciations were broad and

influences mediating* He devoted much time and energy in

the attempt to bring Luther and Zwlngli closer together and

to harmonize their eucharistic teaching. He did not have

great outward success, even as Cranmer*s broad sympathies

only led to a martyr*s crown, and Waterland's fame as a

theologian is probably less than it might have been because

he used his gifts to conserve, to mediate and to explain,

but with all the difficulties of the via media and its

lack of popular appeal these men believed that most truth

could be found there. Waterland was Arminian, but in a broad

1. See James MacKinnon, ..utiler and the Kefoimation. IV,p.22.
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sense, having reacted to the rigidity of Calvinism which,

at this time, was associated with endless debates, poli¬

tical disloyalty, and dissent, but he evinces no trace of

Socinlanism which reacted similarly. He upheld the princi¬

pal ideas and discoveries of his day but he was a staunch

traditionalist. He represented a Laudlan type churchmanship

but without I^audian intransigence or the extreme views of

the Eucharistic sacrifice that Lau&iane were developing.

Having a very firm grasp of the fundamentals of the faith

he betrays, nevertheless, a certain longing for the peace

of the Church that would not require overmuch definition or

too rigorous enforcement of the letter of the lawj he could

"distinguish things that differ", and appreciate the broader

outlook.

It is true that Water-land*s type of churchmanshlp was

to die out almost completely in the coming age, as it was

to some extent eclectic and thus rooted in its ovrn times.

The beginnings of the Evangelical Revival sound the cry of

the masses who no longer could be reached with the virtues

of moderation, having hearts that longed for some more

radical and decisive solution for their problems. Wesley,

sharing Waterland*s Arminlanism, much of his churchmanship

and his high view of the Sacrament, apparently was able to

get the attention of the people with his very realistic view
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of the power of sin In the life of fallen man and the

nature of faith. The ITon-Jurors and their descendants

were moving in a different direction but were also in¬

creasing in strength and influence, developing eucharIstic

doctrine in ways that Waterland only dimly appreciated

and beginning a revolution in churchmanship and doctrine

which would later become the Oxford Movement. Y/aterland

embodies the sum of the elements common to Post-Restoration

orthodox Anglican theology. But most Anglicans of a later

time believed everything that Waterland did, and more besides.

When it is remembered that Waterland contended against

some of the most subtle and imposing heresies that ever

molested the Church, and that he faced indomitably some of

the most advanced writers whose erudition was esteemed by

the entire learned world, it must be agreed that his works

are, from the standpoint of orthodoxy, among the most

important of the early eighteenth century polemical writings.

Ills gifts and temperament were suited to his task and even

his opponents must have agreed with Overton who said: "But

no one can ever complain that Dr Waterland is obscure. We

may agree or disagree with his views, but we can never be
■j

in doubt what those views were".

1. Abbey and Overton, The English Church in the Eighteenth
Century, p. 213*
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In presenting the theology of Daniel Waterland, one

is reminded of that number of men who laboured faithfully

and whose influences if unrecognised, is none the less real,

and exists down to this day, even if the modem man is

content to leave their writings undusted in the archives.

Although Joseph Clarke, a former student of Waterland, may

have been wrong in his estimation of the appreciation of

posterity, he was right i . a sense:

• • • and his works will, deliver him down with
honour to posterity: he wants neither marbles or
epitaphs to fence against oblivion; by his
learned defences of Christianity, he hath raised
himself a perpetual monument; and hath rendered
it needless to have his character drawn by any
other pen, from the reputation he hath acquired
by his own. '

1. Jose-nh Clarke, Preface to Waterland's sermons, in
Works. IX, i.



285

A. PRIMARY SOURCES

Bidle, John, A Confession of Faith Touching the Holy Trinity.
London, 1 "&91.

Burnet, Gilbert, Four Discourses delivered to the Clergy of
the Diocese of" Gnrum* London: Richard' Chitwell, 1694*

Bury, Arthur, The Constant Communicant. Oxford: Stephen
Bolton, 16fel. •*

Churton, Edward, editor, Fourteen Letters to Zachary Pearce.
Oxford and London: James Parker and" Company, 18'68".

