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I. Prolegomenon 
 

This work is not intended to deal with every scripture verse concerning the doctrine of the 

Trinity. Samuel Clarke’s The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity has fulfilled that need for the avid 

truth seeker (Though I have backed off of affirming the Holy Spirit’s distinct personhood from the 

Father as a dogma. I think there is too much we don’t know about the Holy Spirit to be dogmatic 

about his personhood.). I have assembled an index of his treatment of many pertinent verses in my 

book Why I Left the Christian Church. And Photius’ Mystagogy has dealt with the Filioque 

sufficiently. Joseph Farrell has also written a very good summary article on this work which is 

essential reading. What this work is intended to do is to guide the avid truth seeker through the 

confusing maze that Trinitarian Theologians have created with their verbal sorcery in order to 

intimidate the truth seeker into thinking that he is confronted with a superior intellect and to 

confuse the truth seeker to keep the Trinity doctrine enclosed in a cloud of confusion and ambiguity 

so that no man may ever accurately criticize this heresy.  It is much akin to the way Freemasonry 

treats its Blue Lodge members which will be described a bit later.  

 

A curious question for the reader: If the doctrine of the Trinity surpasses human reason, how did 

anyone find out about it? How did our Scribes know how to translate Trinitarian verses from the 

originals into English if the meaning of this doctrine transcends words? Could it be that this 

doctrine is so popular for the basic reason that it was handed down to our ancestors by the Roman 

Catholic Church? Could it be that our ancestors found out about this doctrine not from study of 

the original texts but through the hierarchy of the Roman Catholic Church? This question leads us 

to another: Given the Protestant doctrine of Private Judgment, how can anyone who believes this 

principle adhere to a doctrine that must elude his understanding? The Westminster Confession of 

Faith states in Chapter I Of the Holy Scripture, VII,  

 

“All things in Scripture are not alike plain in themselves, nor alike clear unto all: 

yet those things which are necessary to be known, believed, and observed for 

salvation are so clearly propounded, and opened in some place of Scripture or other, 

that not only the learned, but the unlearned, in a due use of the ordinary means, may 

attain unto a sufficient understanding of them.” 

 

Every Trinitarian I have ever known believes this doctrine to be necessary for salvation. This leads 

me to the next question for the reader’s consideration: How then can anyone be a Trinitarian 

without submitting to the authority of the Roman Papacy? The Catholic Church in its Fourth 

Session of the Council of Trent forbid the press from publishing Bibles for the use of the common 

man, specifically because it did not believe the Bible could be understood by the common people 

even in matters so fundamental as this.  

 

Moreover, to transition away from Catholicism to Atheism, if God transcends all the categories of 

language, then he transcends existence.  Ultimately then, it is in perfect keeping with the doctrine 

of the Trinity to say that God does not exist.  

 

I would ask the reader to please keep these questions fresh on your mind as we proceed in this 

discourse. 
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A Summary of my Position 

 

Lest the reader question what the position of the present author is concerning this issue I will 

present a brief summary of my beliefs.  

 

1. The only time the New Testament uses the Greek word Theos, commonly translated God, and 

attaches a numeric value to it (Thus a monotheistic context), it is referring to the Father; never to 

the Son or Spirit. And the fact remains, the One God is never said to be a divine nature. The 

Scripture does describe the Father as the one person who is, the one and only God,1 the only true 

God,2 one God, the Father,3 and one God and Father of all.4 Moreover, Yehoshuwah commanded 

that prayer be offered only to one person, the Father Yah.5 

 

2. The bible never refers to the One God Yah as three persons or an essence, but always one 

person.6 

 

3. The teaching of the Early Christian Fathers is summed up in these six propositions:7  

 

I. There is but one God, the Father. II. There are at least two (not mere names or modes) truly 

distinct persons, the Father, the Son or Word of God, and the Holy Ghost. These persons are not 

only hypostases but individual beings.8 III. These Persons are generically consubstantial, i.e. the 

divine Persons are homoousios (Or homoiousios- Like nature), not monoousios. IV. There is but 

one beginning/cause (monarchia), one font/fountain or principle of divinity, God the Father, who 

alone is autotheos, God of and from Himself. Thus, the Son derives his being, and personhood 

from Him; the Son by generation, and the Holy Spirit by procession. V. This derivation is not 

limited only to the person of the Father, or the divinity of the Father, but rather, from both the 

personhood and divinity of the Father. VI. The Son is subordinate to the Father and this 

                                                           
1 John 5:44 
2 John 17:3 
3 1 Cor. 8:6 
4 Eph. 4:6 
5 Mat. 6:9 
6 Deut. 32:39, 2 Kings 19:19, Neh. 9:6, Psa. 83:18, 86:10, Isa. 40:25, 43:10,  44:6-8, 45:5,18, 22, 46:5,9, 61:4, 64:6, 

Joel 2:27 
7 Justin Martyr (Dialogue with Trypho, C 62, 100, Apol I. 13, Apol I. 16, Apol II. 13); Theophilus of Antioch (To 

Autolycus, Book II, C 10); St. Irenaeus (Against Heresies, Book I, C 22 (New Advent) C 19 (Old version), Book III, 

C 15 (New Advent) C 16 (Old version), Book III, C 19. 2); Tertullian (Against Praxeas, C XIII); Origen (Commentary 

on the Gospel of John (Book II).6, (Book VI).23, Contra Cels. Book  VIII C 14, The First Seven Ecumenical Councils, 

Leo Donald Davis, pg. 49); Novatian (On the Trinity, C 13, 31);  Alexander of Alexandria (Epistles on Arianism and 

the Deposition of Arius 1.12, To Alexander, Bishop of the City of Constantinople); Athanasius, Discourse Against the 

Arians 1.58, 2.16, 4.1, 4.9-10, (De Decretis); Eusebius (Eusebius of Caesarea to Euphration of Balanea); Eusebius 

the Historian (Ecclesiastical History Book I, ii, Leob Classical Library, Eusebius Vol. I Page 18); Cyril of Alexander 

(NPNF - 2nd series, Vol. 14, The Seven Ecumenical Councils, pg. 202); Gregory Nazianzen, (Fourth Theological 

Oration, 30); Basil the Great, (Letter 38, 125, 236-In some older works Letter 391); Bishop Bull, A Defence of the 

Nicene Creed, 627.  
8 Leo Donald Davis, The First Seven Ecumenical Councils, pg. 61; J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, pg. 234-

235: The sense of the Nicene Fathers is said by Davis to mean “two individual men, both of whom share human nature 

while remaining individuals” and by Kelly as “common to several individuals of a class”. This is in direct contrast to 

the sense they were rejecting which sense Davis describes as “numerical identity, that is, that the Father and the Son 

are identical in concrete being” and Kelly describes as “an individual thing as such”. 
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subordination does not pertain to the economy of salvation only but also to the order of being 

before all worlds.9   

 

I affirm the Semi-Arian (homoiousios) position.  

 

4. The Council of Constantinople 381 A.D. and later creeds, changed the meaning of the original 

Nicene Creed 325 A.D. into a sense contradictory to its original intention by  removing the phrase 

“of the essence of the Father” and  Nicea’s anathemas. In the Nicene Creed 325 A.D. we read, 

“Homoousion to Patri” (consubstantial with the Father). Yet this was translated, “unius substantiae 

cum Patre” in the Latin by Hosius, or whoever first translated the Greek into Latin. Thus, 

homoousios became monoousios. A generic sense was replaced by a numeric sense. In other words, 

Nicea 325 A.D. affirmed multiple beings that had the same type of nature but only one of those 

beings was the One God and that was the Father because he is the only source and cause of all, 

thus the supreme being. Constantinople 381 A.D. and later creeds affirmed one being. This is a 

radical change in meaning.10 The reason why this change was needed was to buttress the 

establishment of Neoplatonism.  

 

5. The idea that God is an essence that manifests itself in three persons is a result of Neoplatonism 

that primarily arose with the influence of Plotinus through Origen, Pseudo-Dionysius and 

Victorinus’ influence on Augustine.11 Neoplatonism taught a Pantheistic system which posited an 

absolute singularity, The One, as the ultimate principle, which all finite things are eternal 

manifestations, being one substance with The One.12 This infinite emanation constituted a 

hierarchy of being with intermediaries at each level of the hierarchy. In the case of traditional 

Pantheism and Gnosticism, Porphyry and Iamblichus asserted that one moved up the chain through 

occult knowledge that was revealed to the person by the intermediary.13  At the culmination of 

spiritual disciplines, according to Plotinus’ Philosophy, man’s entire nature is rescinded in order 

to be dissolved into The One through mystic trance. Christianity continued this basic metaphysical 

structure. The Christian Doctrine of Divine Simplicity is the Neoplatonic Doctrine of The One.14  

The Western Christian Doctrine of the Filioque collapses the Economic and Ontological actions 

of God, thus blatantly aligning itself with Pantheism. The traditional view of Christian Church 

Government was also taken straight from Neoplatonism.15 This structure also produced the same 

                                                           
9 John 14:28, 17:1-5, Mark 13:32, Mat. 24:36 
10 David Waltz, The Nicene Creed vs. the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed. 
11 Vladimir Lossky, Vision of God; Paul Rorem, Pseudo-Dionysius;  J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 269-

270, Plotinus Fifth Ennead, First Tractate 
12 Plotinus, Sixth Ennead, ; Gordon Clark, Hellenistic Philosophy (Appleton-Century-Crofts: New York, 1940), 229-

230 
13 Edward Moore (St. Elias School of Orthodox Theology) “Neoplatonism”; “Gnosticism”: Internet Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy 
14 Turretin, “Proof that God is perfectly simple…(3) from his perfection, because composition implies 

imperfection”. Institutes of Elenctic Theology, Volume 1, 3rd Topic. Q 7 (P & R Publishing: Phillipsburg, NJ, 

1992), pg. 191; St. Augustine, On The Trinity, Introductory Essay by William G. T. Shedd, D.D., “The instant there 

is a monad, there is a triad”; Bonaventure, “there is something prior to every imperfect or composite being.” 

(Muller, Vol. 4, pg. 41); Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church , Chapter 2, “The Divine Darkness” 

(Saint Vladamir’s Seminary Press: Crestwood, New York, 1976).  Divine Simplicity is the Eastern Christian 

Doctrine of Huperousia found in the Essence and Energy Distinction. 
15 Dionysius, The Ecclesiastical Hierarchies, Celestial Hierarchies, 8th Letter; Paul Rorem, Pseudo-Dionysius, 20-41. 

Rorem points out on page 32 that Bonaventure gave the Pope of Rome the highest place of authority as “a natural 
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Pagan Monastic theory of ethics and sex that we find in traditional Hinduism and Buddhism.16 As 

was perfected in the Eastern Church, Plotinus’ ecstasy was transitioned into Hesychasm through 

which the communicant is united to God in a “union in ignorance.”17 My concern is summarized 

by a standard Western Civilization text,  

 

“Medieval thinkers sharply differentiated between spirit and matter…The Medieval 

individual’s understanding of self stemmed from a comprehension of the universe 

as a hierarchy instituted by and culminating in God…God’s revelation reached 

down to humanity through the hierarchical order…Thus, all things in the universe, 

from angels, men, and women to the lowest earthly objects, occupied a place 

peculiar to their nature and were linked by God in a great, unbroken chain.”18 

 

As we can clearly see, Western Divine Simplicity, Pantheism, Hierarchical Ecclesiology and 

Monasticism are parts of a connected Epistemological and Metaphysical system rooted in 

Trinitarianism. To adhere to one, is to adhere to all of them and you cannot believe the doctrine of 

the Trinity without explicitly adhering to the doctrine of Divine Simplicity. This is the circle in the 

middle of the triangle. It makes all the rest of these doctrines necessary. It collapses nature and 

will, requiring Pantheism. It makes knowledge subject to a Hierarchical system of implicit faith, 

because it puts God in an incompatible metaphysical category to human language: huperousia. 

Finally, it makes Monasticism necessary by perceiving essential human nature as the obstacle to 

overcome to achieve ultimate enlightenment.  

 

The reader may be surprised to know that the Semi-Arian position was acquitted of heresy by the 

likes of Athanasius and Hilary of Poitiers.  

 

De Synodis, Athanasius,  

 

“41. Those who deny the Council altogether, are sufficiently exposed by these brief 

remarks; those, however, who accept everything else that was defined at Nicæa, 

and doubt only about the Coessential, must not be treated as enemies; nor do we 

here attack them as Ario-maniacs, nor as opponents of the Fathers, but we discuss 

the matter with them as brothers with brothers, who mean what we mean, and 

dispute only about the word. For, confessing that the Son is from the essence of the 

Father, and not from other subsistence, and that He is not a creature nor work, but 

His genuine and natural offspring, and that He is eternally with the Father as being 

His Word and Wisdom, they are not far from accepting even the phrase, 

‘Coessential.’ Now such is Basil, who wrote from Ancyra concerning the faith. For 

only to say ‘like according to essence,’ is very far from signifying ‘of the essence,’ 

by which, rather, as they say themselves, the genuineness of the Son to the Father 

                                                           
extrapolation of Dionysian principles.”; UNAM SANCTAM”, Bull of Pope Boniface VIII, November 18, 1302, “For, 

according to the Blessed Dionysius, it is a law of the divinity that the lowest things reach the highest place by 

intermediaries”.  
16 Isaac Taylor, Ancient Christianiy 
17 Lossky, Vision of God, (St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press: Crestwood, NY, 1983), 132 
18 Perry , Chase,  Jacob,  Jacob,  Von Laue, Western Civilization: Ideas, Politics, and Society, Volume I: To 1789, 

(Wadsworth: Boston, MA, 2013, 2009), 259; See also The Great Chain of Being by Lovejoy 
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is signified. Thus tin is only like to silver, a wolf to a dog, and gilt brass to the true 

metal; but tin is not from silver, nor could a wolf be accounted the offspring of a 

dog. But since they say that He is ‘of the essence’ and ‘Like-in-essence,’ what do 

they signify by these but ‘Coessential ?’ For, while to say only ‘Like-in-essence,’ 

does not necessarily convey ‘of the essence,’ on the contrary, to say ‘Coessential,’ 

is to signify the meaning of both terms, ‘Like-in-essence,’ and ‘of the essence.’ And 

accordingly they themselves in controversy with those who say that the Word is a 

creature, instead of allowing Him to be genuine Son, have taken their proofs against 

them from human illustrations of son and father , with this exception that God is 

not as man, nor the generation of the Son as issue of man, but such as may be 

ascribed to God, and is fit for us to think. Thus they have called the Father the Fount 

of Wisdom and Life, and the Son the Radiance of the Eternal Light, and the 

Offspring from the Fountain, as He says, ‘I am the Life,’ and, ‘I Wisdom dwell with 

Prudence’ John 14:6; Proverbs 8:12. But the Radiance from the Light, and 

Offspring from Fountain, and Son from Father, how can these be so fitly expressed 

as by ‘Coessential?’ And is there any cause of fear, lest, because the offspring from 

men are coessential, the Son, by being called Coessential, be Himself considered 

as a human offspring too? Perish the thought! not so; but the explanation is easy. 

For the Son is the Father’s Word and Wisdom; whence we learn the impassibility 

and indivisibility of such a generation from the Father. For not even man’s word is 

part of him, nor proceeds from him according to passion ; much less God’s Word; 

whom the Father has declared to be His own Son, lest, on the other hand, if we 

merely heard of ‘Word,’ we should suppose Him, such as is the word of man, 

impersonal; but that, hearing that He is Son, we may acknowledge Him to be living 

Word and substantive Wisdom.”19 

  

On the Councils, St. Hilary of Poitiers, 

 

“88. Holy brethren, I understand by ὁμοούσιον God of God, not of an essence that 

is unlike, not divided but born, and that the Son has a birth which is unique, of the 

substance of the unborn God, that He is begotten yet co-eternal and wholly like the 

Father. I believed this before I knew the word ὁμοούσιον but it greatly helped my 

belief. Why do you condemn my faith when I express it by ὁμοούσιον while you 

cannot disapprove it when expressed by ὁμοιούσιον? For you condemn my faith, 

or rather your own, when you condemn its verbal equivalent. Do others 

misunderstand it? Let us join in condemning the misunderstanding, but not deprive 

our faith of its security. Do you think we must subscribe to the Samosatene Council 

to prevent any one from using ὁμοούσιον in the sense of Paul of Samosata? Then 

let us also subscribe to the Council of Nicæa, so that the Arians may not impugn 

the word. Have we to fear that ὁμοιούσιον does not imply the same belief as 

ὁμοούσιον? Let us decree that there is no difference between being of one or of a 

similar substance. The word ὁμοούσιον can be understood in a wrong sense. Let us 

prove that it can be understood in a very good sense. We hold one and the same 

sacred truth. I beseech you that we should agree that this truth, which is one and the 

same, should be regarded as sacred. Forgive me, brethren, as I have so often asked 

                                                           
19 http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/2817.htm 
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you to do. You are not Arians: why should you be thought to be Arians by denying 

the ὁμοούσιον?”20 

 

The following is a list of verbal confusions that comprise the sorcery of the Trinitarian system: 

 

1. Person-Nature (Property-Attribute) Conflation.  "God is three persons"-"God is His attributes" 

 

2. Existence (That something is)-Essence (What something is) Conflation. “One may say, God is 

good, and one may say, This man is good; but the predicate has two different meanings. There is 

no term, not a single one, that can be predicated univocally of God and of anything else”. Gordon 

Clark speaking of Aquinas, Three Types of Religious Philosophy (The Trinity Foundation: 

Jefferson, Maryland, 1989), 63.  

 

3. Being-Will-Activity Conflation. God’s thinking (activity) is infinite, thus God’s being is 

infinite.  

 

4. Being-Relation Conflation. God and his Son are united thus they are the same numeric being.  

 

5. Generic-Numeric Nature (Universal-Particular) Conflation.  The Father and his Son have the 

same type of being (homoousios), thus they must be the same cardinally numeric being 

(monoousios).  

 

6. Dialectic of Opposition. Man and God are distinct thus they are opposed (Totally Other) and if 

God ever said anything, man could never understand it in any univocal sense and there could never 

be any real union between divine and human in Messiah. The infinite being is borrowed from 

Plotinus’ Pantheism.  

 

7. Huperousia. The essence of God and truth itself transcend human language categories. Thus, 

the Father is the Father and the first person, and the Son is the Son and the second person for no 

reason we will ever understand.  

 

8. Because of Huperousia Nature is Arbitrary. There is no basis to activity. It just is what it is and 

does what it does, without any deliberation or ontological groundwork. 

 

As a post-script I would also like to point out that my citations and considerations of Gordon Clark 

need to be qualified. I have made substantial rejections from Clark’s Philosophy in the past few 

years, but I have included his thoughts because of the areas that I still agree with him. Clark pointed 

out the contradictions between the Neoplatonic understanding of God and the Bible’s. In this I 

agree, but Clark failed to completely liberate himself from this system. I agree with Clark, that 

God is not an incomprehensible person-less monad huperousia, but is instead a real intelligent 

being. I disagree with Clark about the emotions of God, as he makes the classic mistake of the 

Platonic tradition in confusing being and activity: nouns and verbs. What I do agree with him about 

is that God is a real intelligent being and that the objects of knowledge are propositions revealed 

by the mind of God and that can be comprehended by man according to the analogy of proportion, 

                                                           
20 http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3301.htm 
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not the analogy of proportionality. The former analogy has man grasping, not all of God’s 

knowledge and his being, but only a revealed portion that is agreeable to create nature 

UNIVOCALLY. As for other disagreements with him, they must wait for another work. I also 

agree with his Rationalism and its direct application in Theology in the doctrine of private 

judgment which virtually no Protestants actually believe. I agree with him that God is not 

huperousia or infinite and of course that all knowledge must be revealed by God. However, as I 

said, I have rejected much of what Clark said. He still had some Neoplatonism in his Philosophy, 

regarding Divine Simplicity and the doctrine of the Soul. Because of this he doesn’t see race as an 

issue. I read almost everything he wrote and I do not remember him saying anything truthful about 

what the Bible says about Race. I have derived all my ideas of Racialism from other sources. 

Gordon Clark had absolutely nothing to do with my espousal of Southern Racialism. My views of 

Race and the South came from Robert L. Dabney.  Seeing Clark was very familiar with Dabney, I 

am surprised that he didn’t speak to this issue in more detail.  
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II. The Definition of the Trinity Doctrine 

in Philip Schaff 
 

The following is a review of History Of The Christian Church By Philip Schaff, Vol. 3, 

Chapter 9, beginning with Section 127.21  

 

Schaff begins,  

 

“The Nicene, Homo-Ousian, or Athanasian doctrine was most clearly and 

powerfully represented in the East by Athanasius, in whom it became flesh and 

blood and next to him, by Alexander of Alexandria, Marcellus of Ancyra (who 

however strayed into Sabellianism [Telling is it not reader?-DS], Basil, and the two 

Gregories of Cappadocia; and in the West by Ambrose and Hilary. The central point 

of the Nicene doctrine in the contest with Arianism is the identity of essence or the 

consubstantiality of the Son with the Father, and is expressed in this article of the 

(original) Nicene Creed: "[We believe] in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God; 

who is begotten the only-begotten of the Father; that is, of the essence of the Father, 

God of God, and Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten, not made, being 

of one substance with the Father.” 