Clarke, Samuel, A Letter to the Rev* Dr. Wells • • • In answer
to his Remarks* London: James Knapton,

, An Exposition of the Church Catechism* [Published
from the author's manuscript by John Clarke•] London:
James and John Knapton, 1729*

, A Reply to the Objections of Robert Nelson. London:
James Knapton, W."

. The Modest Plea continued or a Brief and distinct
answer to Dr. Fate^land'"s tieries, • • . [n.p. J, 1720.

>s The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity. London:
James' knapton, if12,

. The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, second edition.
London: James Knapton, 171

Cranmer, Thomas, An Answer ... to Gardiner. London:
Reynold Wolfe, 1551 •

Glanvill, Joseph, Essays on several important subjects in
Philosophy and Relirion. London: John Baker. 1676.

Grabe, Johan Ernst, A Defence of the Greek Church against the
Roman. London, 17217

Hoadly, Benjamin, The Works of S. Clarke. With a preface rivinr:
some account of the life . . . London. 172)8.



286

, The Miscellaneous Works, second edition, 5 vols.,
London: R. Manbey, 1755*

Jackson, John, A Collection of Aueries . . . "herein the
most material objections ... against Dr Clarke ... are
• • . answered. London, 1 ?1 6.

Jackson, John, A Modest Plea for the ... Scriptural
llotion of the TrlnltyT London, 1719»

, Memoirs of the Life and Writings of Dr Waterland
being a summary view of the Trinitarian Controversy for
20 years between the "Sr and a" Clergyman in the Country.
London: J. Noon at the White Hart, 173&*""

Johnson, John, The Unbloody Sacrifice. London: Robert
Knaplock, 1714.

Kortholt, C.j the Elder, De Tribue impostoribus. Kiel, 1680.

Laud, William, A Conference with Jesuit Fisher. London: 1624,

Leslie, Charles, The Charge of Socinlanism against Dr Tiltotson.
Edinburgh, 1695« I The article is anonymous but the
identity of the author is almost certain.]

Locke, John, An Essay for the Understanding of St. Paul's
Epistles but consulting Paul himself. London: A. and J.
Churchill, 1?07. :

Mart&ne, E&tnond, De Antiquis Ecclesiae Ritlbus% 3 Vols.
Antwerp, 1736-1737.

Middleton, Conyers, The Miscellaneous Works, 5 vols. London:
Richard Mariby, 1755«

Observations on Dr Waterlandfs Second Defence of his Cueries,
by the author of the Reply to his first Defence. [The
author was probably Jackson or Clarke.] London, 1724»

Patrick, Symon, "Discourse About Tradition", The Works of
Symon Patrick. 9 vols. Alexander Taylor, editor.
Oxford, 1850.

Potter, John, Discourse of Church Government. London, 1711.



287

Remarks upon Dr Clarke*s Exposition of the Church-catechism.
London, 1730.

Seed, Jeremiah, Seed's Sermons, Second edition. London, 1714*

S. P. , possibly Symon Patrick, A Brief Account of the Hew
Sect of Latitude Men ... published with the bound copies
of the Phenix, an early periodical. London, 1708*

Stillingfleet, Edward, Origines Sacrae. Seventh edition.
Cambridge, 1702.

Siitton of Leicester, Memoirs of the Life and Writings of the
Late Rev. Mr John Jackson. London: T. Field, 1764*

3yIces, Arthur Ashley, A Defence of the Answer to the remarks . . .

London? J. Knapton, 1730.

Sykes, Arthur Ashley, A Reply to Dr Waterland* s Supplement
to the Cass of Arlan Subscription. London, 1723*

T'illotaon, John, The Works of the Most Reverend Dr John
Tillotson. Lord Archbishop of Canterbury,' containing
254 Sermons and Discourses on several occasions.
12 vols. London, ^757.

Tindal, Matthew, Christianity as Old as the Creation ...
London, 1730.

Tolland, John, Christianity Not Mysterious„ Second edition.
London: Sam. Buckley, 1696.

Van Mildert, William, editor, The Works of the Reverend
Daniel vVaterland to which is prefixed a review of the
author's life and writings . . . 10 volumes. Oxford
Clarendon Press, 1823".

, The Works ... 6 volumes, Oxford University Press,
T5a3.

Waterland, Daniel, A Review of the Doctrine of the Eucharist,
as laid down in Scripture and Antiquity, oambridge,
mn— —-

Waterland, Daniel, Advice to a Young Student. Oxford, 1750.

> Critical History of the Athanasian Creed. London, 1850.



288

. Eight Sermons preached at Cathedral Church of
St. Paul in defence of the dlninit.v of our Lord Jesus
Christ. Cambridge, 1720.

. The Case of Arian-subscrfption Considered. Cambridge,
1721.

Whitby, Daniel, A Treatise of Traditions. London. 1688-9.

Wollaston, William, The Religion of nature Delineated.
London: J. Knap ten, 1738»

B. SPITIONS OF THE WORKS OF THE FATHERS

NOTE: In those instances where it has been impossible
to locate the edition cited by Waterland, editions
are cited which correspond to Waterland'b period and
which contain the article referred to in the footnotes.

Aquinas, Thomas, Surama Theologies. 2 vols. Paris, 1663.

Athanasius, Opera Omnia. 2 vols., Benedictine edition. Paris:
Joannis Anisson, 1 6§8.

Augustine, Operum ... 8 vols., 12 tomes, onedictine
edition. Antwerp, 1700.

, Opera Omnia. 10 tomes. Basle, 1

Clement, Opera uae extant. 2 vols. Oxford, 1713*

Cyprian, Opera ... Oxford, 1682.

Susebius, Sccle3iasticae historiae librl decern. Paris, 1659*

Irenaeus, Contra Haereses. 2 vols. Venice, 1734»

, Cancti Irenaei. Ed. W. Wigan Harvey, 2 vols. Cambridge,
T5"57.

Justin, Apologise Duae et Dialogue cum Tryphone Judae .
Oxford, 1700. ~ ------- ---- --



289

Origen, Contra Celsum. Cambridge: Joan Field, 1658.

Tertullian, Opera. 2 vols. Paris, 1664.

James, M.R., The Apocryphal New Testament. Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 19

C. SECONDARY SOURCES

Abbey, C.J. and J.H. Overton, The English Church in the
Eighteenth Century, Revised edition. London: Longmans.
GrSen and Co., I8B7.

Badeock, P.J. History of the Creeds, 2nd edition, London:
SPCK, 1938.

Bethell, 3.L., The Cultural Revolution of the Seventeenth
Century. London: Denis Dobsoil, 1 95^ •

Bicknell, E.J. A Theological Introduction to the Thirty-
nine Articles of the Church of England. London:
Longmans, Green and Company, 193^* "

Bishop, Edmund, Liturgla Histories. Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1918.

Blakelock, Ralph, The Atonement and Doctrines Connected
With it. Cambridge: ViLL. Grant', 1844.

Brewer, Heinrich, "Das sogenannte Athanasianisehe Glaubens-
bekenntnis ein Werk des Heiligen Ambrosius". Forschungen
zur Christlichen Llteratur und Dogroengeschichte, Paderborn:
bchSningh, ix, 1909.

Brilioth, Ingre, Eucharistic Faith and Practice Evangelical
and Catholic. London: Society for Promoting Christian
Know1edge, 1930.

Bull, George, The Corruptions of the Church of Rome ...
In Answer to the Bishop of Meaux's ueries. Third edition.
London, 1?0&.

Burn, A.E., "The Athanasian Creed and its early commentaries",
Texts and Ltudies, Contributions to Biblical and Patristic
Literature, VoH IV. Cambridge University Press, 1896.



290

« "The Authorship of the "uicuraque Vult", Journal
"""6T Theological Studies,. XXVI, 1926.

Cairns, John, Unbelief in the Eighteenth Century. Edinburgh:
Adam and Charles Black, 1681*

Camfield, P.W., editor, Reformat ion. Old and Key.'. London
and Redhill: Lutterworth Press, 1947*

Clark, G.K. , The .^ater Stuarts (1660-1714). Oxford:
C larendon Press", 1934.