 

The problem is, the word “Homo-Ousian” did not originally mean “one substance”. From my 

article Documentation For the Assertion that the Meaning of the Term Homoousios was 

Misunderstood and Changed in the West: 

 

I would like to thank Mark Xu for his work as the following will be taken from 

research that he did. I am simply editing and putting it in my words. Good work 

Mark! 

 

I have argued, that the meaning of the term homoousios was changed into 

monoousios which in the Latin was translated, “unius substantiae cum Patre”. 

Thus, a generic unity in the Greek was changed into a numeric unity in the Latin. 

This comparison can be seen at the Early Church Texts website here: 

 

http://www.earlychurchtexts.com/public/creed_of_nicaea_325.htm 

 

Sir Isaac Newton (Peace be upon him) fingered Hosius for this deceit in his Twenty-

three Queries About the Word ὁμοούσιος saying, 

 

“Quære 7. Whether Hosius (or whoever translated that Creed into Latin) did not 

impose upon the western Churches by translating ὁμοούσιος by the words unius 

substantiæ instead of consubstantialis & whether by that translation the Latin 

Churches were not drawn into an opinion that the father & son had one common 

                                                           
21 http://www.ccel.org/s/schaff/history/3_ch09.htm 
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substance called in the Greek Hypostasis & whether they did not thereby give 

occasion to the eastern Churches to cry out ( presently after the Council of Serdica) 

that the western Churches were become Sabellian.” 

http://www.newtonproject.sussex.ac.uk/view/texts/normalized/THEM00011 

adding, 

 

 “Qu. 8. Whether the Greeks in opposition to this notion & language did not use the 

language of three hypostases, & whether in those days the word hyposta{sis} did 

not signify a substance.” 

 

Mark Xu says, 

 

“For the legend of the great Hosius, please see Schaff Vol. III, Chapter 9; note, he 

is portrayed as the leading Athanasian orthodox bishop from the Latin West by 

Schaff, a champion so to speak who fought and restored the true Nicene doctrine 

of consubstantiality; and “true Nicene consubstantiality” in Schaff’s eyes is 

NUMERICAL UNITY. 

 

‘Basil turns the term oJmoouvsio” against the Sabellian denial of the personal 

distinctions in the Trinity, since it is not the same thing that is consubstantial with 

itself, but one thing that is consubstantial with another.  Consubstantiality among 

men, indeed, is predicated of different individuals who partake of the same nature, 

and the term in this view might denote also unity of species in a tritheistic sense. 

 

But in the case before us the personal distinction of the Son from the Father must 

not be pressed to a duality of substances of the same kind; the homoousion, on the 

contrary, must be understood as identity or numerical unity of substance, in 

distinction from mere generic unity. Otherwise it leads manifestly into dualism or 

tritheism. The Nicene doctrine refuses to swerve from the monotheistic basis, and 

stands between Sabellianism and tritheism’. 

 

Schaff, Nicene And Post Nicene Christianity: History Of The Christian Church Vol. 

III, Chapter 9, Section 127 

 

Seeing the so-called “Nicene orthodox numerical unity” portrayed by Schaff, and 

the later Eastern “tri-theism” attempt, and Hosius’ defense of orthodoxy, I am of 

the supposition that Sir. Newton is correct; the Latin West really, truly thought 

numerical unity was the “true orthodoxy”. 

 

Afraid of not being very clear about Nicene numerical unity, Schaff further wrote: 

 

“The Nicene Creed does not expressly assert the singleness or numerical unity of 

the divine essence (unless it be in the first article: “We believe in one God”); and 

the main point with the Nicene fathers was to urge against Arianism the strict 

divinity and essential equality of the Son and Holy Ghost with the Father. If we 

press the difference of homoousion from monoousion, and overlook the many 
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passages in which they assert with equal emphasis the monarchia or numerical 

unity of the Godhead, we must charge them with tritheism. 

But in the divine Trinity consubstantiality denotes not only sameness of kind, but at 

the same time numerical unity; not merely the unum in specie, but also the unum in 

numero. The, three persons are related to the divine substance not as three 

individuals to their species, as Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, or Peter, John, and 

Paul, to human nature; they are only one God. The divine substance is absolutely 

indivisible by reason of its simplicity, and absolutely inextensible and 

untransferable by reason of its infinity; whereas a corporeal substance can be 

divided, and the human nature can be multiplied by generation. Three divine 

substances would limit and exclude each other, and therefore could not be infinite 

or absolute. The whole fulness of the one undivided essence of God, with all its 

attributes, is in all the persons of the Trinity, though in each in his own way: in the 

Father as original principle, in the Son by eternal generation, in the Spirit by, 

eternal procession. The church teaches not one divine essence and three persons, 

but one essence in three persons. [Unless you make the distinction between being 

and hypostasis ontological as I know many Dionysians do.-DS] Father, Son, and 

Spirit cannot be conceived as three separate individuals, [Why does he only offer 

us two options: one numeric substance or 3 separate beings? What is wrong with 

3 or more correctly 2 inseparable beings?-DS] but are in one another, and form a 

solidaric unity. 

 

Here the orthodox doctrine forsook Sabellianism or modalism, which, it is true, 

made Father, Son, and Spirit strictly coordinate, but only as different 

denominations and forms of manifestation of the one God. [Notice, he didn’t tell us 

how they differed, he only asserted it.-DS] 

 

But, on the other hand, as we have already intimated, the term person must not be 

taken here in the sense current among men, as if the three persons were three 

different individuals, or three self-conscious and separately acting beings. [DID 

YOU CATCH THAT? -DS] The trinitarian idea of personality lies midway between 

that of a mere form of manifestation, [But isn’t manifestation the definition we run 

into frequently?-DS] or a personation, which would lead to Sabellianism, and the 

idea of an independent, limited human personality, which would result in tritheism.’ 

 

Ibid, Section 130” 

 

Now that ends Mark’s quotation but I want to keep going with Schaaf’s quotation 

because he admits something utterly damning to the anti-Nicene, Neoplatonist 

construction: 

 

“In other words, it avoids the monoousian or unitarian trinity of a threefold 

conception and aspect of one and the same being [It does no such thing and isn’t it 

interesting that Schaaf knows better to associate the Sabellian view with 

Unitarianism and not the Generic Unity view!-DS], and the triousian or tritheistic 

trinity of three distinct and separate beings [Why do three beings need to be 
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inseparable in order to be so defined? He never says.-DS]. In each person there is 

the same inseparable divine substance, united with the individual property and 

relation which distinguishes that person from the others. [So if I am a cousin, a 

father and a brother I am multiple persons because I have multiple relations? This 

is stupid.-DS] The word person is in reality only a make-shift, in the absence of a 

more adequate term. Our idea of God is more true and deep than our 

terminology, and the essence and character of God far transcends our highest 

ideas.” 

 

That is the Check right there to any Protestant and especially any 

Scripturalist.  Schaff here admits that the departure from Nicene Orthodoxy was 

the first plunge into what those in the Reformed Community call Van-Tilism. It is 

the idea that God is outside of human language categories and thus outside of 

univocal predication. On the Van Tillian view, which is really the same 

Neoplatonism that came into Christianity with Origen and fully with Pseudo-

Dionysius, God is “Totally Other”.  When Schaff said, “the essence and character 

of God far transcends our highest ideas”, he is expressing the essence of Van 

Tillian philosophy. 

 

John Robbins said in Cornelius Van Til The Man and the Myth, 

 

“But the Van Til faction was not satisfied. It attempted to redefine 

incomprehensibility to mean that God cannot be understood at all…God cannot 

even be conceived by the mind of man, according to Van Til: ‘If we take the highest 

being of which we can think, in the sense of have a concept of, and attribute to it 

actual existence, we do not have the Biblical notion of God…Man cannot think an 

absolutely self-contained being…God is infinitely higher than the highest being of 

which man can form a concept’ (An Introduction to Systematic Theology, p. 206).” 

pg. 33. 

 

Are you starting to get it guys? Robbins’ primary mistake in this booklet is that he 

thinks this language is new with Van Til. It is not new! Gnosticism tried to make its 

way into Christianity right at the start and then some of the early Fathers were 

influenced by Hellenistic thinking, but Neoplatonism primarily and formally came 

into Christianity by a man named Pseudo-Dionysius. Neoplatonism is the basis of 

the departure from Nicea. Neoplatonism is also the basis of Van Tilism. 

 

In Van Til’s philosophy God and Man are represented by the infamous two circles: 
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[http://www.christianciv.com/VT_Diagrammed.html] 

 

You see, in their foolishness, the Dionysians thought they could take a Neoplatonic 

Monad and make it fit into a religion that is not pantheistic. Both of these are 

wrong. The real diagram should look like this: 

 
 Here we have the analogy of proportion. Man is made in God’s image. Thus there 

is a generic ontological overlap between divinity and humanity. There are SOME 

things about God that cannot be said of man. However, there are SOME things 

about God that can be said of man. This provides an uncreated logos; a design; a 

compatibility between God and man whereby a created divine image is possible, 

and a real revelation can be given.  

 

Now what did Dr. Clark say about predication of the divine? 

 

“The first part of the answer, the first element in the formulation of a Christian 

theory of language, and therefore the first criterion for judging the adequacy of 

biblical revelation, is the doctrine of the image of God in man. Or, rather, the very 

first part is the biblical doctrine of God. Is God the ‘Totally Other”? Do God and 

the medium of conceptuality ‘schliessen einander aus,’ completely exclude each 

other? Or is God an object of thought and knowledge as much as or even more than 

the square root of minus one?…Such verses [John 5:6, 17:3] as these indicate that 

http://eternalpropositions.files.wordpress.com/2013/01/van-tillian.jpg
http://eternalpropositions.files.wordpress.com/2013/01/anit-van-til.jpg
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God is a rational, thinking, being, whose thought exhibits the structure of 

Aristotelian logic.” 

 

Language and Theology, pages 136-137 

  

Moreover, Leo Donald Davis says, 

 

“However, homoousios was at the time a notoriously slippery word and could have 

three principal meanings. First, it could be generic; of one substance could be said 

of two individual men, both of whom share human nature while remaining 

individuals. 

Secondly, it could signify numerical identity, that is, that the Father and the Son are 

identical in concrete being. Finally, it could refer to material things, as two pots are 

of the same substance because both are made of the same clay. Constantine himself 

explained that “homoousios was not used in the sense of bodily affections, for the 

Son did not derive His existence from the Father by means of division or severance, 

since an immaterial, intellectual and incorporeal nature could not be subject to any 

bodily affection. These things must be understood as bearing a divine and ineffable 

signification.” The point was that the third meaning of homoousios, with its 

connotations of materiality was not the meaning used in the creed. That left the two 

previous meanings. It seems that the Council, intent on stressing the equality of the 

Son with the Father, had the first meaning explicitly in mind. Father and Son 

are homoousioi in that they are equally divine.”22 

 

And also J.N.D. Kelly,  

 

“It is reasonable to suppose, pace Eusebius, that a similar meaning, viz. ‘of the 

same nature’, was read into the homoousion. But if this is granted, a further question 

at once arises: are we to understand ‘of the same nature’ in the ‘generic’ sense in 

which Origen, for example, had employed ὁμοούσιος, or are we to take it as having 

the meaning accepted by later Catholic [i.e. Western] theology, viz. numerical 

identity of substance? The root word οὺσία could signify the kind of substance or 

stuff common to several individuals of a class, or it could connote an individual 

thing as such…Indeed, the doctrine of numerical identity of substance has been 

widely assumed to have been the specific teaching of the Nicene Council. 

Nevertheless there are the strongest possible reasons for doubting this. The 

chief of these is the history of the term ὁμοούσιος itself, for in both its secular and 

its theological usage prior to Nicaea it always conveyed, primarily at any rate, the 

‘generic’ sense.”23 

 

Schaff continues,  

 

“The same divine, eternal, unchangeable essence, which is in an original way in the 

                                                           
22 Leo Donald Davis, The First Seven Ecumenical Councils, pg. 61 
23 J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, pgs., 234-235 
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Father, is, from eternity, in a derived way, through generation, in the Son; just as 

the water of the fountain is in the stream, or the light of the sun is in the ray, and 

cannot be separated from it.” 

 

This is a conflation between a thing and a relation between a plurality of things. In a fountain there 

is more than one water molecule.  

 

As for the Bible’s affirmation that the Son is begotten of the Father (John 1:18, 3:16-18) Schaff 

says,  

 

“But the divine generation differs from all human generation, not only in its 

absolute spirituality, but also in the fact that it does not produce a new essence of 

the same kind, but that the begotten is identical in essence with the begetter; for the 

divine essence is by reason of its simplicity, incapable of division, and by reason 

of its infinity, incapable of increase. The generation, properly speaking, has no 

reference at all to the essence, but only to the hypostatical distinction.” 

 

This is as meaningful as if he were to flip his fingers through his lips. If no being or essence is 

generated then there is no generation. He wants us to believe that the generation of a subsistence, 

which he himself admitted was a make-shift definition of person and thus meaningless, is sufficient 

enough to warrant the concept of generation or begotten. What then is generated? A legal fiction? 

A subsistence is not a thing. It is the mode or quality of a thing. This is why Schaff admits,  

 

“The mode of the divine generation is and must be a mystery.” 

 

This is among many reasons why many modern Trinitarians think the word begotten or generation, 

monogenes in the Greek of John 1:18 and 3:16, 18 means unique and not generated. Thus, the 

unique position asserts that the Sonship of Messiah began at his incarnation. 

 

First, on the meaning of monogenes I would suggest David Waltz’s article The Eternal Generation 

of the Son. On the face of it, the most embarrassing problem for the unique interpretation is that it 

makes the Son one of a kind, while affirming that the Son is one substance with the Father. That 

is two of a kind.  I find the Triunist position extremely inconsistent and contradictory concerning 

this issue. They reject the generation of the Son because it doesn’t make sense to them, yet they 

turn around and provide their alternative, the Triune God, which they admit, doesn’t make sense 

either. On the issue of the Incarnational Sonship heresy that uses Heb. 1, Acts 13:33, Psalm 2:7, 

Rev. 1:5, and Col. 1:18, Paul Liberati says in Incarnational Sonship?,  

 

“The problem is easily solved when we recognize that there are two aspects to the 

sonship of Jesus Christ in Scripture: 

 

1) The eternal [I would qualify that simply by saying it pre-existed the creation of 

the heavens and the Earth. -DS] reality of it: (Colossians 1:13-16; Hebrews 1:2; 

John 20:21; Galatians 4:4; 1 John 4:14; 1 John 4:10 etc.) 

 

2) The redemptive manifestation of it: (Hebrews 1:5 is an excellent example) 
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Although Christ was eternally begotten of the Father before all ages, and always 

existed as the Son of God, there came a time when he “veiled” this glory for a short 

while, particularly during the course of his earthly ministry. According to Scripture, 

the Father and the Son entered into a covenant of Redemption wherein the Son was 

assigned to assume a human nature and accomplish the salvation of God’s elect. 

All through the course of his earthly ministry the revelation of Christ’s sonship was 

a special and private (not totally public) revelation which the Father would 

sovereignly grant to those who were His (Matthew 16:13-17). 

Now after the accomplishment of this redemptive work (the terms of the covenant), 

and as his official reward (covenantal inheritance), Christ would be visibly raised 

from the dead and publicly “declared to be the Son of God … by the resurrection 

from the dead” (Romans 1:4). The glory which was once veiled would now be fully 

restored (John 17:1-5) and fully proclaimed as the Father would “declare the 

decree” publicly to the “kings” of the earth (Psalm 2:6-12). Therefore – they must 

recognize, with the resurrection as their final proof that they must either “kiss the 

Son” or “perish in the way.” The resurrection therefore, was simply the redemptive 

manifestation of Christ’s true and eternal sonship.”24 

 

Samuel Clarke said in his Modest Plea, page 69,  

 

“There are indeed figurative and metaphorical senses, wherein persons may very 

elegantly be said to be begotten or generated into a New State when they are 

invested with some extraordinary New Powers, Thus God is said in Scripture to 

have Begotten us unto a lively Hope by the Resurrection of Christ from the Dead 

[1 Pet. 1:3-DS]. And to Christ himself, upon his being raised from the Dead, he 

saith, (Acts xiii; 33,) Thou art my Son, This Day have I begotten thee. But never 

was That, stiled in any senfe a Generating or Begetting, before which the person 

generated was Everything he could be after it; A Generating, which implied in it “- 

No Change at all, no not so “much as in any Mode of Existence; “No Change 

“more,”  than there is in God the Father  himself, upon Every New Act or Exertion 

of his Power. What the Writers before and at the time of the Council of Nice, call 

the Generation of the Son , always means a Real Generation…by which he was 

really…generated from the Father by his Power and Will.” 

 

Now the Marcellian Triunist will also quote: 

 

Luke 1:30 The angel said to her, “Do not be afraid, Mary; for you have found favor with 

God. 31 And behold, you will conceive in your womb and bear a son, and you shall name Him 

Jesus. 32 He will be great and will be called the Son of the Most High; and the Lord God will give 

Him the throne of His father David; 33 and He will reign over the house of Jacob forever, and His 

kingdom will have no end.” 34 Mary said to the angel, “How can this be, since I am a 

virgin?” 35 The angel answered and said to her, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the 

power of the Most High will overshadow you; and for that reason the holy Child shall be 

called the Son of God. 

                                                           
24 http://therodofiron.wordpress.com/2013/10/30/incarnational-sonship/ 
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Firstly, one cannot escape realizing that if it is the case that the Logos became a Son in the 

economia and not from the beginning then the Holy Ghost really is the Father for the Holy Ghost 

is the one who brings forth the conception in the womb of Mary. Anyone familiar with the history 

of early Sabellian Monarchism sees the necessary connection with this interpretation of Luke 1:35.  

 

Now to some scriptural proofs of Messiah’s eternal Sonship or that his Sonship pre-existed the 

creation:  

 

Heb 1:1 God, after He spoke long ago to the fathers in the prophets in many portions and in many 

ways, 2 in these last days has spoken to us in His Son, whom He appointed heir of all things, 

through whom also He made the world. 

 

Here the Son was said to be involved in the creation of the world, which is before the incarnation. 

 

John 5:18 For this reason therefore the Jews were seeking all the more to kill Him, because He 

not only was breaking the Sabbath, but also was calling God His own Father, making Himself 

equal with God. 

 

Here we see that his Sonship was ontological in that it pertained to an ontological relationship to 

a divine person not merely his role in the economia. 

 

John 1:18 No one has seen God at any time; the only begotten God [Some versions say Son. -DS] 

who is in the bosom of the Father, He has explained Him. 

 

Here we see that the Son is in the bosom of the Father. On the Marcellian view, the Sonship of 

Messiah pertains to his human nature which could never be in the Father’s bosom. 

 

In John 5:18, the Father is denoted as the Father of Yeshua by the Greek πατέρα ἴδιον. In Rom. 

8:32 Yeshua is referred to as the Father’s ἰδίου υἱοῦ. This Greek word ἴδιος denotes what belongs 

to someone properly or that is predicated of someone properly. In Rom. 8:3 Messiah is described 

as ἑαυτοῦ υἱὸν. This word ἑαυτοῦ is used by Paul in Rom. 14:14 when he says that nothing is evil 

in itself; thus evil is not necessary to created essences. Thus, when we read that the Son is the 

Father’s OWN Son, what the scripture is telling us is that he is the Father’s Son properly and that 

to be a Father of a Son is something necessary to the Father. Thus, πατέρα ἴδιον, ἰδίου υἱοῦ, and 

ἑαυτοῦ υἱὸν denote NATURAL SONSHIP, not Adopted Sonship which in the Greek is υἱοθεσία 

(Rom. 8:15, 23, 9:4, Gal. 4:5, Eph. 1:5). 

 

If as the Marcellian Triunists maintain, that the Sonship of Messiah was created with his 

incarnation, it then must be that his Sonship pertains to his human nature, not his pre-existent  

nature. However, 

 

Rom 1:1 Paul, a bond-servant of Christ Jesus, called as an apostle, set apart for the gospel of 

God, 2 which He promised beforehand through His prophets in the holy Scriptures, 3 concerning 

His Son, who was born of a descendant of David according to the flesh, 4 who was declared the 
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Son of God with power by the resurrection from the dead, according to the Spirit of holiness, Jesus 

Christ our Lord 

 

Here we learn that Messiah’s Sonship, as it pertains to his human nature, relates to David, not to 

God the Father.  

 

Consider these passages: 

 

Rev. 3:14 “To the angel of the church in Laodicea write: The Amen, the faithful and true 

Witness, the Beginning [archē] of the creation of God, says this: 

Col. 1:15 He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation [πρωτότοκος πάσης 

κτίσεως]. 16 For by Him all things were created, both in the heavens and on earth, visible and 

invisible, whether thrones or dominions or rulers or authorities—all things have been created 

through Him and for Him.  