Clarke, T.S.S. and H.C* Foxcroft, A Life of Gilbert Burnet.
Cambridge University Press, 1907*

Cragg, 0.2., Prom Puritanism to the Age of Reason. Cambridge
University Press, 1950.

Creed, John Martin and John Sandwlth Boys Smith, Religious
Thought in the Eighteenth Century. Cambridge University
Press, 1934. *

Cullman, C., Christ and Time. English translation. London:
8.C.I,!. Press, Ltd., 1951.

Dawson, Henry Christopher, "'Christianity and the Lev. „ge",
2csays in Order? No. 3» London: Sheed and .lard, 1931.

Debary, Thomas, A History of the Church of England. London:
Bell and D&ldy, 1860.

Dirnmock, If. , Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church
concerning the Eucharistic Presence. London: I'll.D. 1

Do®den, John, Theological Literature of the Church of England
from the Reformation to the Close of the Eighteenth
Century. London: Society for Promoting Christian
Knov ledge, 1897.

Dugmore, C*W., Eucharistic Doctrine in England from Hooker
to. V/aterland. London: '"society" for Promo ting Christian
Aiiov. ledge, 1 942.



291

Edwards, John, "Seeindanism Unmasked", published in Vol. VI
of the Works of Dr John Edwards, 19 vols. London:
J. Robinson and Cambridge University Press, 1692-1700.

Eliot, T.S., "The Metaphysical Poets", Selected Essays.
1917-1932. p. 267» London: Faber and Faber, Ltd., 1932.

Gresawell, Henry William, Analysis of Jaterland on the
Eucharist. London, 1886.

Gwatkln, Henry Melvill, Studios in Arianism. Cambridge
University Press, 1900.

, The Arian Controversy. London: Longmans, Green and
Company, 1689*

Headlam, A.C., History, Authority and Theology, London, 1909«

Hebert, A*0. The Throne of David. London: Faber and Paber, Ltd.,
1941.

Holbach, Paul H. D., The Syste; '■ of Nature. Third edition.
London, 1817.

Hooker, Richard, Of the Lav/es of Bcclesiasticall Polltie.
J. Gauden, editor, London: Andre?' Crooker, 1666*.

Ho re, A* II., History of the Church of England. London:
James Parker and Company, 1$93»

Hume, David, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.
Edinburgh; Adam and cKarles' B iacl"7~~ 1354. ' """

Hunt, John, Religious Thought in Lngltnd in the nineteenth
Century. London: Glbb'ln'gs and" Company Limited, 1896.

Jenyn, Soame, The Works of «... 4 vols. C.1I. Cole,
editor. London: 1. Cadell, 1790.

Johnson, John, The Theological Works of • . • Robert Offen,
editor, 2 vols. Oxford: John Henry"Parker, 1847.

Le Clerc, Jean, Le Nouveau Testament. Amsterdam, 1703*

Legg, Wlckham, J*, English Church Life - Restoration to
Tractarian Movement. London: Longmans, Green and Company,
wnr*



292

Leslie, Charles, Theological Works. 2 vols, London, 1?21,

Locke, John, The Works of • • • . 4 vols. Eighth edition,
London, 1777.

, Essays , • , Includlnr Four Letters on Toleration,
London: Ward Lock and Company, 1&83*

Lowndes, William Thomas, The British Librarian, [n. p. ]
Thomas Rodd, [n.d,]

Lumby, J.R., The Histor; of the Creeds, Cambridge:
Deighton, Bell and Company, 1873*

MacDonald, A.J., The Evangelical Doctrine of Holy Communion,
Cambridge: W. lieffer and Sons, Limited, 1930.

MacKean, W#W., The Eucharistic Do-trine of the Oxford
Movement. London and New York: Putrnan, 1933*

MacKinnon, James, Luther and the Reformation, 2 vols. London:
Longmans, Green and Company, 1930,

McLachl.on, John H, , Socinianism in Seventeenth Century
England. Oxford University" Press,' 195"i •

Miller, Samuel, Brief Retrospect of the Eighteenth
Century, 2 vols, hew York, 180p.