 

Col. 1: 18 He is also head of the body, the church; and He is the beginning [archē] 

 

Samuel Clark says, 

 

“The First-begotten, brought into the World by the Father before all ages, (for by 

Him did He make the Ages, Heb. i, 2;) before the whole Creation, (for by him did 

he create all things, Eph. iii, 9, and Col. i, 16.) 

 

It is observable that St. Paul does not here call our Saviour…the first created of all 

Creatures, but…the first-born of every creature, the first-begotten before all 

creatures; signifying that he was (before the Creation of Things,) …produced by, 

derived  from the Father…”25  

 

Rev. 3:14 “To the angel of the church in Laodicea write: The Amen, the faithful and true 

Witness, the Beginning [archē] of the creation of God, says this: 

 

Col 1:15 He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation [πρωτότοκος πάσης 

κτίσεως]. 16 For by Him all things were created, both in the heavens and on earth, visible and 

invisible, whether thrones or dominions or rulers or authorities—all things have been created 

through Him and for Him.  

 

Col 1: 18 He is also head of the body, the church; and He is the beginning [archē] 

 

Samuel Clark says, 

 

“The First-begotten, brought into the World by the Father before all ages, (for by 

Him did He make the Ages, Heb. i, 2;) before the whole Creation, (for by him did 

he create all things, Eph. iii, 9, and Col. i, 16.) 

 

                                                           
25 Samuel Clarke, The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, 182 
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It is observable that St. Paul does not here call our Saviour, …the first created of 

all Creatures, but…the first-born of every creature, the first-begotten before all 

creatures; signifying that he was (before the Creation of Things,) …produced by, 

derived  from the Father…”  

 

Objection: This Doctrine was the invention of Origen and a product of his Neoplatonism! 
 

Answer: On the contrary: 

 

Justin Martyr, The Second Apology of St. Justin Martyr, Chapter 6,  

 

“And His Son, who alone is properly called Son, the Word who also was with Him 

and was begotten before the works, when at first He created and arranged all things 

by Him, is called Christ, in reference to His being anointed and God’s ordering all 

things through Him”.26 

 

and again, Dialogue with Trypho, Chapter 62, 

 

“But this Offspring, which was truly brought forth from the Father, was with the 

Father before all the creatures, and the Father communed with Him; even as 

the Scripture by Solomon has made clear, that He whom Solomon calls Wisdom, 

was begotten as a Beginning before all His creatures and as Offspring by God”.27 

 

And again, Dialogue with Trypho, Chapter 100, 

 

“For I have showed already that Christ is called both Jacob and Israel; and I 

have proved that it is not in the blessing of Joseph and Judah alone that what relates 

to Him was proclaimed mysteriously, but also in the Gospel it is written that He 

said: ‘All things are delivered unto me by My Father.’ and, ‘No man knows the 

Father but the Son; nor the Son but the Father, and they to whom the 

Son will reveal Him.’ Matthew 11:27Accordingly He revealed to us all that we 

have perceived by His grace out of the Scriptures, so that we know Him to be 

the first-begotten of God, and to be before all creatures”.28 

 

Theophilus of Antioch, To Autolycus, Book II, Chapter 10, 

 

“God, then, having His own Word internal within His own bowels, begot 

Him, emitting Him along with His own wisdom before all things. He had 

this Word as a helper in the things that were created by Him, and by Him He made 

all things. He is called governing principle [ἁρκή], because He rules, and is Lord of 

all things fashioned by Him.”29 

 

                                                           
26 http://newadvent.org/fathers/0127.htm 
27 http://newadvent.org/fathers/01285.htm 
28 http://newadvent.org/fathers/01287.htm 
29 http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/02042.htm 
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St. Irenaeus, Against Heresies Book III, Chapter 19. 2, 

 

“Now, the Scriptures would not have testified these things of Him, if, like others, 

He had been a mere man. But that He had, beyond all others, in Himself that pre-

eminent birth which is from the Most High Father”.30 

 

Here we have in the first 2 centuries of Christianity, Fathers, declaring that the Son was begotten 

of the Father before the creation, and thus not a creature in the regular sense ex nihilo but deriving 

his existence from the Father before all worlds. A dependency on the Father is therefore a denial 

of auto-theos and presents a strong testimony, both in the Scriptures and in the Early Church for 

eternal or pre-existent, generation. I would also like to point out that Col. 1 and Rev. 3’s contexts 

do not concern Messiah’s resurrection, as if this generation pertained to the economia. This 

generation pertains to ontological constitution. 

 

Moreover, as brother Mark Xu points out, 

 

“from Bishop Bull’s Defencio Fidei Nicaenae, 

 

“personam sine essentia concipi non posse, nisi statueris personam in divinis nihil 

aliud esse quam merum tropon hyarxews quod plane sabellianum.” George Bull  

Defencio Fidei Nicaenae Lib 4 iv. 

 

It is impossible to consider person without essence, unless you make person in 

divine matters nothing but a mere mode of subsistence (tropon hyarxews), which is 

plane Sabellienism. 

 

I transliterated the greek word… 

 

P.S. Drake, that quote appears in the English translation on Archive.org, Vol. 2 

Page 565 lower right corner. Chapter 4 on the subordination is devastating to the 

autotheos followers.” 

 

In his article, The Pre-Existence of Christ, Trinitarian scholar James White says, 

 

“Finally, in 1:18(9), John seals the case by calling Jesus the “only-begotten God,” 

or, more accurately, the “unique God” (10) who reveals the Father, who 

“exegetes”(11) God to man.”31   

 

You will notice that there is not a single mention of the eternal sonship or eternal generation of the 

Son in this entire article. Do you want to know why? Because he does not believe it. 

 

In our quotation we see endnote: (10). If you reference the endnote you will read,  

                                                           
30 http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/0103319.htm 

 
31 http://vintage.aomin.org/The_Pre_Existence_of_Christ.html#10 
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“10) For the true meaning of monogenes see J. H. Moulton and George Milligan, 

The Vocabulary of the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdman’s 

Publishing Company, 1935) pp. 416-417.” 

 

This work can be read here at archives.org: 

 

http://archive.org/stream/vocabularyofgree00mouluoft#page/416/mode/1up 

 

http://archive.org/stream/vocabularyofgree00mouluoft#page/417/mode/1up 

 

In this work we read that monogenes,  

 

“is literally ‘one of a kind,’ ‘only,’ ‘unique’ (unicus), not ‘only-begotten,’ which 

would be [monogennetos] (unigenitus)…and is so applied in a special sense to 

Christ in Jn 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18, 1 Jn 4:9, where the emphasis is on the thought that, 

as the ‘only’ Son of God, he has no equal and is able fully to reveal the Father.” 

 

Dr. Gordon Clark refuted this use of the word “monogenes” in his The Trinity but David Waltz’s 

article The Eternal Generation of the Son refutes White’s heretical and nonsensical interpretation 

of the word “monogenes” in much greater detail. Folks, if monogenes meant “one of a kind”, then 

the Son could not be consubstantial with the Father. He would be of a different kind. And get this: 

these people actually accuse my position of Arianism! What a laugh! 

 

Now back to Schaff’s statement, his appeal to the so-called simplicity and infinity of “the 

divine essence” is utterly pagan and more verbal sorcery. There is not a single passage of 

scripture that teaches the doctrine of Absolute Divine Simplicity and his appeal to infinity 

is another conflation. The actions of Yah are infinite. The being of Yah is one. It is utterly 

meaningless for one being to be infinite. If God is infinite which is merely a negation of an 

already existing finite reality, isn't then the infinite therefore dependent on a rejection of 

creation ex-nihilo, and the existence of finite objects, thus making the finite supreme and 

the infinite subordinate to the dependency it has on the finite? Do you see the inherent 

Pantheism of this assertion of God’s infinity? I add more in my article Divine Infinity: 

 

Divine Infinity 

 

                Muller states, “Some thinkers, like Perkins, present divine infinity in 

terms of both the divine transcendence of time and the divine transcendence of 

space”. (Muller pg. 327) Muller quotes Psalm 145:3, Job 11:8, Isaiah 40:12, 15 

and Daniel 4:34 as evidences for Divine Infinity. (Pg. 327) 

 

Job 11:7 ″Can you discover the depths of God? Can you discover the limits of the 

Almighty? 8 ″They are high as the heavens, what can you do? Deeper than Sheol, 

what can you know? 9 “Its measure is longer than the earth And broader than the 

sea.  
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Psalm 147:5 Great is our Lord and abundant in strength; His understanding is 

infinite.  

 

Psalm 145:3 Great is the LORD, and highly to be praised, And His greatness is 

unsearchable.  

 

Isa 40: 12 Who has measured the waters in the hollow of His hand, And marked off 

the heavens by the span, And calculated the dust of the earth by the measure, 

And weighed the mountains in a balance And the hills in a pair of scales?  

 

15 Behold, the nations are like a drop from a bucket, And are regarded as a speck 

of dust on the scales; Behold, He lifts up the islands like fine dust 

 

Dan 4:34 But at the end of that period, I, Nebuchadnezzar, raised my eyes toward 

heaven and my reason returned to me, and I blessed the Most High and praised and 

honored Him who lives forever; For His dominion is an everlasting dominion, And 

His kingdom endures from generation to generation. 

 

I do not promote the view of the hypostatic union as presented in Dr. Clark’s 

book, The Incarnation (Jefferson, Maryland: The Trinity Foundation, 1988). 

However, in this book is a section on Divine Infinity that I find most necessary to 

the Scripturalist system and very agreeable to scripture. On page 56-64 Dr. Clark 

includes his criticism of Divine Infinity. Clark says, 

 

“Attention must now be directed to the proof-text, Job 11:7-9…the verse says 

nothing about infinity (pg. 58)…Psalm 147:5…[Micpar] does not mean infinite; it 

is simply number. Possibly the verse means that a human being in one life cannot 

count the number of propositions God knows (pg. 59) One reason why Calvinists 

of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries assert the infinitude of God is that they 

know so little about infinity…Warfield would have snorted if someone had told him 

that there are as many prime numbers as there are numbers. Very few of these 

theologians, I would guess none of them, even heard of Aleph null. (FN: 

“Compare The World of Mathematics edited by James R. Newman (Simon and 

Schuster, 1956), Vol. III, p. 1594, or any other elementary statement.)…Carl F. H. 

Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, Vol. V, pp. 220 ff… ‘The Infinitude known 

to Biblical religion is not a totality embracing all finitudes’ (p. 225). This sentence 

and its context really assert that God is not infinite. Let it be recognized, however, 

that when we deny infinitude to God, we do not deny, but indeed assert that he is 

omniscient. First, if the theorems are infinite in number, neither God nor man could 

know them all, for with respect to infinity there is no ‘all’ to be known. Infinity has 

no last term, and God’s knowledge would be as incomplete as man’s…As with 

omniscience so too the denial of infinity to God is far from denying his 

omnipotence…God is eternal and immutable.” 

 

This comes in handy for those who ask silly questions like, can God make a rock so 

big he can’t move it. God’s omnipotence is not applicable to an infinite number of 
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scenarios whether rational or irrational because God is not infinite.  Muller has a 

section in his Volume 3 on the omnipresence of God in its relation to space but it 

never actually deals with the primary issue. If God’s omnipresence is infinite then 

by definition, the space that he occupies must be infinite. This commits the 

scholastics to infinite space and that is not true to all Scholastic theologians. So 

much for Divine Infinity. Dr. Clark describes these issues by a more Idealist/Realist 

scheme, 

 

“The Apostle Paul said that in God we all live and move and have our being…God 

is the ‘place’  of Spirits…The Divine Mind …encloses or surrounds all others 

penetrates them completely” 

 

I must confess the reluctance I have to confess this explanation of Paul’s words. 

But in silence I cannot refute them either.  

 

The Works of Gordon Haddon Clark, Vol 1, ed. John Robbins, A Christian View of 

Men and Things, (Unicoi, TN: The Trinity Foundation, 2005), pg. 225 – VII 

Philosophy of Knowledge- A Theistic World  

 

Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics by Richard A. Muller, Vol. 3(Grand 

Rapids, Michigan: Baker Academic, 2003) 

 

The Incarnation by Gordon Clark (Jefferson, Maryland: The Trinity Foundation, 

1988) 

 

Moreover, thinking is not a thing it is an activity. I admit Yah’s activities are infinite not 

his being.  

 

And to add, the way Schaff is using the word mystery here is also deceptive. The word 

mystery in the New Testament never means something beyond reason. It means a secret or 

something that has been hidden. If it is beyond our reason, how can we know about it? 

From the Catholic Church, that is where.  

 

Now, I wish to educate the reader concerning this issue of Divine Simplicity. The following is 

from my article Divine Simplicity.  

 

 

Divine Simplicity 

By Drake Shelton 

  

The following is based on Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics by 

Richard A. Muller, Vol. 3(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Academic, 2003) 

 

“The utter simplicity of the divine unity corresponds to nothing within the 

comprehension of the creature and cannot be defined in any way by the creature.”  

Muller, pg. 234 
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“Scripture does not identify God as ‘in every respect most absolutely simple.” 

(Muller quoting John Howe, pg. 280 

  

 

 

Definitions 

Exposition 

Predication 

The Trinity in Relation to Simplicity 

            

Definitions: 

 

Attributes: The Scholastic View: Muller exposits Lombard’s definition in that the 

attributes “belong to the persons not in their distinction but in their unity, as God”. 

(pg. 44) That is attributes pertain to the nature… 

 

Properties: Muller exposits Lombard’s definition in that the properties “are 

distinct according to their personal properties and not on the ground that they have 

differing attributes or, indeed, the same divine attributes in differing measures.” 

(pg. 44) That is the properties pertain to the person/hypostasis. 

 

Divine Simplicity: “God is simple, by removing from him all kinds of composition, 

which are five: 

 

(1)   Of quantitative parts, as a body. 

(2)   Of essential parts, matter and form, as a man consists of soul and body. 

(3)   Of a genus and difference, as every species. 

(4)   Of subject and accidents, as a learned man, a white wall. 

(5)   Of act and power, as the Spirits.” 

(Muller Pg. 278) 

 

Exposition 
 

The doctrine of divine simplicity is one of the most difficult in Christian 

Theology, yet one of the most revealing and useful doctrines in individuating 

theological systems. Muller says, 

 

“If God were composed of parts or predicates, these parts or predicates would be 

prior in some way to God -so that God would be conceived as potentially the result 

of a combination and, subsequently, as the actual result...The point is that the 

doctrine of divine simplicity prevents us from saying that God has goodness, 

justice, power, life, and so forth and insists that God is goodness, justice, power, 

life and insists also that these attributes cannot be separated out of the divine 

essence.” (pg. 53) 
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 He denies real distinctions as if the distinction distinguished one thing from 

another. (pg. 55) In this I agree. Again on pg. 278 Muller defines Simplicity: 

 

“God is simple, by removing from him all kinds of composition, which are five: 

 

(1) Of quantitative parts, as a body. 

(2) Of essential parts, matter and form, as a man consists of soul and body. 

(3) Of a genus and difference, as every species. 

(4) Of subject and accidents, as a learned man, a white wall. 

(5) Of act and power, as the Spirits.” 

        

He continues, 

  

“in summary, first, the attributes are essentially one in God but known to reason 

as distinct in their operation ad extra; second the attributes are essentially one in 

God eminenter or virtualiter and, according to some of the Reformed writers, 

distinct realiter in their effects;” (pg. 289) 

  

                The distinctions that are allowed by the scholastics are like “formal 

distinctions between the woodiness and the hardness of a table, or the formal 

distinctions between the volitional and the intellectual capacities of a human 

being.” (Muller, pg.286) These are called eminent and virtual distinctions.   

  

                On page 235 Muller denies the Cartesian view that God is infinite 

thinking in that this implies a “positive concept of God’s essence” and is therefore 

to be rejected because “Mastricht strenuously denies this view, since all that 

discussion of divine essence can provide is an understanding of what God is not, 

rather than what God is in himself.” 

 

… 

  

A problem for Clark arises though. In the Nominalist construction as Muller 

describes “God could command anything that did not violate the law of non-

contradiction and that all things commanded by God are by definition ‘good.’ In 

Ockam’s thought, therefore, the utterly free will of God establishes all things and 

defines all norms (pg. 70)…In Ockam’s doctrine, the attributes are only a series of 

diverse names applied to God by the finite intellect.” (Pg. 75) This is because he 

held the thought in the mind of man to be a representation of the reality not the 

reality itself.  Yet this is indistinguishable from the things that Clark says in his 

book on The Atonement, in his book God and Evil which is based on a statement 

made by Calvin in Institutes [III, xiii, 2.] and what Rutherford said in his Lapsarian 

construction that Owen refuted him for in his Dissertation on Divine Justice.  The 

issues have been tossed here and about in Reformed circles but Owen settled the 

issue and it has been established as Reformed Orthodoxy. Turretin says, 
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“The will can be called the primary rule of justice either intrinsically or 

extrinsically…In the former sense, his will is regulated by his justice; in the latter 

sense, the justice in us is regulated by nothing else than his will…But with respect 

to God, the will cannot always be called the first rule of justice. It is a rule in those 

things which have only a free and positive goodness, but not in those things which 

have essential goodness…For in the latter, God’s will is regulated, not indeed 

extrinsically but intrinsically (viz. BY HIS MOST HOLY NATURE). Hence it has 

been well said that certain things are good because God wills them…but that God 

wills others because they are just and good per se in their own nature…” Institutes, 

Vol. 1, pg. 233, Third Topic, The Will of God, xviii, Muller affirms this on page 

455. 

 

In expositing Musculus, Muller states, 

  

“Thus we may say that God wills good things because he is good, just things 

because he is just, kind and merciful things because he is kind and merciful…It 

would be incorrect, therefore, to say, that the will of God has a cause in the sense 

of an efficient cause that brings it about that God will one thing rather than another, 

but there are, clearly, reasons for God willing in various ways, and such reasons 

are often revealed in Scripture. What is more, there are also final causes of the will 

of God, notably the final causes of his decree of predestination, namely, that he 

might reveal his justice and his glory.” Pgs. 437-438 

  

          In his section on Philo in his Thales to Dewey Clark rejected that God was a 

perfect one as it was described by the Neoplatonists. In the same book Clark also 

chides Augustine for his construction of Divine Simplicity and chalks it up to the 

fact that Augustine was immature in his writing. In Three Types of Religious 

Philosophy, by Gordon Clark page 123 under the chapter on “Dogmatism” the 

section title “Realism” Clark says, 

  

“To be sure, Christian dogmatism does not accept the unaltered World of Platonic 

Ideas. The Philonic Interpretation is better. [By the way Philo's construction 

posited the Ideas in the mind of God. I now reject this as I have rejected the concept 

that ideas are things.] Still better is the replacement of Ideas (minus predicates) by 

propositions or truths…Christian dogmatism therefore must be realistic. The real 

object of knowledge is itself present to the mind…There are of course other 

thoughts, objects, or realities. Every Biblical Proposition is one. These never 

change nor go out of existence, FOR THEY ARE THE CONSTITUENTS OF GOD’S 

MIND…We know God directly for in him we live and move and have our being.” 

  

…  

 

Predication 
 

                I do not want to beat this dead horse, that is, the issue of analogical vs. 

univocal predication but to make a few observations. Muller says, 
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“We see here, immediately, two issues crucial to the Reformed exposition of the 

divine attributes: first, the principle of the absence of proportion between the finite 

and the infinite and, second, the effect of interrelationship between this more or 

less philosophical principle and the strong biblical sense of divine sovereignty and 

transcendence found in the Reformed theologies of the sixteenth and seventeenth 

centuries (pg. 196)… This basic division of the topic yields ‘substance’ as the first 

genus of predication-predicates which belong essentially to the subject. The 

predicates that do not belong absolutely to the essence of the subject, but inhere in 

it in a secondary or incidental sense.” (pg. 198) 

 

This is the substratum or the primary reality while the quality is the secondary 

reality. This is strict Aristotelianism.  

 

Muller states, 

 

“Zanchi holds that the attributes are not predicated directly of God, but are 

identified through their effects in the created order.” (199) 

 

Hodge denies that knowledge of effects can sustain knowledge.32  

 

Binning stated, 

 

“We can find no name to name him; or what can you call him when you have said, 

‘He is light?’ You can form no other notion of him but from the resemblance of this 

created light. ” (200) 

 

It is at this point that my concern emerges. Namely, that all a Scholastic has 

to participate in, due to Simplicity, is a created representation of God.  

 

In so doing the Scholastic construction has denied any participation in an 

uncreated nature which contradicts 2 Peter 1:3-4. Speaking of the issues of 

predication and the finite/infinite problem “Brakel expressly cautions we are very 

unfit to comprehend anything about God who is an infinite Spirit. Can a small bottle 

contain an entire ocean? How then can finite being comprehend an infinite Being?” 

(Muller, pg. 200) 

 

          This clearly shows that any real distinction between God’s nature and will is 

meaningless with the Scholastics. There are no distinctions in God at all to 

Scholastics. To grasp one aspect of God is too grasp all which Clark denies. Clark 

posits a direct and immediate relationship between the mind of God and the mind 

of man. If man can participate in some of God he would be positing a participation 

in all of God, IF, he asserted the Scholastic view of Simplicity which methinks 

Scripturalism must reject. 

   

                                                           
32 Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology Vol. 1(New York: Scribner Armstrong and Co., 1873) pgs. 371-374 
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Owen tried to make real distinctions between the nature and will of God  in, The 

Works of John Owen, Volume 9, A Dissertation on Divine Justice, pg. 360-363 

[London: Printed for Richard Baynes, 1826], in response to the Arminian objection 

that Calvinism posits a completely necessary God and the inter Trinitarian acts are 

no different than external acts of creation. Yet the Scholastic cannot do this. To 

posit an act of the will is to posit an act of the nature. Thomas Aquinas said 

in Summa Contra Gentiles, 

"Moreover, since every agent acts so far as it is in act, God, Who is pure act, must 

act through His essence. Willing, however, is a certain operation of God. Therefore 

God must be endowed with will through his essence. Therefore His will is His 

essence...From this it appears that God's will is not other than His 

essence." I:73:4 and I, pp. 243, 242- From Free Choice in Maximus the 

Confessor by Joseph P Farrell. 

 

… 

  

The Trinity in Relation to Simplicity 
 

Farrell says, 

 

“Because the One [The Neoplatonic One] was simple, any act of the One in willing 

to create finite particulars was also an act of Its essence, since essence, will and 

activity are all “wholly indistinguishable.” Creation is but the “overflowing of the 

divine essence into creation.” There was, in theological terms, no distinction 

between the essence and the energies of the One, or between theology and economy. 

This is an important point to remember in the ensuing discussion.” Free Choice in 

Maximus the Confessor by Joseph P Farrell, pg. 17 

 

The Scholastic position is the Origenist tragedy all over again. Leigh speaks to the 

difference between the attributes and the divine persons, 

 

“they [the attributes] are all absolute properties in God, and so distinguished from 

those respective properties whereby every person in the Trinity hath its own 

subsistence.” (Muller pg. 202) 

 

Musculus says, “The persons are distinguished by the Trinitarian relations of 

unbegottenness, begottenness, and procession” (Muller, pg. 275) Muller describes 

the attributes of God as “modes of being.” (pg. 199) John Howe denied, “not only 

composition but also ‘modes’ of subsistence in God.” (Muller, pg. 280) 

 

Farrell describes the problem, 

 

“Having assumed the simplicity of the divine essence, Augustine, and after him 

Augustinism, singled out the divine essence—as unity and simplicity—from all the 

divine “pluralities,” that is, the attributes and the persons.  The dialectic of 

oppositions is already in evidence in this step.  Two things occur because of 
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it.  First, the unity of God begins to be seen in impersonal, abstract, and 

philosophical terms, and does not find an ultimate referent in the monarchy of 

the Father.  But more critical is the fact that the persons and the attributes, as 

pluralities opposed to the essence, are accorded the same logical status.  Speaking 

of the Father, Saint Augustine says that He is called in respect to Himself both 

God, and great, and good, and just, and anything else of the kind; and just as to 

Him to be is the same as to be God, or as to be great, or as to be good, so it is the 

same thing to Him to be as to be a person.33 

 

Underlying these mutual identities is the simplicity and, consequently, it is hard to 

avoid the conclusion that either the persons have been made attributes or the 

attributes have been made persons.”34 

 

Divine Simplicity and Scripturalism Part 2: Definitions and Exposition 

By Drake Shelton 

 

1 Samuel 2:3 Boast no more so very proudly, Do not let arrogance come out of 

your mouth; For the LORD is a God of knowledge, And with Him actions are 

weighed.  

 

Psalm 139:17 How precious also are Your thoughts to me, O God! How vast is the 

sum of them!  

  

"Neo-Platonic mysticism infiltrated the church because all the churchmen were 

certain that Paul's Athenian convert, Dionysius the Areopagite, was the author of 

the Divine Names. His mysticism or negative theology still afflicts, in a variety of 

modified forms, a number of professing Christians even though they have never 

heard of the pagan Proclus whom Dionysius plagiarized." 

 

Gordon Clark, What is Saving Faith? (The Trinity Foundation, 1972, 1989), pg. 30 

 

Quotations from Muller are based on Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics by 

Richard A. Muller, Vol. 3(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Academic, 2003).  

 

A few quotations to begin: 

 

1. Three Types of Religious Philosophy (Jefferson Maryland, The Trinity 

Foundation, 1989) by Gordon Clark,  pg. 123 –Dogmatism-Realism, 

 

“To be sure, Christian dogmatism does not accept the unaltered World of Platonic 

Ideas. The Philonic Interpretation is better. [By the way Philo's construction 

posited the Ideas in the mind of God. - DS] Still better is the replacement of Ideas 

                                                           
33 Farrell’s quotation of Augustine here is taken from On the Holy Trinity, 7.6.11  
34 Joseph Farrell,  A Theological Introduction to the Mystagogy of Saint Photios: 

http://www.anthonyflood.com/farrellphotios.htm 
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(minus predicates) by propositions or truths…Christian dogmatism therefore must 

be realistic. The real object of knowledge is itself present to the mind…There are 

of course other thoughts, objects, or realities. Every Biblical Proposition is one. 

These never change nor go out of existence, FOR THEY ARE THE 

CONSTITUENTS OF GOD’S MIND…We know God directly for in him we live 

and move and have our being.” 

  

2. The Works of Gordon Haddon Clark, Vol. 3, ed. John Robbins, Thales to 

Dewey by Gordon Clark (The Trinity Foundation, 2000), pg 170-171 - The 

Patristic Period-Philo-Essence and Attribute,  

 

“Related to sublimity, though more a philosophic than a distinctly religious motif, 

is the simplicity of God’s essence. For Christians, however, the doctrine of the 

Trinity precludes a simplicity that would reduce God to an Eleatic or Neoplatonic 

One. And for Philo, who of course knew nothing of the Trinity, as well as for 

Christians, the Ideas in God’s mind rule out an utter unity. When God is conceived 

of as a mind, he may be the one and only God beside whom there is no other; but 

his mind need not be an immense blank or homogenous confusion.” 

 

3. The Works of Gordon Haddon Clark, Vol. 1, ed. John Robbins, A Christian View 

of Men and Things, (Unicoi, TN: The Trinity Foundation, 2005), pg. 224-225 – VII 

Philosophy of Knowledge- A Theistic World, 

 

“Is all this any more than the assertion that there is an eternal, immutable Mind, a 

Supreme Reason, a personal, living, God? The truth or propositions that may be 

known are the thoughts of God, the eternal thought of God. And insofar as man 

knows anything he is in contact with God’s mind. Since, further, God’s mind is God 

we may legitimately borrow the figurative language, of not the precise meaning, of 

the mystics and say, we have a vision of God…The world of physics drops into the 

secondary position of stage scenery, and instead of picturing little hard pellets, the 

Christian view emphasizes a world of spirits or persons, or minds. The Apostle Paul 

said that in God we all live and move and have our being…God is the ‘place’ of 

Spirits…The Divine Mind …encloses or surrounds all others penetrates them 

completely…There is some affinity between this view of the world and 

contemporary Personalism in that the basic categories are mental and that 

personality and history are emphasized above the corporeal and mechanical but 

the differences transcend the superficial similarity. The Christian view differs from 

the various forms of Personalism in refusing to equate the physical world with the 

eternal consciousness of God.  But more especially it differs in its concept of the 

Person who ‘includes’ all others and of his relation to them…The other persons 

are brought into being by fiat; they are completely and in every respect dependent 

on God but God is completely and in every respect independent of them.” 

 

… 
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5. What is Saving Faith? by Gordon Clark (The Trinity 

Foundation: www.trinityfoundation.org, 1972, 1989) pg. 26-27, 

 

 “Thomas…Summas Theologiae:…’For this reason the human mind knows in a 

composite way things that are themselves simple…In Heaven…that vision will not 

take the form of a proposition, but of a simple intuition’...[Dr. Clark says] If God 

is so simple as not to be a proposition, so simple as not to be a subject with 

predicates, how can he turn into a subject and predicate when he enters a human 

mind? Or otherwise, if our propositional knowledge of God be true, what becomes 

of this truth in Heaven? Does it become false?...Yet God is the truth, and his mind, 

his omniscience, is the totality of all truths.” 

 

6. Three Types of Religious Philosophy by Gordon Clark (The Trinity Foundation: 

Jefferson, Maryland, 1989), pg. 63, 

 

 "Thomas developed the theory of analogy far beyond the simple observation of 

Aristotle, and it took on major proportions when the subject was God. Thomas held 

that the simplicity of the divine being required God’s existence to be identical with 

his essence. This is not the case with a book or pencil. That a book is and what a 

book is are two different matters. But with God existence and essence are 

identical. For this reason an adjective predicated of God and the same adjective 

predicated of man are not univocal in meaning. One may say, God is good, and 

one may say, This man is good; but the predicate has two different meanings. There 

is no term, not a single one that can be predicated univocally of God and of 

anything else.”   

  

Now that we clearly see the difference in The Scripturalist and Western view 

of God what about the East? Meyendorf, in The Triads says on page 20 that the 

distinction between essence and energy is “nothing but a way of saying that the 

transcendent God remains transcendent and also communicates himself to 

humanity.” So on this view there is no created light but there is still a middle man 

between man and God’s essence. This the Scripturalist view denies. Remember 

what Clark says in Three Types of Religious Philosophy that we know God directly. 

The Scripturalist view cuts out the middle man, so to speak. In my video 

here: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LxbyfQqTvbk&feature=related I discuss 

many issues regarding Clark’s view of reality and the created world from the 

book The Philosophy of Gordon Clark, ed. Nash. The quotes come from Dr. Clark’s 

reply to Nash’s criticisms and on page 440 in response to Professor Holmes, see 

this video at the 9:00 mark: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YZQK867piKY... 

 

… 

 

There is also a distinction between God’s permissive decrees and efficacious 

decrees.  This does not assert that God does not will what he permits but does 

permit willingly. (Muller, pg. 442) “Picet notes, ‘let it be observed, that…strictly 
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speaking, there is only one divine will, namely, the will of the decree.” (pg. 451) 

Muller states the same with Twisse, 

 

“Twisse argues, when God commanded Abraham to Sacrifice Isaac or when God 

commanded Pharaoh to ‘let Israel go,’ this is a revelation or pronouncement of the 

voluntas signi…in both cases, this revealed will was not the ultimate will of God: 

the voluntas beneplacitti or divine good pleasure was that  Isaac not be sacrificed 

and that Pharaoh’s heart be hardened…the distinction between these two wills 

arises only because the ‘objects’ of God’s signs or commandments… ‘are only 

moral duties, and not the rewards of them, such as is salvation.” 

 

Muller notes that Leigh, Maccovius, and Twisse affirm the same. (pg. 459) Picet 

notes in like, “the perceptive will is properly speaking, the execution of a part of 

the decretive will, namely, that part which has determined  what shall be revealed 

to, or enjoined upon, men in due time.” (pg. 460) 

 

Eastern Orthodox apologists often use divine simplicity as a leverage point against 

Calvinist soteriology. Yet simplicity as it is described by the Scholastics is not part 

and parcel with the Calvinist soteriology and the Calvinist soteriology is not seated 

in the doctrine of simplicity. Muller states, 

 

“Schneckenburger argues that the Reformed doctrine of predestination cannot be 

conceived as a consequence of the idea of God and his attributes since the 

characteristics of Reformed systematic is not the objective determination of the 

doctrine of predestination but the personal assurance of election by the grace of 

God. This is a subjective consciousness which is witnessed by Calvin’s conception 

of predestination as a part of the ordo salutis rather than as part of the doctrine of 

God…[Muller approves of him on page 5] We shall attempt to show in this study 

that Schneckenburger’s conception of Protestant orthodoxy not only deserves 

attention, but that his view is far more satisfactory than the theory of his 

opponents.” Christ and The Decree by Richard Muller, pg. 4-5 (Durham, North 

Carolina: The Labyrinth Press, 1986) 

 

 The doctrine of absolute divine simplicity eliminates the possibility of 

distinguishing the will from the nature.  Here is the entire Chapter in full 

from Aquinas’s Summa Contra Gentiles I.73. 

 

“Chapter 73 

 

THAT THE WILL OF GOD IS HIS ESSENCE 

 

[1] From this it appears that God’s will is not other than His essence. 

 

[2] It belongs to God to be endowed with will in so far as He is intelligent, as has 

been shown. But God has understanding by His essence, as was proved above. So, 

therefore, does He have will. God’s will, therefore, is His very essence. 
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[3] Again, as to understand is the perfection of the one understanding, so to will is 

the perfection of the one willing; for both are actions remaining in the agent and 

not going out (as does heat) to some receiving subject. But the understanding of 

God is His being, as was proved above. For, since the divine being is in itself most 

perfect, it admits of no superadded perfection, as was proved above. The divine 

willing also is, therefore, His being; and hence the will of God is His essence. 

 

[4] Moreover, since every agent acts in so far as it is in act, God, Who is pure act, 

must act through His essence. Willing, however, is a certain operation of God. 

Therefore, God must be endowed with will through His essence. Therefore, His will 

is His essence. 

 

[5] Furthermore, if will were something added to the divine substance, since the 

divine substance is something complete in being it would follow that will would be 

added to it as an accident to a subject, that the divine substance would be related 

to it as potency to act, and that there would be composition in God. All this was 

refuted above. Hence, it is not possible that the divine will be something added to 

the divine substance.” 

 

Divine Simplicity is not only a remnant of the Roman Dark Ages. It was affirmed by the likes of 

Francis Turretin himself,  

 

“Proof that God is perfectly simple. 

 

IV. This proved to be a property of God: (1) from his independence, because 

composition is of the formal reason of a being originated and dependent  (since 

nothing can be composed by itself ,  but whatever is composed  must necessarily 

be composed by another; now God is the first and independent being, recognizing 

no other prior to himself) ; (2) from his unity, because he who is absolutely one, is 

also absolutely simple and therefore can neither be dived nor composed; (3) from 

his perfection, because composition implies imperfection inasmuch as it supposes 

passive power, dependency and mutability. ”35 

 

Even W.G.T. Shedd affirmed that God was a Monad. In St. Augustine’s, On The Trinity, 

Introductory Essay by William G. T. Shedd, D.D, Shedd says,  

 

“We may not think of a monad which originally, and in the order either of nature 

or of time, is not trinal, but becomes so. The instant there is a monad, there is a 

triad; the instant there is a unity, there are Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. The 

Christian Trinity is not that of Sabellius: namely, an original untrinal monad that 

subsequently, in the order of nature if not of time, becomes a triad; whereby four 

factors are introduced into the problem. God is not one and three, but one in three. 

There is no primary monad, as such, and without trinality, to which the three 

                                                           
35 Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology Volume 1, 3rd Topic. Q 7 (P & R Publishing: Phillipsburg, NJ, 

1992), pg. 191 
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distinctions are secondary adjuncts. The monad, or essence, never exists in and by 

itself as untrinalized, as in the Sabellian scheme. It exists only as in the three 

Persons; only as trinalized. The Essence, consequently, is not prior to the Persons, 

either in the order of nature or of time, nor subsequent to them, but simultaneously 

and eternally in and with them.”36 

 

Aside from the complicated issues discussed above I would simply reaffirm to the reader that God 

is not an infinite monad huperousia. God is a person, an intelligent being. We do not know 

everything about him but this we clearly know from the Bible: that our Elohim thinks thoughts 

that are in a proportion agreeable to created nature understood in the same univocal quality as 

man’s thoughts and he emotes anger, love, hate and compassion. The reason why the Neoplatonist 

Theology has rejected this is because it thinks thoughts are things and not actions; nouns not verbs; 

a Reification fallacy. This made considering Elohim as a person nebulous and arbitrary. They also 

made this conflation with regard to his activities in the economia. They think that God is a frozen 

Monad and so his being must be pure act, one and eternal and infinite. They thought this because 

they failed to distinguish being and activity due to their Simplicity Doctrine. The correct position 

is that God’s thoughts are actions not things that are parts of him floating around in the cosmos; 

therefore, God is not an arbitrary constituent of infinite parts. Moreover, God is one being with 

infinite activities, not an infinite being.  

 

The Bible makes very clear that God is one Person, not a monad with three manifestations: 

 

This is Dr. Samuel Clarke’s letter to Mr. R.M. regarding monotheism from Clarke’s Works, 

Volume 4, pages 365-368: 

 

“Isa. 44:6 Besides me, there is no God. Ver. 8 Is there any God, besides Me? yea, 

there is no God, I know not any. (the Word Me, is personal) 

 

Isa. 45:5 I am the Lord, and there is None else, there is no God besides me. Ver. 18  

I am the Lord, and there is none else. Ver. 22 I am God, and there is none else; (not 

nullum aliud, no other being only, but, Nullus alius, No other Person; no other 

whatsoever; no other, absolutely; either of the same, or of any other essence) 

 

Isa. 40:25 To whome then will you liken Me, or shall I be equal? saith the Holy 

One. (the Words are all personal) 

 

Isa. 46:5 To whom will you liken Me, and make Me equal, and compare Me, that 

we may be like? Ver. 9 I am God, and there is none else; I am God, and there is 

none like Me. (the Words again are all personal) 

 

Deut. 32:39 I, even I, am He; and there is no God (He does not say, except it be in 

the same essence; but absolutely, there is no God) with Me. 

 

                                                           
36 http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf103.iv.i.i.html 
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Isa. 43:10 Before Me there was no God formed, neither shall there be any after Me. 

(the Words are still always personal). [Proving that those who hold to the traditional 

eternal generation doctrine cannot believe that the Son was God.-DS] 

 

2 Kings 19:19 Thou art the Lord God, even Thou only. (Tu solus; not thou and 

other persons in thy essence; but, Thou only.) 

 

Nehm. 9:6 Thou, even Thou art Lord alone. (Personal) 

 

Psalm 83:18 Thou, whose Name alone is Jehovah. (Personal again) 

 

Psalm 86:10 Thou art Great, Thou (personally) art God alone. 

 

Isa. 61:4 I am the Lord, the First and with the Last; I am He; (not, illud, that being 

only; but,ille, that person) 

 

Isa. 64:6 I am the First, (not, Primum, the first Being only; but, Primus, the First 

Person) and I am the last; and besides me, (not only, besides my substance or 

essence; but besides me, personally,) there is no God. 

 

Joel 2:27 I am the Lord thy God; (not, thy infinite and perfect essence or substance; 

but, thy Supreme Lord and Governor, the Object of thy worship) and None else. 

(This and the like texts, demonstratively prove the Word God to be a personal and 

relative Title) 

 

…. Now, I observe, in every one of these texts, God expressly declares, not, that 

there is no other BEING only; but also that, absolutely and without exception, there 

is no OTHER, no other Person, no other whatsoever, either in the same or in any 

other Substance, to whom His attributes and Worship belong; Just as St. Paul says, I 

Cor. 8:6, To us there is but one God, even the Father. Consequently, if the 

attributes and Worship of the Father (which worship is always personal) do 

indeed (as you suppose) belong also to the Son of God; it follows inevitably and 

demonstratively, that the Son of God can in no sense be a distinct person from 

the Father, either in the same or in any other essence; but that he must be merely 

another Name for the Father himself. He must be, not only of the same substance; 

but he must be he himself, he must be that very individual person, of whom it is 

said in all your texts that Him only, (not, his substance only, but his personal only, 

HIM only) shall thou serve. …”37 

 

Schaff comments on the personhood of the Holy Spirit as distinguished from the Sonship 

of Messiah,  

 

“The distinction between generation and procession is not particularly defined. 

Augustine calls both ineffable and inexplicable”. 

                                                           
37 Thank you to Mark Xu 

 



41 

 

 

Then how can his personhood be defined? This is one of many questions that has kept me from 

being dogmatic about the alleged distinct personhood of the Holy Spirit.  

 

I was actually pleased with Schaff’s treatment of the considerable differences between the Nicene 

Creed of 325 and the Constantinople creed of 381 in section 129 of his work. It is an admission 

that many Christian scholars refuse to admit to.  

 

Schaff then moves away from the 4th century to the fuller and traditional understanding of the 

Trinity in section 130 where he begins by admitting the irrationality and thus the unrevealability 

of this doctrine: 

 

“All speculation on divine things ends in a mystery, and reaches an inexplicable 

residue, before which the thinking mind must bow in humble devotion. "Man," says 

Athanasius, "can perceive only the hem of the garment of the triune God; the 

cherubim cover the rest with their wings."  In his letter to the Monks, written about 

358, he confesses that the further he examines, the more the mystery eludes his 

understanding, and he exclaims with the Psalmist: "Such knowledge is too 

wonderful for me; it is high, I cannot attain unto it.” 

 

Schaff continues,  

 

            “The essential points of the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity are these: 

 

1. There is only one divine essence or substance.” 

  

As we have seen this is priest-craft. By one he doesn’t mean one in the cardinal sense of numbers. 