Moorman, J.R.H., A History of the Church in England, London:
Adam and Charles Black, 1953*

Morin, G., "Le Symbole d*Athanase et Son Premier T6moin S.
Gesaire d'Arles", Revue Biblinue XVIII, 1901, pp. 337-368.

, "L'Origine du Symbole d'Athanase" Journal of
Theological tudles. XII, 1911, PP» 161-190, 337-361•

#

, Etudes Textes D&couvertes", Oxford: Parker and Son,
r§13.

More, P.E. and Cross, F.L. Anglicanism, London: SPCK, 1933.

Ommanney, .D.W., The Athanasian Creed. London, Oxford and
Cambridge: Rivingtons, 1875.



293

. Early History of the Athanasian Creed. Oxford and
Cambridge: Rivingtoria , 1880. "

Overton, J.II. .The Evangelical Revival in the Eighteenth
Century* London: Longmans, fereen and Company, 18&6>.

Pittenger, W# Norman, The Christian Sacrifice, Oxford
University Press, 1951•

Plummer, Alfred, English Church History, 1619-1702,
Edinburgh: T.T. c,larlc, >*S0l.

, The Church of ngland in the Eighteenth Century*
London: " cthuen and Company, 1910.

Praipcovius, Samuel, Life of that Incomparable Man, Pauatus
Soclnus. English translation by John Qidle, printed in
Harlelan Miscellany, vol. VIII, p. 213* London:
T» Osborne, 17^46.

Quick, Oliver Chase, The Christian Sacraments* London:
Nisbet and Company, 1927*

Robinson, H. Wheeler, Inspiration and Revelation in the Old
Testament* Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1946.

Seeberg, Reinhold, Textbook of the History of Doctrines,
Third edition, 2 vols., Grand Rapids Mich.: baker ' ook
House, 1952#

Sermons or Homilies. 1 vol. of 2 books, published by the
Church of England: Oxford Press, 1832.

Smith, IT. Kemo, John Locke (1632-1701)« Manchester University
Press, 1933.

Stephen, Leslie, History of English Thought in the Eighteenth
Century, 2 vols. London: Smith Elder and Company, 1876.

Stone, Darwell, A History of the Doctrine of the Holy
Eucharist. London: Robert Scott, 1910.

Stoughton, J., Religion in England Under Queen Anne and the
Georges. London: Hoddard Itoughton, 1C7,".



294

Stromberg, Ronald N., Religious Liberalism In Eighteenth-
Century England, Oxford Press 1954* —------ •- ~

Swainson, C. A., The Athanasian Creed and its usage in the
English Churchy London: John Murray, 1S70.

. The Nicene and Apostles' Creeds, their literary
history together with an account of the growth and
reception of the sermon on the faith commonly 'called
The' Creed of St. Athanasius'T London:' John Murray,

Sykes, Norman, Church and State in the XVIIIth Century.
Cambridge University Press, 19!54.

Thomas, Roger, "The Non-Subscription Controversy Amongst
Dissenters in 1719: The Salter's Hall Debate." Journal
of Ecclesiastical History. Oct. 1953*

W11ley, Basil, The.Eighteenth Century Background. London:
Chatto and WIndus, 1940. ~

, The Seventeenth Century Background. London:
Chatto and Windus, 1934.

D* REFERENCE SETS

Biographia Britannica. or the Lives of the Most Eminent
Persons in C*reat Britain and Ireland. 6 vols. London,
1766.

Hauck, Albert, editor, Real-Encyclopedic fur Protestantische
Theologie und Kirche. 3rd edition. 24 vols. Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1896-1913.

Library of Anglo-Catholic Theology. 83 vols. Oxford:
J•H. Parker, 1841-63.

Stephen, Leslie, editor, Dictionary of National Biography.
1st edition. 63 vols. London: Smith Elder and Company,
1885. See 2nd Supplement, 1912, for article on Leslie
Stephen.