By one he means unity. A Pantheist could just as easily affirm this principle. The esoteric nature 

of this doctrine is made known to the proficient student. At first you are introduced to one numeric 

essence. Then as one is further initiated one finds that the one numeric essence mean unity. Then 

as one is further initiated one finds that unity means Absolute Divine Simplicity. Then as one is 

further initiated one finds that Absolute Divine Simplicity means huperousia. At this point the 

blatant mysticism is revealed and the proficient student must make a decision to either remain in 

the Church as a deliberate agent of deception or leave the Church and plunge head first into open 

Paganism or Atheism.  

 

Schaff continues,  

 

“2. In this one divine essence there are three persons” 

 

As we have already seen, this is also priest-craft. By person he doesn’t mean person. A person is 

an intelligent being. That is an immediate perception to all people. He means subsistence which 

he has admitted is a make-shift deception.  

 

Schaff says,  
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“Here the orthodox doctrine forsook Sabellianism or modalism, which, it is true, 

made Father, Son, and Spirit strictly coordinate, but only as different 

denominations and forms of manifestation of the one God.” 

 

No they didn’t. All they did was change the definition of the word person to trick and deceive.  

Augustine himself states as the title of Chapter 9 of his On the Trinity, “Chapter 9.—All are 

Sometimes Understood in One Person.” The following is from my article Triunism and 

Sabellianism; Is There a Difference?: 

 

 

It is the desperate and hopeless cause of the Triunists to distinguish their view from 

Sabellianism. There is a reason for this: it cannot be done. I have cataloged here a 

list of popular historic Triunist Theologians, their accounts of Sabellianism and 

their desperate and meaningless attempts to distinguish the Triune view from it. 

 

Aquinas, Summa 

 

“On the contrary, Boethius says (De Trin.) that in God “the substance contains the 

unity; and relation multiplies the trinity.” Therefore, if the relations were not really 

distinguished from each other, there would be no real trinity in God, but only an 

ideal trinity, which is the error of Sabellius.” 

 

http://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FP.iii.FP_Q28.FP_Q28_A3.html?highli

ght=sabellius#highlight 

 

The problem with Aquinas’ view is that his theology makes persons relations. This 

is ad hoc nonsense. I am a brother, I am a son, I am a cousin, but that does not 

make me multiple persons. This is ad hoc. It is ad hoc to affirm another cardinally 

numeric person that does not have its own numeric being/substance; a point which 

John Owen admits to later. Secondly, the Bible does not say, 

 

Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God is a united LORD 

 

It says, 

 

Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God [is] one [echad] LORD- Deut 6:4. 

 

Echad can refer to a union, but it primarily refers to a cardinal singularity. The 

context must determine. Even when it is used for the idea of ordinal first, it is 

referring to the first cardinally numeric day of a month. 

 

http://www.blueletterbible.org/lang/lexicon/lexicon.cfm?Strongs=H259&t=KJV 

 

Moreover, anyone who knows Hebrew knows that echad is the masculine word for 

the cardinal number 1.  
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Systematic and Polemic Theology by R. L. Dabney, Second Edition, pgs. 177-178, 

 

“Now, if these personal names, of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, meant no more 

than three influences or energies, or three phases of action of the same person, or 

three forms of one substance, is it not incredible that all these properties of 

personality, choosing, loving, hating, sending and being sent, understanding, 

acting, should be asserted of them? It would be the wildest abuse of language ever 

dreamed of. 

 

The doctrine of the Trinity, as held by the Catholic Church, cannot be better 

defined, than in the words of our Confession. (Recite ch. II, § 3.)… 

 

2. The subsistence of a threefold personal distinction, marked by a part of the 

properties of separate personalities, (in some inscrutable [Definition: Impossible 

to understand or interpret; impenetrable; mysterious.-DS] manner, entirely 

compatible with true unity) as intelligence, active principles, volition, action… 

 

Now, that it is inscrutable how these things can be, we freely admit. Did they involve 

a necessary self-contradiction, we should also admit that the understanding would 

be incapable of receiving them all together. But we do not hold that the persons are 

three in the same sense in which they are one. If it be asked what is the precise 

meaning of the phrase, person in the Godhead ? we very freely answer, that we 

know only in part.” 

 

Now this is very curious that he would admit that the differences between the 

persons is not understandable because later in his treatment of Private Judgment 

he says, 

 

“Protestants, on the other hand, hold that faith must be explicit and intelligent; or 

it cannot be proper faith—that the propositions embraced must be known; and the 

evidence therefore comprehended intelligently…but his conclusion in favour of an 

unintelligent faith is absurd, because voluntary moral dispositions can only act 

legitimately, through an intelligent knowledge of their objects. The right 

intelligence is in order to the right feeling. Protestants, again distinguish between 

a comprehension of the evidence, and a full comprehension of the proposition. The 

former is the rational ground of belief, not the latter.” (pg. 602) 

 

http://dabneyarchive.com/Systematic%20Theology.pdf 

 

I admit that we only have a proportional understanding of God but that does not 

mean our portion is not univocal. We admit it is. Thus Dabney contradicts himself 

here. 

 

In Charles Hodge’s  Systematic Theology, page 452, he offers no explanation at all 

concerning the difference between Sabellianisnm and Triunism. 

 

http://dabneyarchive.com/Systematic%20Theology.pdf
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Systematic Theology by Louis Berkhof, pg. 89,  

 

“The Church confesses the Trinity to be a mystery beyond the comprehension of 

man. The Trinity is a mystery, not merely in the Biblical sense that it is a truth, 

which was formerly hidden but is now revealed; but in the sense that man cannot 

comprehend it and make it intelligible. It is intelligible in some of its relations and 

modes of manifestation, but unintelligible in its essential nature. The many efforts 

that were made to explain the mystery were speculative rather than theological. 

They invariably resulted in the development of tritheistic or modalistic conceptions 

of God, in the denial of either the unity of the divine essence or the reality of the 

personal distinctions within the essence. The real difficulty lies in the relation in 

which the persons in the Godhead stand to the divine essence and to one 

another; and this is a difficulty which the Church cannot remove, but only try to 

reduce to its proper proportion by a proper definition of terms. It has never tried 

to explain the mystery of the Trinity, but only sought to formulate the doctrine of 

the Trinity in such a manner that the errors which endangered it were warded off.” 

 

This is devastating. Anyone who believes this must be bound by conscience to join 

a Prelatic Church that denies Private Judgment. We then cannot determine 

orthodoxy from heresy. It must then be handed over to tradition. 

 

John Owen , Works Vol. 2 ed. Goold, pg. 388, 

 

“That in one essence there can be but one person, may be true where the substance 

is finite and limited, but hath no place in that which is infinite.” 

 

One wonders then how the finite could understand the infinite in order to make a 

private judgment about what he should believe about the divine persons. My other 

arguments against divine infinity have been strained out in great detail. The appeal 

to infinity is an appeal to pagan philosophy. You see it is the Triune view that is the 

philosophical innovation and quagmire, not the Nicene or Semi-Arian view. 

 

New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia in its article “Monarchians” states, 

 

“Once the Monarchian system was put into philosophical language, it was seen to 

be no longer the old Christianity. Ridicule was used; the heretics were told that if 

the Father and the Son were really identified, then no denial on their part could 

prevent the conclusion that the Father suffered and died, and sat at His own right 

hand…but Sabellius seems to have meant “three modes or characters of one 

person”. The Father is the Monad of whom the Son is a kind of manifestation: for 

the Father is in Himself silent, inactive (siopon, hanenerletos), and speaks, creates, 

works, as Son (Athan., 1. c., 11).” 

 

http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/10448a.htm 
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Here then we see that the Sabellian/Modalist/Monarchian Theology taught that the 

Father and Son were identified and that the divine persons were modes and 

manifestations of a single person/monad. 

 

Is this not exactly what the Triunists believe? 

 

De Synodis by Athanasius states, 

 

“53. Even this is sufficient to dissuade you from blaming those who have said that 

the Son was coessential with the Father, and yet let us examine the very term 

‘Coessential,’ in itself, by way of seeing whether we ought to use it at all, and 

whether it be a proper term, and is suitable to apply to the Son. For you know 

yourselves, and no one can dispute it, that Like is not predicated of essence, but of 

habits, and qualities; for in the case of essences we speak, not of likeness, but of 

identity.” 

 

http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/2817.htm 

 

What kind of identity? That is the issue. Generic or numeric sir? You people cannot 

get it straight. A father and son are not equal in authority and attributes. An infant 

boy is completely helpless yet just as human as his father.  

 

Turretin says in Institutes of Elenctic Theology Volume 1 (P & R Publishing: 

Phillipsburg, NJ, 1992), 3rd Topic Q. 27,  

 

“Thus the person may be said to differ from the essence not really…but modally as 

a mode from the thing (pg. 278)…the Orthodox hold…Against the Tritheists they 

reject the real or essential distinction because although there are more persons 

than one mutually distinct, yet there is only one essence. But they hold TO A 

MODAL DISTINCTION because as the persons are constituted by personal 

properties as incommunicable MODES OF SUBSISTING, so they may properly 

be said to be distinguished by them.”[Emphasis mine. - DS] 

 

Early Christian Doctrines by J. N. D. Kelly, pg. 120, 

 

“To his accusers, Noetus [An early Monarchist/Sabellian-DS] retorted, “What 

wrong have I done, glorifying one only God, Christ, who was born, suffered and 

died?” For Scriptural support, his followers appealed to such texts as Isa. 44:6, 

which proclaimed the uniqueness of God, and John 10:30, 14:8-10 and Rom. 9:5, 

which seemed to point to the identity of the Father and the Son.” 

 

Is this not exactly how the Triunists argue from the exact same scriptures? Owen, 

in the work cited above spends pages 383-387 doing nothing but trying to prove 

this point from Scripture, which I will be refuting in the near future. 

 

Kelly states again, 

http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/2817.htm
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“Who Praxeas was is unknown; the name “Praxeas” may be a nickname, meaning 

“busybody”. Some have identified him with Noetus or Epigonus, or even with Pope 

Callistus. Whoever he was, he seems to have taught that the Father and Son were 

one identical Being (duos unum volunt esse, ut idem pater et filius habecatur), the 

Word having no independent subsistence and being a mere voice and sound (vox et 

sonus oris)”. (pg. 121) 

 

At this point Kelly footnotes Against Praxeas by Tertullian Chapter 7 which 

states,   

 

“Do you then, (you ask,) grant that the Word is a certain substance, constructed by 

the Spirit and the communication of Wisdom? Certainly I do. But you will not allow 

Him to be really a substantive being, by having a substance of His own; in such a 

way that He may be regarded as an objective thing and a person, and so be able 

(as being constituted second to God the Father,) to make two, the Father and 

the Son, God and the Word. For you will say, what is a word, but a voice and sound 

of the mouth, and (as the grammarians teach) air when struck against, intelligible 

to the ear, but for the rest a sort of void, empty, and incorporeal thing. I, on the 

contrary, contend that nothing empty and void could have come forth from God, 

seeing that it is not put forth from that which is empty and void; nor could that 

possibly be devoid of substance which has proceeded from so great a substance, 

and has produced such mighty substances: for all things which were made through 

Him, He Himself (personally) made. How could it be, that He Himself is nothing, 

without whom nothing was made? How could He who is empty have made things 

which are solid, and He who is void have made things which are full, and He who 

is incorporeal have made things which have body? For although a thing may 

sometimes be made different from him by whom it is made, yet nothing can be made 

by that which is a void and empty thing.” 

 

http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/0317.htm 

 

Notice the strong affirmation of Tertullian to ascribe a distinct substance, not 

simply a mode, subsistence or hypostasis to the Son. 

 

Kelly states again, 

 

“Sabellianism, tried to meet some of the objections to which the earlier form was 

exposed. Sabellius, we are told by Epiphanius, regarded the Godhead as a 

monad (his name for it was huiopator) which expressed itself in three operations. 

He used the analogy of the sun, a single object which radiates both warmth and 

light; the Father was, as it were, the form or essence, and the Son and the Spirit 

His modes of self-expression or “dilation” (platusmos) of the divine monad, the 

Father by process of development projecting Himself first as Son and then as 

Spirit…The term prosopon, as we noticed above, was used by Hippolytus to signify 

the otherness, or separate subsistence, of the Son from the Father, as revealed in 
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the economy, and it is most unlikely that Sabellius used it with a diametrically 

opposite meaning. Indeed, Hippolytus clearly implies that for Callistus, whom he 

regarded as a Sabellian, the Godhead was but a single prosopon, that is, an 

individual or Person.”(pg. 122-123) 

 

Marcellus who was thought a Sabellian by the Eusebians (Kelly, pg. 240) taught, 

 

“that God is spirit, ‘an invisible Monad’, ‘a single prosopon’. Before all ages the 

Logos was in God as His immanent reason, identical with him…as a man’s reason 

is with himself. So he condemns the Origenist conception that the Logos is a 

distinct hypostasis or ousia as threatening to disrupt this unity and lead to 

polytheism. All that can be said about the pre-existent Logos is that he was Logos; 

there can be no talk of His generation, and Marcellus restricts the title ‘Son’ to the 

Incarnate.  But if the Logos was thus immanent in God as ‘potency’…He was also 

externalized as God’s active energy…for creation and revelation, since everything 

that the Father says or does is accomplished through his word. Indeed, it is 

precisely His function as God’s self-activization and self-revelation which 

Marcellus claims, distinguishes the Logos from His possessor, and it is the 

recognition of this, he holds, that differentiates his own position from Sabellianism. 

We need not be surprised that it scandalized the Eusebians. The frequent 

appearance of the clause ‘Of whose reign there will be no end’ in the creeds they 

manufactured testifies their dread of it.” (Kelly, 240-241) 

 

He denied hypostasis to the Son to buttress the unity of being and the 

single prosopon. Sound familiar?  

 

On the Councils by Hilary of Poitiers, 67, states, 

 

“If we assert the one substance, understanding it to mean the likeness of natural 

qualities and such a likeness as includes not only the species but the genus, we 

assert it in a truly religious spirit, provided we believe that the one substance 

signifies such a similitude of qualities that the unity is not the unity of a monad but 

of equals. By equality I mean exact similarity so that the likeness may be called an 

equality, provided that the equality imply unity because it implies an equal pair, 

and that the unity which implies an equal pair be not wrested to mean a single 

Person.” 

 

At this point, the Triunists can do little but go into emotional meltdown. They will 

shout, “you are Rationalists trying to put God’s things into man’s terms! It is 

beyond our understanding!” To which we reply, then it cannot be subject to private 

judgment! Be consistent, be honest and leave Protestantism! Go back into 

Romanism, Anchorism and Prelacy. That is honest. That is consistent. I find it 

comforting that on page 243, Kelly says that Eusebius of Caesarea was a rationalist 

at heart…Good for him. 
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At this point, a Protestant Triunist may try to seek refuge in the meaning of the 

Nicene Creed just to find any confusion he can throw to divert attention from his 

heresies. 

 

On my blog, and others, as well as forums and private emails, the meaning of the 

Nicene Creed continues to be an ongoing confusion. Did the Nicene Creed establish 

numeric identity of essence when they creedalized the word Homoousios? … Kelly 

admits, 

 

“the great issue before the council, as all our sources agree, was not the unity of 

the Godhead as such; it was the Son’s co-eternity with the Father, which the Arians 

denied, His full divinity in contrast to the creaturely status they ascribed Him. 

Thirdly, we may be sure that, if Eusebius and his allies had had the slightest 

suspicion that numerical identity of substance was being foisted on them in 

homousious, they would have loudly objected to it as Sabellian. In fact, as we know 

from his apologia to the Caesarean church, it was its materialistic flavour that he 

found awkward. Lastly, we know that afterwards, when the identity of substance of 

the three Persons were fully acknowledged, the most orthodox theologians 

continued to use homousious, in the appropriate contexts, with the sense of generic 

unity.” Early Christian Doctrines, 236 

 

There is a very good reason for the Eusebians’ complaints:  They are true! 

 

Thus, let us attempt a Sabellian acid test: 

 

Do you think that the divine persons are predicates (like a relation) and not 

subjects? 

 

Do you think that the divine persons are modes of a single being? 

 

Do you think that the divine persons are manifestations of some antecedent reality? 

 

Do you think unity means a cardinal singularity? 

 

Do you think distinct persons can exist without their own distinct being? 

 

Do you think the distinction between the divine persons and the definition of a 

divine person transcends human language? 

 

Do you think that the Father and the Son are united in concrete identity? 

 

Do you believe that Yeshua is the only God? 

 

Do you believe that the Father and the Son share or are the same numeric being? 
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Do you believe in one God and that the word God logically pertains to nature and 

not person? 

 

Do you believe that the Son is not a subject but the faculty, or power or ability of a 

subject? 

 

Do you believe that the Godhead is a Monad? 

 

If you answered yes to any of the above, you my friend are a Sabellian and/or you 

are a man that has cornered himself in a Prelatical Ecclesiology. 

My Triunist friend, why do you spit poison at the word of God? Why do you subject 

it to your many lies? Why do you say you know not the God of this book and cannot 

understand its teachings? Why do you leave the Church with no rational way to 

determine Orthodoxy from Heresy? Why do you contradict the Scriptures and 

slander them saying that they are dark and are outside of our understanding? The 

Bible gives us great confidence that it is sufficient and clear and written to be 

understood: 

 

Luk 1:3  It seemed good to me also, having had perfect understanding of all things 

from the very first, to write unto thee in order, most excellent Theophilus, 

 

Col 2:1  For I would that ye knew what great conflict I have for you, and for them 

at Laodicea, and for as many as have not seen my face in the flesh; Col 2:2  That 

their hearts might be comforted, being knit together in love, and unto all riches 

of the full assurance of understanding, to the acknowledgement of the mystery of 

God, and of the Father, and of Christ; Col 2:3  In whom are hid all the treasures 

of wisdom and knowledge… Col 2:7  Rooted and built up in him, and stablished in 

the faith, as ye have been taught, abounding therein with thanksgiving. 

 

Heb 6:1  Therefore leaving the principles of the doctrine of Christ, let us go on unto 

perfection; not laying again the foundation of repentance from dead works, and of 

faith toward God, Heb 6:2  Of the doctrine of baptisms, and of laying on of hands, 

and of resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judgment. 

 

2 Ti 3:16  All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, 

for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: 2Ti 3:17  That the man 

of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works. 

 

1Pe 3:15  But sanctify the Lord God in your hearts: and be ready always to give an 

answer to every man that asketh you a reason of the hope that is in you with 

meekness and fear: 

 

Heb 6:18  That by two immutable things, in which it was impossible for God to lie, 

we might have a strong consolation, who have fled for refuge to lay hold upon the 

hope set before us: Heb 6:19  Which hope we have as an anchor of the soul, both 

sure and stedfast, and which entereth into that within the veil; 
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Eph 4:14  That we henceforth be no more children, tossed to and fro, and carried 

about with every wind of doctrine, by the sleight of men, and cunning craftiness, 

whereby they lie in wait to deceive; 

 

Heb 5:12  For when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have need that one 

teach you again which be the first principles of the oracles of God; and are become 

such as have need of milk, and not of strong meat. Heb 5:13  For every one that 

useth milk is unskilful in the word of righteousness: for he is a babe. Heb 5:14  But 

strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age, even those who by reason of use 

have their senses exercised to discern both good and evil. 

 

Eph 4:11  And he gave some, apostles; and some, prophets; and some, evangelists; 

and some, pastors and teachers; Eph 4:12  For the perfecting of the saints, for the 

work of the ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ: Eph 4:13  until we all 

attain to the unity of the faith, [That was a promise not just a command!-DS] and 

of the knowledge of the Son of God, to a mature man, to the measure of the stature 

which belongs to the fullness of Christ. Eph 4:14  That we henceforth be no more 

children, tossed to and fro, and carried about with every wind of doctrine, by the 

sleight of men, and cunning craftiness, whereby they lie in wait to deceive; Eph 

4:15  but speaking the truth in love, we are to grow up in all aspects into Him who 

is the head, even Christ. 

 

Schaff then admits,  

 

“The word person is in reality only a make-shift, in the absence of a more adequate 

term. Our idea of God is more true and deep than our terminology, and the essence 

and character of God far transcends our highest ideas.” 

 

This is to divorce ideas from words. What else is this but sorcery dear reader?  

 

Schaff mentions,  

 

“These distinctions are not merely different attributes, powers, or activities of the 

Godhead, still less merely subjective aspects under which it presents itself to the 

human mind; but each person expresses the whole fulness of the divine being with 

all its attributes, and the three persons stand in a relation of mutual knowledge and 

love. The Father communicates his very life to the Son, and the Spirit is the bond 

of union and communion between the two.” 

 

 

This bond of union implies that there is an inherent hostility between the Father and the Son that 

needs to be resolved by a third person. This is in keeping with their Filioque heresy which I will 

speak to shortly.   

 

Schaff continues,  
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“3. Each divine person has his property, as it were a characteristic 

individuality…This is not to be confounded with attribute; for the divine attributes, 

eternity, omnipresence, omnipotence, wisdom, holiness, love, etc., are inherent in 

the divine essence, and are the common possession of all the divine hypostases. 

The idiotes, on the contrary, is a peculiarity of the hypostasis, and therefore cannot 

be communicated or transferred from one to another. To the first person fatherhood, 

or the being unbegotten, is ascribed as his property; to the second, sonship, or the 

being begotten; to the Holy Ghost, procession. In other words: The Father is 

unbegotten, but begetting; the Son is uncreated, but begotten; the Holy Ghost 

proceeds from the Father (and, according to the Latin doctrine, also from the Son).” 

 

Yet this is exactly what the Trinitarians deny in their Filioque heresy. Here Schaff admits the 

Father is the causer, begetting, and that is his individual property. Yet the Trinitarians say the Son 

also causes the Holy Spirit. Photius says in his Mystagogy,  

 

“15…for not even the monstrous Sabellius taught the impiety of the fatherhood of 

the Son! — then there can be no way the Son is cause of any hypostasis in the 

Trinity…16. But if, as this impious doctrine asserts, the Son is also a cause of the 

Spirit, then it must be conceded that either the Son takes over the Father's role and 

title (receiving the hypostatic property of being the cause), or the Father's 

hypostasis is imperfect, lacking completion, and that the Son supplements the 

hypostasis of the Father. Since the Son is made a part of the Father, this truncates 

the awesome mystery of the Trinity to a mere dyad.” 

 

“34. Furthermore, if these people who with all temerity have innovated a 

communion only between the Father and the Son, then they have excluded the Spirit 

from this. But the Father and the Son are joined in communion by essence and not 

by any hypostatical property. Consequently, they exclude the consubstantial Spirit 

from kinship according to essence with the Father. 

And, likewise, they should transpose the begetting and the procession and they 

ought to remove the generation of the Son from the Father and transfer it to the Son 

and thus invent the fantastic idea that the Father is from the Son”.  

 

This is from my article The Root of Karl Marx’s Dialectic: The Filioque Heresy: 

 

Joseph Farrell states in his God, History and Dialectic Volume 3, [3] 

 

“Thus, what we said long ago in reference to Plotius’s One – that It had to have 

the Many standing over against It and deriving dialectically from It in order for It 

to be the One – was essentially the deduction that Hegel was to make… 

 

With Hegel, then, one encounters a philosophy of Logic, Metaphysics, and History 

in which the “Augustinian inevitabilities” are worked out consciously, deliberately, 

and in detail. Kant himself had undertaken no such derivation of the categories 

because they were for him “merely subjective epistemological forms of our minds” 
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and not “an ontological principle of the explanation of the universe.”  Once we 

have deduced these two things, says Hegel, we may then ask the obvious questions: 

(3) what is the First Category, i.e., where do we start? and (4) how do we deduce 

all other categories from this first category?” 

 

… 

 

Farrell continues, 

 

“As was seen, Hegel, like Duns Scotus or Eriugena long before him, made Being 

itself that first category…for Hegel every category or universal contains its own 

opposite in itself at one and the same time… 

 

The First Categorical Triad: Being, Nothingness, Becoming 

 

Once this has been said, if one says “Being” one, according to Hegel, immediately 

also posits its negation: Non-Being, or Nothingness. Thus Being, the thesis, 

contains Non-Being or Nothingness, its antithesis. But Hegel, following the 

Augustinian [And by Augustinian he is referring to Augustine’s Construction of 

Filioque.-DS] and Joachimite pattern of the dialectic, maintains that from the two 

arises a third term, a “consubstantial love of both”, as the two inevitably, in the 

process of thought, pass it into each other. [FN: W.T. Stace, The Philosophy of 

Hegel (Dover, 1995), pg. 91-DS]… 

 

W.T. Stace puts the filioquist dialectic very succinctly: The first category contains 

its own opposite [4] and is identical with it. At this point the two categories stand 

confronting and contradicting each other. 

 

But it is impossible to rest in this contradiction for it means that opposite categories 

are applicable to the same thing at the same time…The category of becoming 

therefore resolves the contradiction. In other words the contradiction between the 

first and second categories is always reconciled in a third category which is the 

unity of the two preceding. The third category contains within itself the opposition 

of the other two, but it also contains their underlying harmony and unity…The three 

members of the triad are sometimes called the thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, 

respectively. [Ibid. 92-93-DS]… 

 

For the present, however, it is crucial to note that Hegel sees the deduction of 

categories as a potentially infinite process, recalling the prediction made by St. 

Photius in the ninth century [5]: The synthesis being reached now posits itself as a 

new assertion, as an affirmative category which thereby becomes the theses of 

a new triad. For as soon as it lays itself down as a positive assertion its opposite is 

seen to issue out of it and to involve it in self-contradiction. This new contradiction 

has again to be resolved in the higher unity of a new synthesis. This in turn becomes 

the thesis of a new triad, and so on throughout the whole series. [Ibid. 93]… 
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Indeed, when Hegel finally conceives of Matter as a “deduction” of “Pure  

Consciousness” he is doing little more than restate Plotinus, for whom matter was 

“the uttermost emanation from the One.” [FN: Plotinus, Enneads I: 8: 7, trans A. 

H. Armstrong (Harvard: Loeb Classical Library), p. 199.] 

 

Farrell provides his pictorial gloss of Hegelianism applied to Augustinian 

Trinitarianism: 

 
 

Here, in place of the Father we have the Thesis, the Son is Anti-thesis and the Spirit 

is the Synthesis, the bond of love between Father and Son. This language presumes 

upon an inherent opposition and hostility between Father and Son because in 

Neoplatonism, distinction implies hostility. Thus, in Marx’s philosophy the 

distinction in rank between women and men, superiors and inferiors, parents and 

children, etc. implies hostility. There exists, per se, none in nature truly and really, 

and thus Communist propaganda and lies must be spread and fomented in the 

minds of men and women to create said hostility. The same goes for the distinctions 

between Labor and Capital. And thus to synthesize the two, Marxism is put forward. 

Farrell states, 

 

“Hegel was, after all, attempting, so he thought, to do a ‘Christian ontology’ and 

a ‘Christian philosophy of history.’ The filioquist Trinity is not some accidental 

afterthought, nor even the summit or End to which his system tended; it was its 

dialectical sine qua non. Without the filioque there simply would have been no 

Hegelian, or Marxist, dialectic [And thus no later Barthian dialectic either.-DS]. 

For Hegel…History itself is the double procession of the Holy Spirit from the 

Father and the Son.” 

 

Hegel says in Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion (One Volume Edition), 

 

“The second determination is the kingdom of the Son, in which God is [present] for 

representation in the element of representing as such. This is the moment of 

particularization as such…Considered from the first standpoint, God as the Son is 

http://eternalpropositions.files.wordpress.com/2013/03/far.jpg
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not distinguished from the Father, but is merely expressed in the mode of sensibility. 

In the second element, however, the Son obtains the determination as other, and 

thus we pass out of the pure ideality of thinking and into representation. If, 

according to the first determination, God begets only a son, here he brings forth 

nature. Here the other is nature, and distinction comes into its own…But since in 

this history the divine steps into view for spirit, the history loses the character of 

external history. It becomes divine history, the history of the manifestation of God 

himself. 

 

This constitutes the transition to the kingdom of the Spirit, which comprises the 

awareness that human beings are implicitly reconciled with God and that 

reconciliation exists for humanity. The process of reconciliation itself is comprised 

in the cultus.” 

 

Footnote 67, pg. 416-417 

 

Here we see a clear link between Plotinus’ infinite emanations, how this principle 

is directly involved in the Filioque doctrine which I have shown for years,[6] and 

how the Filioque then is the foundation for Hegel’s view of Historiography.  Farrell 

states, 

 

“By so faithfully reproducing the Augustinian dialectic as an historical process, 

Hegel pointed the way forward to two further interpretations: 

 

(1)   An endless and infinite progression of Thesis, Antithesis, and Synthesis, 

following the ‘Iamblichan’ side of the dialectic, first criticized by St. Athanasius as 

a form of polytheism, and reiterated later by St. Photius in reference to the filioque 

until ‘the series they imagine grows  into a multitude of processions’ and 

collapses  into polytheism and anarchy, 

 

(2)   A return to the state of the original and undifferentiated differentiation which 

began the process, following the porphyrian side of the dialectic, and reproduced 

by Aquinas’s characterization of the filioque as a cycle which concludes in the same 

substance in which it began. 

 

This return to the “State of Simplicity” constitutes the Hegelian End of History, 

that moment when the process of dialectical conflict of thesis and antithesis 

resolves into an ultimate synthesis from which no further dialectical procession 

arises. This option, well-known in its Marxist version of ‘final Communism’, has 

been more recently ‘revised and updated’ by one Francis Fukuyama as an 

apologetic for the emerging global triumph of the Second Europe.” [7] 

 

Alan Woods and Ted Grant, in Reason in Revolt: Marxist Philosophy and Modern 

Science states in Part One, “Dialectical Materialism”, 
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“Positive is meaningless without negative. They are necessarily inseparable. Hegel 

long ago explained that “pure being” (devoid of all contradiction) is the same as 

pure nothing, that is, an empty abstraction. In the same way, if everything were 

white, it would be the same for us as if everything were black. Everything in the 

real world contains positive and negative, being and not being, because everything 

is in a state of constant movement and change. Incidentally, mathematics shows 

that zero itself is not equal to nothing. 

 

“Zero,” writes Engels, “because it is the negation of any definite quantity, is not 

therefore devoid of content. On the contrary, zero has a very definite content. As 

the border-line between all positive and negative magnitudes, as the sole really 

neutral number, which can be neither positive nor negative, it is not only a very 

definite number, but also in itself more important than all other numbers bounded 

by it. In fact, zero is richer in content than any other number. Put on the right of 

any other number, it gives to the latter, in our system of numbers, the tenfold value. 

Instead of zero one could use here any other sign, but only on the condition that 

this sign taken by itself signifies zero = 0. Hence it is part of the nature of zero itself 

that it finds this application and that it alone can be applied in this way. Zero 

annihilates every other number with which it is multiplied; united with any other 

number as divisor or dividend, in the former case it makes this infinitely large, in 

the latter infinitely small; it is the only number that stands in a relation of infinity 

to every other number. 0/0 can express every number between –_ and +_, and in 

each case represents a real magnitude.” 

 

The negative magnitudes of algebra only have meaning in relation to the positive 

magnitudes, without which they have no reality whatsoever. In the differential 

calculus, the dialectical relation between being and not being is particularly clear. 

This was extensively dealt with by Hegel in his Science of Logic. He was greatly 

amused by the perplexity of the traditional mathematicians, who were shocked by 

the use of a method which makes use of the infinitesimally small, and “cannot do 

without the suggestion that a certain quantity is not equal to nil but is so 

inconsiderable that it may be neglected,” and yet always obtains an exact result. 

 

http://www.marxist.com/science-old/dialecticalmaterialism.html 

 

Thus upon the foundation of the old Pagan Philosophy that states that there is no 

good without evil, and reality is thus a balance an unbalancing and a re-balancing 

of this eternal dialectic, Marxism is logically erected. Historically, Marxism came 

to this foundation-was ushered onto this foundation by Hegel’s reliance upon the 

old Roman Catholic Filioque heresy! 

 

My Protestant ancestors in the British Isles followed Rome implicitly in their 

Theology Proper and provided no challenge or Reform to it. For this God has 

burdened us with such a scourge as has never existed in any generation according 

to his Holy judgments and justice.  May we repent and come back to the Monarchy 
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of the Father and a single procession of the Holy Spirit that God may deliver us 

from all of the severe judgments that he has placed upon us in righteousness. 

 

[1] http://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/cooper/hegel-marx/ch01.htm 

[2] http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/p3.htm 

[3] The following quotations will be taken from pages 499-509 

[4] My readers are very familiar with this 

dialectic:http://eternalpropositions.wordpress.com/2011/10/01/darkness-a-

consistent-hyper-calvinist/ 

[5] This is the infinite emanations that I showed in my summary video of Nicene 

Triadology and my writings on the Filioque: 

http://articulifidei.blogspot.com/2012/03/drake-sheltons-recent-youtube.html 

http://olivianus.thekingsparlor.com/triadology/a-scripturalist-construction-of-

greek-and-nicean-triadology-part-3-the-procession-of-the-spirit-by-drake 

[6] http://eternalpropositions.wordpress.com/drakes-triadology-stuff/ 

[7] 509 

 

Moreover, the Filioque requires the Trinitarian to conflate the ontological and economical actions 

of God, pace Pantheism.  

 

Schaff says,  

 

“The church teaches not one divine essence and three persons, 

but one essence in three persons. Father, Son, and Spirit cannot be conceived as 

three separate individuals, but are in one another, and form a solidaric unity.” 

 

This heresy is refuted by one single Scripture: 

 

Mat. 27: 46 And about the ninth hour Jesus cried with a loud voice, saying, Eli, Eli, lama 

sabachthani? that is to say, My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me? 

 

Here we see a separation between the Father and the Son. The best answers to this problem fall 

into the Nestorian heresy (Refuted by Col 1:15-19). And the following quote will eliminate an 

appeal to a partial separation between Father and Son seeing Schaff admits,  

 

“The essence of the Godhead being but one, and being absolutely perfect, can admit 

of no degrees”.   

 

Schaff continues,  

 

“6. The Nicene fathers still teach, like their predecessors, a 

certain subordinationism, which seems to conflict with the doctrine of 

consubstantiality. But we must distinguish between, a subordinatianism of essence 

(oujsiva) and a subordinatianism of hypostasis, of order and dignity. The former 

was denied, the latter affirmed. The essence of the Godhead being but one, and 

being absolutely perfect, can admit of no degrees. Father, Son, and Spirit all have 
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the same divine essence, yet not in a co-ordinate way, but in an order of 

subordination.” 

 

This deception is also refuted by one simple scripture: 

 

Mark 13: 32 But of that day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels which are in heaven, 

neither the Son, but the Father. 

 

The Trinitarian sorcerers will object: Oh but that is just referring to his human nature! Ans. Then 

it would not be known by the Father only! Mat. 24:36 mentions “but my Father only”.  

 

Thus, concludes my consideration and refutation of the Trinitarian Doctrine.  
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III. The Nature of Revelation and the 

Human Mind 
 

 

“The heretics follow neither Scripture nor tradition. 

 

When, however, they are confuted from the Scriptures, they turn round and accuse 

these same Scriptures, as if they were not correct, nor of authority, and [assert] that 

they are ambiguous, and that the truth cannot be extracted from them by those who 

are ignorant of tradition. For [they allege] that the truth was not delivered by means 

of written documents, but vivâ voce: [The living voice.-DS] wherefore 

also Paul declared, But we speak wisdom among those that are perfect, but not the 

wisdom of this world. 1 Corinthians 2:6 And this wisdom each one of them alleges 

to be the fiction of his own inventing, forsooth; so that, according to their idea, 

the truth properly resides at one time in Valentinus, at another in Marcion, at 

another in Cerinthus, then afterwards in Basilides, or has even been indifferently in 

any other opponent, who could speak nothing pertaining to salvation. For every one 

of these men, being altogether of a perverse disposition, depraving the system 

of truth, is not ashamed to preach himself.” 

 

Irenaeus, Against Heresies (Book III, Chapter 2)38 

 

“The Father's self-communication made through his Word in the Holy Spirit, 

remains present and active in the Church: "God, who spoke in the past, continues 

to converse with the Spouse of his beloved Son. and the Holy Spirit, through whom 

the living voice of the Gospel rings out in the Church - and through her in the world 

- leads believers to the full truth, and makes the Word of Christ dwell in them in all 

its richness.” 

 

                                                                       Catechism of the Catholic Church, 79 

 

“For, according to the Blessed Dionysius, it is a law of the divinity that the lowest 

things reach the highest place by intermediaries. Then, according to the order of the 

universe, all things are not led back to order equally and immediately, but the lowest 

by the intermediary, and the inferior by the superior. ” 

 

“Unam Sanctam”, Bull of Pope Boniface VIII promulgated November 18, 1302 

 

 

"The Blue Degrees are but the outer court or portico of the Temple. Part of the 

symbols are displayed there to the Initiate, but he is intentionally misled by false 

                                                           
38 http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/0103302.htm 
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interpretations. It is not intended that he shall understand them; but it is intended 

that he shall imagine he understands them. Their true explication is reserved for 

the Adepts, the Princes of Masonry. The whole body of the Royal and Sacerdotal 

Art was hidden so carefully, centuries since, in the High Degrees, as that it is even 

yet impossible to solve many of the enigmas which they contain. It is well enough 

for the mass of those called Masons, to imagine that all is contained in the Blue 

Degrees; and whoso attempts to undeceive them will labor in vain, and without any 

true reward violate his obligations as an Adept. Masonry is the veritable Sphinx, 

buried to the head in the sands heaped round it by the ages. " 

 

Albert Pike, Morals and Dogma, pg. 819 

 

As I have pointed out before, at first the student of the Trinity is introduced to one numeric essence. 

Then as one is further initiated one finds that the one numeric essence means unity. Then as one is 

further initiated one finds that unity means Absolute Divine Simplicity. Then as one is further 

initiated one finds that Absolute Divine Simplicity means Huperousia. This is precisely the method 

pointed out here by Mr. Pike.  

 

There is a specific epistemology to the ancient pagan mysteries and it fundamentally indicts human 

nature, in esse. We will get to this later, but I would ask the reader to keep in mind the anthropology 

presented in the Gnostic and Neoplatonic schools as we proceed. In these systems the physical 

being of man is a malicious imposition upon the pure divine soul and acts as a prison for it. There 

was no creation, but the physical reality that we experience is undergoing an endless process of 

death and rebirth, emanating eternally from the distinction-less monad. Thus, the creator-less 

nature of the world requires the anthropology explained in full by the demonic pen of Charles 

Darwin (Which any student of Greek Philosophy knows was taken from the myth of Aphrodite).39   

 

Human language therefore, does not reflect man, made in the image of a personal God with innate 

abilities to communicate at a level distinct from all other creatures, but is an evolution of man’s 

experiences in the physical world; therefore, his language cannot understand the infinite eternal 

monad. How then can we know it?  

                                                           
39 Her name means that she arose from the foam of the sea just as in the Primordial Sea doctrine of Evolution. 

Charles Darwin’s grandfather was a well-known Freemason named Erasmus Darwin who was also a Philosopher, 

Poet and Physician. The Grand Lodge of British Columbia Site says, 

 

“Before coming to Derby in 1788, Dr. [Erasmus] Darwin had been made a Mason in the famous 

Time Immemorial Lodge of Cannongate Kilwinning, No. 2, of Scotland.” 

 

Erasmus Darwin also laid the foundations for Lamarck and his Grandson Charles’ work with his 

book Zoonomia.  In 10,000 Famous Freemasons From A To J Part One by William R. Denslow and Harry 

S. Truman, we read,   

 

“He [Erasmus-DS] moved to Derby in 1781 where he founded the Philosophical Society in 1784, 

which was the fountainhead for the ideas developed by his grandson, Charles.” (pg. 285) 

 

Charles’ immediate and extended family had Masonic connections and funded and supported his work.  His family 

had every diabolical reason to see Darwin create a complete atheistic explanation of the physical world. 
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From my article Does God Transcend Human Language? 

 

John 4:22 You Samaritans worship what you do not know; we worship what we do 

know, for salvation is from the Jews. 

 

When confronted with Nicene Monarchism, which some see to be an overly rational 

view of God, people will often complain that I am erroneously putting God into 

human categories of language. This I will term Clarkian Univocalism.  I do not 

apologize for this. However, there does need to be some clarification and then 

defense of this practice. 

 

First, by way of clarification, I hold to the Analogy of Proportion (Which allows 

univocal revelation) not the traditional Analogy of Proportionality (Which does not 

allow univocal revelation). The categories of divine and human are not mutually 

exclusive: Apophaticism. The categories of divine and human are also not jointly 

exhaustive: an absolute Cataphaticism. The categories of divine and human 

proportionally overlap at the level of intellect (This is not the only overlap) and 

even at this level we do not have a full exhaustion. One area where divine and 

human ontology overlap is the objects of God’s knowledge, propositions.  

 

Now by way of defense I would like to present to the reader why I do believe there 

needs to be an overlap, not necessarily a joint exhaustion, of the categories of 

predication, divine and human. 

 

… 

 

The denial of my Clarkian Univocalism is a denial of Plenary Verbal Inspiration, 

and the Protestant Doctrine of Private Judgment. Plenary verbal inspiration posits 

a form of revelation, where the Holy Ghost guides the writers but at the same time 

gives them the freedom to express the core meaning of the Spirit in their own words 

and express their own personalities.  There is an important assumption at the base 

of this position. Namely, it assumes that men can understand what God is 

saying.  The dictation theory asserts that God gave men word for word what they 

were to write with no freedom at all. The assumption here is man’s inability to 

understand what God is saying but God feels an obligation to dictate the scriptures 

to men so men do not mess it up. And since men cannot understand the real 

truth, the scriptures are mere signposts pointing to the true revelation. 

 

Thirdly, the denial of my Clarkian Univocalism operates off of a Neo-Platonic 

system of Ontology where the One is outside of human predication precisely 

because it does not submit to the distinctions required for propositions…  

 

Fourthly, the denial of my Clarkian Univocalism is ipso facto Nestorianism or 

Adoptionism. It denies the Hypostatic Union. Jules Grisham states in his Felled By 

“Good Pleasure”. An Examination Of The Condemnation Of The Grammatico 
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Historical Method Of Interpreting Scripture, As It Was Developed In The 

Exegetical School Of Antioch,  

 

“Theodore, then, to his own thinking, was only being consistent when he taught 

that the human nature of Jesus was essentially distinct from the divine nature of  the 

Son-Logos. [His primary mistake was thinking that the Son was God. - 

DS]  Because he understood hypostasis as referring to the concrete instance of a 

nature (in the sense that a person is a concrete instance, a particular expression, 

of human nature), and because, according to his fundamental understanding 

concerning the radical “other-ness” of God, he insisted that the divine and human 

natures could not be hypostatically joined without corruption of the divine, 

Theodore held that there is an inhering dualism in Christ’s person.  Accordingly, 

he taught that we must think of Christ’s union not as a hypostatic one (that is, of 

substance) but as a prosopic one (that is, of manifestation and 

benevolence).  Prosopon means “face,” “role” (referring to drama as well as to 

social status), or “person,” in the societal-functional sense –i.e., what one 

does.  And the concept he used to explain how this prosopic union came to be and 

remains intact is “assumption.” (pg. 27) 

 

Fifthly, if God is outside of the categories of human language have we not now 

made a mockery of the word Truth? If the truth is something outside of our cognitive 

abilities, we then have no access to truth. We have denied revelation. 

 

Sixthly, if God is outside of the categories of human language, and our knowledge 

is then full of mysteries and paradoxes, this leaves the door open for every religion 

and cult in the world to do the same thing. It is a rejection of Apologetics.  Every 

time we bring up a problem with another religion they can now cop-out and say 

that the before mentioned problem is a mystery outside of human language. 

 

Seventh, if God is outside of the categories of human language, then we have no 

basis to formulate a creed in order to define Orthodoxy and Heresy. 

 

Eighth, as Rutherford points out in Free Disputation and many others pointed out 

in describing the Roman Doctrine of Implicit Faith, the Roman System thrives off 

of the idea that the Common Man cannot understand God. If we make this 

admission we have set ourselves up to have our consciences submitted to a Pagan 

Chain of Being. This is fatal because it denies the fundamental principle of the 

Protestant Reformation: Private Judgment.  If we cannot understand the Trinity 

then we cannot make a Private Judgment on that Doctrine. We must then submit to 

the Church, admitting its supremacy to the Conscience.   

 

Ninth, the Scriptures plainly teach, not only that we can understand God and his 

revelation, but we are obligated to understand. A denial of this is nothing new. Both 

the Papists and the Anabaptists denied it so that the former could saddle their chain 

of being onto the Church and the latter could do away with the first table of the law 

as respects Civil Government and bring mystic-pietism into the supreme position 
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in Christianity. From my summary of Rutherford’s Free Disputation, One Holy 

Catholic Church,  

 

[Footnoted Quotations are from Rutherford] 

 

“Col 2:6  As ye have therefore received Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk ye in him: 

Col 2:7  Rooted and built up in him, and stablished in the faith, as ye have been 

taught, abounding therein with thanksgiving. kjv 

 

Heb 6:18  That by two immutable things, in which it was impossible for God to lie, 

we might have a strong consolation, who have fled for refuge to lay hold upon the 

hope set before us: Heb 6:19  Which hope we have as an anchor of the soul, 

both sure and stedfast, and which entereth into that within the veil; kjv 

 

Luk 1:3  It seemed good to me also, having had perfect understanding of all things 

from the very first, to write unto thee in order, most excellent Theophilus, kjv 

 

2 Tim 3:16  All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for 

doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: 2 Tim 

3:17  That the man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good 

works. kjv 

 

Col 2:1  For I would that ye knew what great conflict I have for you, and for them 

at Laodicea, and for as many as have not seen my face in the flesh; Col 2:2  That 

their hearts might be comforted, being knit together in love, and unto all riches 

of the full assurance of understanding, to the acknowledgement of the mystery of 

God, and of the Father, and of Christ; Col 2:3  In whom are hid all the treasures 

of wisdom and knowledge. kjv 

 

Heb 6:1  Therefore leaving the principles of the doctrine of Christ, let us go 

on unto perfection; not laying again the foundation of repentance from dead 

works, and of faith toward God, Heb 6:2  Of the doctrine of baptisms, and of laying 

on of hands, and of resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judgment. kjv 

 

Heb 5:12  [With Rebuke] For when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have 

need that one teach you again which be the first principles of the oracles of God; 

and are become such as have need of milk, and not of strong meat. Heb 5:13  For 

every one that useth milk is unskilful in the word of righteousness: for he is a babe. 

Heb 5:14  But strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age, even those who 

by reason of use have their senses exercised to discern both good and evil. kjv 

 

1 Pe 3:15 But sanctify the Lord God in your hearts: and be ready always to give 

an answer to every man that asketh you a reason of the hope that is in you with 

meekness and fear: kjv 
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Eph 4:11  And he gave some, apostles; and some, prophets; and some, evangelists; 

and some, pastors and teachers; Eph 4:12 For the perfecting of the saints, for the 

work of the ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ: Eph 4:13  until we all 

attain to the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to a mature 

man, to the measure of the stature which belongs to the fullness of Christ. Eph 

4:14  That we henceforth be no more children, tossed to and fro, and carried about 

with every wind of doctrine, by the sleight of men, and cunning craftiness, whereby 

they lie in wait to deceive; Eph 4:15  but speaking the truth in love, we are to grow 

up in all aspects into Him who is the head, even Christ 
 

Eph 5:26  That he might sanctify and cleanse it with the washing of water by the 

word, Eph 5:27  That he might present it to himself a glorious church, not having 

spot, or wrinkle, or any such thing; but that it should be holy and without blemish.  

 

Now to Rutherford,  

 

Assertion 1.) “A good conscience is a complete entire thing, as our text saith, both 

toward God and man; its not to be a moral man in the duties of the second table, 

and a skeptic in the duties of the first table, not in some few fundamentals, as 

patrons for liberty of conscience do plead, but in the whole revealed will of God; 

and therefore the good conscience consisteth in an indivisible point, as they say, 

the number of four doth, if you add one, or take one from it, you vary the essence, 

and make it three or five, not four; so Paul taketh in completeness in it, I have all 

good conscience, either all or none; and a good conscience toward God and man; 

not a conscience for the streets and the Church, and not for the house, and not for 

the days Hosanna, and not for eternity; therefore they require an habit to a good 

conscience, I have exercised myself to have always a good conscience, there is a 

difference between one song, and the habit of music, and a step and a way, Psal. 

119. 133. order, (not my one single step,) but my steps, ym;[‘P in the plural number; 

to fall on a good word by hazard, and to salute Christ in the by, doth not quit from 

having an evil conscience; as one wrong step, or extemporary slip, doth not render 

a believer a man of an ill conscience; the wicked world quarrel with the saints 

before men, because they cannot live as Angels, but the true and latent cause is 

because they will not live as Devils, and go with them to the same excess of 

riot.”[12] 

 

Assertion 2.) “It argues the word of God, of obscurity and darkness, as not being 

able to instruct us in all truths, and renders it as a nose of wax in all non-

fundamentals, histories, narrations, etc… in which notwithstanding the Scripture 

is as evident, plain, simple, obvious to the lowest capacities in most points, except 

some few Prophecies, as it is in fundamentals, and lays a blasphemies charge on 

the Holy Ghost, as if he had written the Scriptures, upon an intention that we 

should have no assured and fixed knowledge”[13] 

 

Obj.) Fallible men cannot be the stewards of infallible knowledge[14] 
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Ans. 1) “But the wisdom of God (we believe) in the Scripture, is plain, to those that 

open their eyes, otherwise heresy should not only be no sin, contrary to the word of 

God, Tit. 3. 10. 1 Tim. 3. 1. 2. 1 Tim. 6. 4, 5. 2 Tim. 2. 16, 17, 18, 19. but an innocent 

apprehension of apparent truth, as there is no guiltiness in an eye vitiated with 

humors misapprehending colors that are white; and seeing them to be red when 

they are not so”[15] 

 

Ans. 2) “Papists shall be in better case than we, for though they say that the 

Scriptures are dark and obscure, and admit of themselves divers and contrary 

senses, so that we cannot bottom our faith on them, yet the juridicial 

interpretation of the Church is to men a ground of faith, and that is the ground 

of faith which the Church giveth, as the only true sense of Scripture.”[16] 

 

Ans. 3) “If any man say to you, lo here is Christ or lo there, believe it not: why if 

he teach me where Christ is, if I hear not him, I refuse to hear Christ, Matth. 10. 

40, 41. Ergo the false Christ is knowable, Tit. 2. 10. An heretic avoid, & c. when 

Solomon saith, Make not friendship with an angry man, is not the formality of anger 

in the heart? if any should reply to Solomon, God only knows who is the angry man, 

who is the patient and meek man, therefore we will make friendship with all men, 

or with no man. Should any say, there is no such man knowable, should he not 

contradict the Holy Ghost? So must we say, there is not such a man knowable to a 

mortal man as a false Prophet, or an heretic; and therefore Paul doth but mock the 

Philippians, who were not infallible, when he writes to them thus, Beware of dogs; 

and John when he saith, If any man bring not this doctrine, receive him not into 

your house. Might not Libertines say, God commands us to run the hazard of 

encroaching upon God’s chair, for who but he who knows the heart can tell who 

is the heretic, who not: when the Lord rebukes association with Thieves, Robbers, 

Slanderers, Prov. 1. 11, 12. Ps. 15. 18. holdeth he not forth that the Thief, the 

Robber, and the Slanderer are knowable?”[17] 

 

Ans 4.) “and because there is no man infallible in taking up the right sense of the 

Scripture, if ye control the Jew, or put him off his sense of the Old Testament, which 

yields him this faith, Mary’s son is a false lying Prophet, the Apostles and all the 

martyrs are but cousening Impostors, yea domineer over the Conscience and force 

his faith, because ye are not infallible, ye may not condemn the way of any, for ye 

know not but they be the wheat, and you the tares, for ought that Scripture saith on 

either side: Never man in this life is sure of his faith and salvation from Scripture, 

and since the Jew may be wheat, if ye would go to”[18] 

 

Obj.) “But now since the Prophets and Apostles fell asleep, no Magistrate, no 

Synod is infallible, all men are apt to deceive, and be deceived, for whether in 

fundamentals or non-fundamentals: none now can challenge Prophetical or 

Apostolic infallibility”[19] 

 

Ans.) “yea but it holdeth in believing fundamentals, as well as non-fundamentals, 

for in neither have we Prophetical infallibility and immediate Oracles, and 
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Scripture shows we have as great darkness, blindness of mind, natural fluctuation 

to believe nothing in supernatural fundamentals in the Gospel, as in non-

fundamentals, but with trepidation and doubting of mind, we no more having 

monopolized the Spirit to us than Sectaries”[20] 

A tender conscience smacks of popery. 

 

“The causes of a scrupulous conscience are 1. God’s wise and just permission. 2. 

Satan’s working and acting on a cold, distracted, sad bodily complexion. 3. 

Ignorance. Weakness of judgment. 4. Immoderate fear troubling reason. 5. 

Inconstancy of the mind. 6. And withal some tenderness. Gregorius said, bonarum 

conscientiarum est ibi culpam agnoscere, ubi culpa non est. It is one of the most 

godly errors, and a sin that smelleth of grace. Papists, miserable comforters, say, 

a special way to be delivered, is to submit yourself to a superior’s blind command. 

They say, a Priest was freed of his scruple, when he obeyed Bernard’s bare word, 

and trusted in it; hearing that, Vade et meâ fide confisus sacrifica, go and upon my 

faith sacrifice confidently.”[21] 

 

Summary statement 

 

The conscience is to be a complete moral man in both the first and second tables of 

the law, finding its good intentions from the word of God alone. From this word we 

know the sins to be repented of and confessed, never to dwell on them again in guilt 

having been cleansed by Christ’s blood (Heb 10:22).  To those pure in heart having 

their hearts cleansed by the washing of the Spirit in the new covenant all things are 

pure…our conscience is to be strong in its understanding of what God’s moral law 

requires of us and what it has made free. To the meat sacrificed to idols the moral 

law remains the same (Ex 34:15).  That is eating meat sacrificed to an idol with the 

purpose of doing homage to it,  is a sin if it is done with the knowledge that it was 

sacrificed to an idol (1 Cor. 10: 19-21, 25-28, Rev 2:14, 20). Therefore, the 

conscience is vital in respect of moral law regarding what it knows and what it does 

not…This however, does not mean that the conscience determines what is right 

and wrong. That is to make an idol of conscience and to make ourselves God.  In 

respect to the ignorant conscience, there are differing degrees of sin on both sides: 

A grievous sin for partaking of the meat with ignorance and a lesser sin for being 

ignorant. The foundation of a good conscience is the Bible alone.  A good 

conscience offers to God only that which he has commanded and never thinks good 

works can be established by the religious zeal and pretended piety of 

men.  However, when the conscience acts upon the word of God we should, as it 

were, reverence the Ambassador as the King. 

 

Decisions of Synods, though they should be examined thoroughly as the noble 

Bereans examined Paul’s teaching, should be received as binding on the 

conscience if they be found to be agreeable to scripture.  The conscience is to be 

fully studied and persuaded of all things taught in the scripture, whether directly 

or by good and necessary consequence, to be equipped for every good work, not 

just fundamentals. No matter what experience a tender conscience may have, these 
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experiences have no right to bind the conscience to any man made rule as if the 

violating of it be sin.  A drunken relative gives no reason to profess alcohol a sin.  A 

gluttonous friend makes not meat a thing carnal.  A cruel cattle farmer does not 

make cheeseburgers iniquitous.  Human trafficking and wide-spread adultery do 

not make sex shameful.  Lung cancer does not make moderate tobacco smoking 

unclean.  Such a conscience reeks of false piety, self divinization and man-made 

religion. 

 

Finally, the rejection of my Clarkian Univocalism relies on Pantheistic and Pagan 

assumptions of God’s Infinity.  People will say that I cannot put the Infinite into 

finite categories, not knowing that they are submitting to Pantheism. 
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IV. Pagan Theology Proper Contrasted 

with the Bible 
 

 

Paganism 

 

The Bible 

1. The Supreme principle is a monad 

huperousia. Operating on the false premise that 

the divine mind is a disembodied container of 

a  collection of parts called ideas (Thus Ideas 

are things) the conclusion is drawn that the 

ultimate principle cannot be a person because 

persons require composition and meaning and 

composition and meaning requires a cause of 

unity and universal ideas as things above the 

person in order for that person to be what he is. 

Thus, the ultimate principle must transcend all 

minds, ideas, things and compositions in order 

to collect them, define and thus constitute them 

and unify them as an entity. This is the doctrine 

of divine simplicity, a.k.a. huperousia.  

1. The Supreme principle is a person with 

thoughts and emotions.  Thoughts are not 

things they are the activities of a mind. The 

genus/universal is not a thing. It is the 

intellectual activity of a mind; it pertains to 

epistemology not being.  Thus, God is not a 

composition of things that need to be unified 

simply because he thinks and has knowledge. 

And no universal thing needs to stand over him 

in order for him to mean something. The 

pantheist position confuses a noun and a verb 

when it says thoughts are things. (Reification 

fallacy) The pantheist position also conflates 

ontology with epistemology when it says that 

universals are things.  

2. Because of the monad, there is no distinction 

between nature, will and activity. Thus, the 

universe emanates out of the monad 

necessarily, and eternally as an extension of a 

single substance, pace pantheism. The world is 

in a constant never ending series of death and 

rebirth.40  

2. Voluntary creation ex nihilo. Because God 

is a person and not a monad huperousia, his 

nature, will and activity are distinct.  Thus, 

God is ontologically distinct from the universe. 

3. Our problem is that we have been trapped or 

maliciously snared inside of a material 

existence. We are an eternal soul, the Monad 

huperousia but in some way trapped inside of 

this material reality. Salvation is found in an 

ecstatic trance which suspends the cognitive 

faculty and having become oblivious of self 

and the world, the soul sees the One alone after 

it has been liberated from the earthly material 

attachments. One must relate to the One then 

through a hierarchy of priests who must be 

submitted to implicitly seeing truth as far 

beyond the capabilities of the common man; 

3. Our problem is not the physical world, it is 

sin. Salvation has a lot to do with rationally 

understanding truths and implementing that 

truth in the physical world (Like dietary laws) 

and especially our bodies (John 6:63-68, John 

5:46-47); because we are our bodies. There is 

no ghost in the shell. Man then can search the 

scriptures directly and expect to be able to 

understand them seeing that the supreme being 

has made him in his image and has 

communicated to him directly.  

 

                                                           
40 George Stanley Faber, The Origin of Pagan Idolatry 
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the One being outside of all the categories of 

language.   

4. There is no such thing as good and evil in 

the Abrahamic sense of guilt and judgment. 

Good and evil are defined in ontological terms. 

Spirit is good. Matter is evil.  Good and evil is 

then liberation and attachment to the material 

world and the good is to be sought through 

ascetic disciplines which liberate the soul from 

the attachments of the physical world. 

Meaning and morality requires a dialectic of 

opposition-No good without evil. 

4. Good and evil is defined as conformity to or 

transgression of the Law of God. Attachment, 

per se, is good. The material world is good and 

this good is not dependent on evil. God’s 

goodness does not depend upon creation and 

the existence of evil.  (Gen. 1-2, Psa. 16:2, Job 

35:6) 

 

5. The real self is a ghost or soul that is trapped 

inside of the clay prison of the body. It has 

undergone many series of deaths, 

transmigrations and reincarnations. 

5. There is no ghost in the shell. The physical 

body and its many faculties together with the 

blood that is the life, and the breathe of life is 

the soul, a living being. When the body dies the 

soul sleeps and is reanimated at the 

resurrection. Never at any time are we in a state 

of disembodiment.  

6. Race is a part of the malicious imposition of 

the material world. Therefore, it must be 

forcefully overcome and dissolved through 

integration and miscegenation; thus 

Imperialism. 

6. Race is something that God created, 

possibly before the flood, but regarding the 

races we know now, beginning with the family 

of Noah whom he commanded to disperse 

throughout the world after he separated the 

lands in the days of Peleg. Instead they united 

in Imperialism at the Tower of Babel. God then 

forced racial separation; thus Nationalism. 
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There is a certain allure to the pagan religions of the world. It tickles the senses. It incites 

the will to understand mysteries and fills the mind with an appearance of wisdom; a path of 

discipline; a seeming culture and sense of beauty; a pathway of progression; a measuring stick to 

test the quality of the life one is living. A bridge that mediates between the phenomenal and 

noumenal realm. A sense of progression; of movement; accomplishment; and even a sense of 

enlightenment; a raising of nature; of atonement; and when one looks close enough, a distinct root 

in history begins to emerge. We also see, regeneration and union with all things in the divine 

principle. However, as Dr. Clark says in his Hellenistic Philosophy (Appleton-Century-Crofts: 

New York, 1940) pgs. 229-230,  

 

“These Ideas, however, this Divine Mind, is still not the highest principle of all. For 

in this realm duality remains. Since the Ideas are distinct from each other, there is 

multiplicity. In knowledge there is always a subject and a predicate, a knower and 

an object known, and hence duality. But duality is secondary to unity. Therefore, it 

still remains to climb the steep ascent of heaven to the source, the One. The 

climbing of the ascent and the resting of the summit, let it be noted, are not the same 

thing. The rational process of philosophic dialectic demonstrate the necessary 

existence of the One.  He who has felt the urge to unity can never rest in plurality, 

and is forced to posit a source superior to all diversity. But if we are to know that 

source and not just infer it, we must experience the One in mystic trance…the 

ordinary conditions of consciousness are suspended and, having become oblivious 

of self and the world, the soul sees the One alone.  The soul no longer knows 

whether it has a body, and cannot tell whether it is a man, or a living being, or 

anything real at all. …The vision is a direct contact with the One, a divine 

illumination. All knowledge is rather like our sight of sense objects on a cloudy 

day; in the vision we see the Source of the light which made knowledge possible, 

and we see it directly in all its brilliance. ..This experience is not abnormal, it is but 

the exercise of a faculty which all have though few use…The experience itself 

cannot be written down, it can only be experienced”. 

 

Truth is then an encounter and not a proposition thought by the mind of man, which, in its 

distinction, is the problem in the first place. And thus, faced with the barrier to true illumination, 

human nature itself, enlightenment necessitates dissolution.  

 

This great epistemic indictment on the quality of human nature as an extension of the absolutely 

alien essence of the ultimate reality became the foundations for human priest-craft.  The History 

of this dark development was catalogued by Eusèbe Salverte in his The Occult Sciences, Volume 

1, where we read in the preface, xv-xvii,  

 

“the degree of scientific knowledge existing in an early period of society, was much 

greater than the moderns are willing to admit; but that it was confined 

to the temples, carefully veiled from the eyes of the people, and exposed only 

to the priesthood. This fact was well exemplified in Egypt, where the ascendency 

of the priesthood, from this cause, was so paramount, that a Prince could not be 

established on his throne until he was initiated into the greater mysteries 

of the temples: yet, prior to that period, if the royal personage happened to be a 
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member of the military order, he could not be a partaker of these important secrets 

until he became King…The priests, consequently, were justly esteemed to possess 

all the knowledge that could he acquired by a peculiar education engrafted upon 

superior understanding: and they constituted a hierarchy, having almost 

unbounded influence in the civil as well as the religious polity of the state. As 

priests, they were the interpreters of the sacred books, the confidential advisers 

of the monarch, and the regulators of his conduct. They were also the judges of 

the land, and filled most of the important offices of the government. Their great 

object was to maintain their influence over the multitude; for which purpose, they 

not only preserved all knowledge in their own body, but entrusted the higher 

mysteries of their faith only to such individuals, even of the priesthood, as were 

known to excel in virtue and wisdom. To render their ascendency, also, 

over the minds of the people more secure, they pretended to skill in divination; to 

be able to presage future events; to foresee and to avert impending calamities, and 

to bring down the vengeance of the gods upon the profane for every dereliction of 

duty, or neglect of their service. 

 

It must be evident that such a state of mental control could not be preserved without 

operating on the superstitious feelings of the multitude; consequently, sacrifices, 

rites, and ceremonies were instituted; and displays of sacerdotal power 

over the elements of nature which appear altogether improbable were witnessed. 

[Like when a Catholic Priest presumably changes bread and wine into flesh and 

blood. -DS]” 

 

It is my intention to expose to you the substantial history and theology behind Paganism past and 

present and to prove that the gods of the ancient pagan pantheons were created by this notorious 

priesthood and were based on the biblical story of Noah and his family and the war that ensued 

between the godly line of Noah’s son Shem and the wicked hordes of Nimrod, son of Ham and his 

Babylonian coup de ta, as deified ancestors of the original peoples that populated the earth after 

the flood and the dispersion that took place after the Tower of Babel. Noah will be displayed as 

the second great patriarch of mankind who bore three sons just as Adam, the first Patriarch, bore 

three sons. This is the foundation for the Pagan concepts of a Trinity that emanates from a monad 

and is not a product of an alleged primitive Trinitarian theology given by prophetic revelation. 

Noah would play the role of the supreme god and his three emanations, Shem, Ham, and Japheth. 

I have learned this most profound and illuminating information principally from two authors, 

Alexander Hislop in his masterpiece, The Two Babylons but especially George Stanley Faber’s  

three volume masterpiece The Origin of Pagan Idolatry, where he shows in exhaustive and specific 

detail not only from the Pagan religions of Europe, Mesopotamia and Africa, but also east Asia, 

and the Americas, that the uniformity to Pagan religion and its host of deities is due to its historical 

source in the life and progeny of the prophet Noah as deified ancestors of the original peoples who 

survived the flood.  

 

After asserting that the original paganism of the tower of Babel, split into two groups Buddhism 

and Brahmenism, Faber states on pages 88-89, 102-103 in a fascinating account of the history of 

mankind,  
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“There is some reason for believing, that, immediately before that period, a great 

disagreement arose respecting the particular modification of the apostate system of 

theology : one party advocating a form more simple, though directly tending to 

atheism when pushed to extremities; another, advocating a form more complex and 

naturally productive of polytheism by repeated distinct personifications of the 

various attributes of the great father and mother; and a third, willing to 

accommodate matters by adopting both  forms, and blending them together, as far 

as might be, into one. However this may be, the two theories of Brahmenism and 

Buddhism appear to me to have existed from the very days of Nimrod; because 

there is no country upon the face of the earth, in which I do not find distinct traces 

of one or both of them. When examined, they melt into each other: and, 

notwithstanding the hatred that subsists between their respective votaries in 

Hindostan, they are plainly, at the bottom, mere variations of one and the same 

system. Nor will this appear strange to any one, who has observed the operations 

of the human mind: by a singular fatality, the smaller the difference of opinion 

between varying sects and the less important the points of discrepancy, the greater 

has usually been the bitterness of contention. So far as I have been able to observe. 

Buddhism seems in all ages to have been the favourite theory of the unmixed and 

warlike Cuthim; while Brahmenism, generally more or less blended with 

Buddhism, has chiefly prevailed among the mixed nations of the earth. Their 

original identity, and the circumstance of their being so frequently blended together, 

render it not always easy to distinguish the one from the other. 

 

… 

 

The first postdiluvians knew, that each of the two worlds commenced from a man 

who had three sons, and that there were many other striking points of mutual 

resemblance which have been already pointed out: but Wisdom was not satisfied 

with a plain story ; the doctrine of an endless succession of worlds was improved 

into that of an endless succession of exactly similar worlds, each invariably 

commencing with the same great parent and his three sons, whose souls passed by 

transmigration from one set of bodies into another and thus incessantly reappeared 

and reacted their parts upon the earth. The first postdiluvians knew, that one 

omnipotent and omnipresent Being was the sole creator and moderator of the 

Universe; a Being, who alone could claim to himself the attribute of proper 

independent eternity: but Wisdom had conferred this vary attribute of eternity upon 

matter, and afterwards upon the souls of the great father and his three sons (to say 

nothing of the souls of all their offspring) who had everlastingly been disappearing 

and reappearing at the commencement of every successive world ; hence both 

matter and the triplicated great father had usurped an attribute, which was 

necessarily peculiar to the Godhead. What then was to be done under such 

circumstances? Some were taught by Wisdom to adopt the theory of two 

independent principles: others naturally enough exclaimed against the palpable 

absurdity of such a system ; and for them, Wisdom, ever kindly ready to solve all 

difficulties, had provided another expedient. This was, since the great triplicated 

father was confessedly eternal, to identify him with the Deity; and, since matter was 
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also eternal, to make the soul of the great father the Soul of the World, and to give 

him the whole Universe for his body- But here it would readily be objected, how 

can the mere man Adam or Noah, whose office it is to appear at the beginning of 

every new world, be admitted as God, when his form has always been that of a 

simple mortal ? To this question Wisdom is at no loss for a reply : the body indeed 

was the body of a man, but the immortal soul was the deity himself ; from time to 

time he descends and becomes incarnate in the person of the great father and on 

special occasions appears in the form of other eminent characters : the spirit of this 

eternal great father, with whom when multiplied into three forms each world 

commences, is to be revered as the true plastic arranger and governor of the 

Universe ; beside him there is no god, for his three forms or his eight forms are 

equally a delusion emanating from him and resolveable into his sacred essence.  

 

Thus, as the Apostle speaks, did Wisdom teach mankind at Babel to change the 

truth of God into a lye, and to worship the creature more than or in preference to 

the Creator.” 

 

Both of these systems are logically controlled by the Platonic principle of huperousia. At the top 

of both structures, we are met with an essence that transcends the categories of human language 

and provides the ontological groundwork for the entirety of either philosophy.  In Brahmanism it 

is Śaṅkara Brahma. In Buddhism it is Nirvana.41 

 

Buddhism is the search for Nirvana: 

 

“Nirvana is not primarily an absolute reality beyond or behind the universe but 

rather a special state of mind in which all the causes and conditions responsible for 

rebirth and suffering have been eliminated. 

 

What is important to point out is that the concern of the Pāli Nikāyas is not to 

describe nirvana, which, strictly speaking, is beyond logic and language”.42 

 

This anchoretic philosophy was assumed by Christianity after its calculated rejection of the Torah. 

Isaac Taylor’s Ancient Christianity deals with this issue in detail which I will review later.  

 

As a side note. This philosophy is the basis of Anarchy and Communism. In the AGGANNA 

SUTTA: On Knowledge of Beginnings, we find the primordial basis for Anarchy and Communism 

in the Buddhist rejection of the Hindu Caste system, proclaiming the equality of all. To no surprise 

the Catholic Church which was tutored by Buddhism, as Taylor will later demonstrate, established 

Western Communism, in their Monasteries. In the New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia, in its 

article entitled, “Poverty” we read, 

 

“The express vow of renunciation of all private property was introduced into the 

profession of the Friars Minor in 1260. About the same time another change took 

place; hitherto no limit had been placed on the common possessions of religious, 

                                                           
41 http://www.iep.utm.edu/buddha/  
42 Ibid.  
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but the mendicant orders in the thirteenth century forbade the possession, even in 

common, of all immovable property distinct from the convent, and of all revenues; 

and the Friars Minor of the strict observance, desiring to go one step further, 

assigned to the Holy See the ownership of all their property, even the most 

indispensable. Following the example of St. Francis and St. Dominic, many 

founders established their orders on a basis of common poverty, and the Church 

saw a large increase in the number of the mendicant orders until the foundation of 

the clerks regular in the sixteenth century; even then, many orders united common 

poverty with the regular clerical life: such were the Theatines (1524), whose rule 

was to live on alms and contributions spontaneously given; and the Society of Jesus 

(1540). It soon became evident that this profession of poverty which had so greatly 

edified the thirteenth century was exposed to grave abuses, that a certain state of 

destitution created more cares than it removed, and was not conducive either to 

intellectual activity or to strict observance; and that mendicity might become an 

occasion of scandal. Consequently the Council of Trent(Sess. XXV, c. iii, de reg.) 

permitted all monasteries, except those of the Friars Minor Observantines and the 

Capuchins, to possess immovable property, and consequently the income derived 

therefrom; but the Carmelites and the Society of Jesus, in its professed houses, 

continue to practise the common poverty which forbids the possession of assured 

incomes.”43 

 

Next, I will argue that the religions of the world have great similarities as they were perversions 

of an ancient Monotheistic religion held by a common family at the primordial dispersions of man. 

In the Journal of the American Oriental Society, Volume 35, pg. 221-223, “Tammuz and Osiris”, 

1915 by George Barton, PhD Harvard University, professor of Semitic languages at Bryn Mawr 

College, Pennsylvania, we read,   

 

 “The linguistic phenomena already considered indicate that there is a real kinship 

between the Hamitic and the Semitic peoples, and suggest that Osiris may be as 

original a product of the Egyptian religious genius as Tammuz was of the Semitic 

religious genius. Wiedemann, de Morgan and Erman hold that Arabia was the 

original home of the Hamito-Semitic race, from which the Hamites migrated to 

Africa. On the other hand Palgrave, Bertin, Noldeke, Jastrow, Keane, N. 

Schmidt, and the present writer have thought that the cradle land of these peoples 

was North Africa, from whence the ancestors of the Semites migrated to Arabia. On 

whichever hypothesis one works, he has a common origin for the two 

peoples, and in all probability a common origin for the two gods quite apart from 

                                                           
43 http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/12324a.html; See also Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Second Part of the 

Second Part, Question 66, Article 2, 

http://www.newadvent.org/summa/3066.htm#article7; Sir Thomas More’s Utopia; The Jesuit Reductions in 

Paraguay and the connection to Karl Marx  and the Jesuit Father Beck as Marx admits, 

“Bismarck complained in his North German Gazette that I was in league with Father Beck, the 

leader of the Jesuit movement, and that we were keeping the socialist movement in such a 

condition that he could do nothing with it.” 

https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/bio/media/marx/79_01_05.htm 

 

 



74 

 

any theory of borrowing. In either case both peoples originated in a desert-oasis 

environment peculiarly favorable for the organization of matriarchal clans. Both 

peoples were forced by their hard environment from savagery into barbarism at a 

relatively early stage of the world's history. Similar physical environment would 

induce both peoples to deify the power of fertility, and the similar social 

organization of both peoples would lead them in the first instance to regard the 

deified pair as mother and son, or brother and sister. As the social organization was 

transformed to the patriarchal the relation would be changed to that of 

husband and wife. In the myths that have grown about both the Semitic and the 

Egyptian pair we find evidence of both relationships. 

 

It now seems fairly well made out that Ishtar was a universal Semitic 

goddess, i. e., that each early Semitic tribe had its Ishtar. It is also probable that her 

male counterpart was also to be found among all the Semites, although he was not 

like the goddess universally known among all the Semites in the historical period 

by the same name. Thus among the Babylonians he was called Dumuzi, corrupted 

by the Hebrews to Tammuz, by the north Arabians he was called Dhu-'l-

Shara, and by the Phoenicians Eshmunand Adonis.  Now it might well happen that 

a pair of deities of fertility was worshipped by each of the Egyptian tribes that 

resided in each of the forty-two nomes of primitive Egypt, or in a majority of 

them, and that other epithets displaced in most cases the common name by which 

the deities in earlier time had been called. Indeed it is possible that among the 

Hamites there never was, as among the Semites, one universally employed name. 

The facts for Egypt are these. Osiris was worshipped at two nomes, Dedu, in the 

Delta, afterward called Busiris, and at Abydos, the capital of the nome of This in 

Upper Egypt. Egyptologists detect at Abydos the presence of another deity, 

whom Osiris displaced. This god was Khenti-Amentiu, "First of the 

westerners." We also hear of a god Enhor of This. Must not these gods have been 

kindred to Osiris? Had that not been the case is it probable that he would have 

displaced them? Isis was the goddess of Philae, but she was also the mother of 

Horus, the local god of Edfu, whom she is pictured as suckling in the marshes—a 

striking parallel to the Semitic myths of Ishtar and Tammuz. Egypt possessed also 

many other deities of fertility. There was the god Min of Koptos who was so 

intensely a god of fertility that he is usually pictured, as on the walls of the temple 

of Hatshepsut at Der el-Bahri, with phallus erect. There were Horus of Edfu, Atum 

of Heliopolis, and Amon of Thebes, who became sun-gods as expressions of the 

fact that they were gods of fertility. There was the goddess Opet, who presided over 

childbirth, and was in some places reverenced as the mother of Osiris. Hathor of 

Dendera and Aphroditopolis and Bast of Bubastis were goddesses of 

love and fertility. They were usually pictured as nude, and lewd ceremonies were 

celebrated in honor of Bast at her festivals. Hierodouloi existed in connection with 

the worship of the god Ptah of Memphis. When one takes into consideration all 

these facts, and remembers that Isis was a water goddess, and that Osiris is 

sometimes a water god and sometimes a god of vegetation, it seems difficult to 

escape the conclusion that this pair, like the other Egyptian deities named, are 

developments from primitive Hamitic gods and goddesses of fertility, which in 
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origin and nature were similar to the primitive gods and goddesses of the Semitic 

peoples. If this be true, Osiris and Tammuz are but special independent 

survivals and manifestations of a primitive cult once common to both 

Hamites and Semites. This in our present state of knowledge seems at least a more 

plausible and historical view than to suppose that the Osiris cult was borrowed 

from Semites or from Babylonia.” 

 

As is common knowledge among Historians the original principle of Egypt’s religion was 

monotheism.44 However, we read of the narrative that was key to the Paganization of Egypt in The 

Gods and Goddesses of Ancient Egypt by Wilkinson, page 17-18,  

 

“The form of the sun god usually associated with this creation was Atum, who was 

sometimes said to have existed within the primeval waters “in his egg” as a way of 

explaining the origin of the god. At the moment of creation Atum was said to have 

been born out of the primordial flood as “he who came into being himself”, thus 

becoming the source of all further creation. The god next produced two children, 

Shu (air) and Tefnut (moisture), from himself. Several versions of the story exist, 

but in all of them Atum’s children are produced through the exhalation of the god’s 

body fluids or mucus – either through the metaphor of masturbation, spitting or 

sneezing. 

 

In return, this first pair produced their own children, Geb (earth) and Nut (Sky), 

who took their respective places below and above their parents, giving the creation 

its full spatial extent. Geb and Nut then produced the deities Osiris and Isis, Seth 

and Nephthys who viewed from one perspective represented the fertile land of 

Egypt and the surrounding desert, so that the key elements of the Egyptian universe 

were completed at this time. Frequently the god Horus, son and heir of Osiris and 

the deity most closely associated with kingship, was added to this group, thus 

supplying the link between the physical creation and societal structures. All these 

aspects, however, were viewed as simply extensions of the original coming into 

being of the sun god who lay at the heart of this world view and who was thus ‘the 

father of all’ and ‘ruler of the gods’.” 

 

We also see in the depiction of Papyrus of Herubes, Ra on his solar barge with the great three Seth, 

Horus and Thoth. Horus was Osiris reborn and remember it was Set who killed Osiris his brother; 

very much akin to the Biblical story of Cain and Abel.  

                                                           
44 Ridpath’s Universal History, Part II, Section IX, page 83 



76 

 

 
http://www.siloam.net/members.aol.com/rushjudi/private/seth1.gif 

 

Now, there is also the striking similarity between Osiris and Noah. Commenting on Gen. 7:11 John 

Gill says,  

 

“it is very remarkable what Plutarch relates, that Osiris went into the ark the 

seventeenth of Athyr, which month is the second after the autumnal equinox, and 

entirely agrees with the account of Moses concerning Noah”.  

 

In Plutarch's Morals, Theosophical Essays, On Isis And Osiris we read,  

 

“XIII. That when Osiris reigned over the Egyptians he made them reform their 

destitute and bestial mode of living, showing them the art of cultivation, and giving 

them laws, and teaching them how to worship the gods. Afterwards he travelled 

over the whole earth, civilizing it; far from requiring arms, he tamed mankind 

through persuasion and reasoning joined with song of all kinds and music which he 

brought over; wherefore he is held by the Greeks to be the same with Bacchus. That 

Typhon, during his absence, did not rebel, because Isis was on her guard, and able 

to keep watch upon him vigorously; but after Osiris returned Typhon laid a plot 

against him, having taken seventy and two men into the conspiracy, and having for 

helper a queen coming out of Ethiopia, whom they call Asò. That she secretly 

measured the body of Osiris, and made to the size a handsome and highly 

ornamented coffer which he carried into the banqueting room. And as they were all 

delighted with its appearance and admired it; Typhon promised in sport that 

whoever should lie down within it, and should exactly fit, he would make him a 

present of the chest; and after the others had tried, one by one, and nobody fitted it; 

then Osiris got in, and laid himself down, thereupon the conspirators running up 

shut down the lid, and fastened it with spike-nails from the outside, and poured 

melted lead over them, and so carried it out to the River, and let it go down the 

Tanaite branch into the sea: which branch on that account is hateful, and unlucky 

for Egyptians to name. These things are said to have been done on the 17th day of 

the month 

 

p. 12 
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Athor, when the sun is passing through the Scorpion, Osiris then being in the eight 

and twentieth year of his reign. Some have it that he had lived, not reigned, such a 

time. 

 

… 

 

XXXIX. The conspiracy and tyranny of Typhon means the power of drought 

getting the better of, and destroying the moisture that both generates and augments 

the Nile: and his helper, the Queen of the Ethiopians, signifies the south winds from 

Ethiopia; for when these prevail over the Etesian winds (which drive the clouds 

towards Ethiopia), and hinder them from dissolving into rains and swelling the Nile, 

then does Typhon take possession and burn; and at that time he has completely 

mastered the Nile, which through weakness is contracted and shrunk up within 

itself; and drives it out, hollow and humble, into the sea: for the shutting up of Osiris 

in the coffer probably means nothing else than the concealment and disappearance 

of the water: for which reason they say that Osiris vanished in the month Athyr, at 

which time, the Etesian winds having entirely ceased, the Nile recedes, and the 

country is laid bare, and night lengthening, darkness is increased, and the power of 

light wastes away and is subdued, and the priests also perform other dismal rites, 

and cover a gilt ox with a black veil of linen; and so exhibit it in mourning for the 

goddess (for they consider the ox as the animated image of Osiris) for four 

consecutive days, beginning with the seventeenth.”45  

 

I find it startling how similar Noah’s ark looked in the recent Noah movie to a coffin floating in 

the sea: 

 
 

In ancient Mesopotamian Mythology, the Chaldean God El destroyed the world with a flood.46  

                                                           
45 http://www.sacred-texts.com/cla/plu/pte/pte04.htm 
46 Ridpath, 133 
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In Myths from Mesopotamia: Creation, The Flood, Gilgamesh, and Others, edited by Stephanie 

Dalley, we read of Atrahasis who saved the world by building an ark surviving the great flood.  

 

Next and possibly most dramatic of all the Indian religion of Hinduism. Even a cursory 

examination of this religion begins with an alarming similarity between the name of the principle 

Jewish Patricarch Abraham and the supreme God of Hinduism, Brahma who has four heads 

agreeing with our original intention of showing the connection to Noah and his three sons.  

 

Next, consider the Hindu deity Vishnu. In Asian Mythologies published by the University of 

Chicago Press, pages 79-80, we read of Manu, the man who built an ark and saved his family from 

the great flood.  

 

Moreover, the Semitic origins of Hindu religion can be found again in the name of Vishnu itself. 

Alexander Hislop states in his famous work, The Two Babylons, page 195,  

 

“Vishnu is just the Sanscrit form of the Chaldee ‘Ish-nuh,’ ‘the man Noah,’ or the 

‘Man of rest.” 

 

Moreover, in the Hindu caste system the upper caste are priests. We read on 

http://www.eupedia.com/,  

 

“Indian J2a 

 

Within India, J2a is more common among the upper castes and decreases in 

frequency with the caste level. This can be explained by the assimilation of local 

J2a (and R2) people from Bactria and Pakistan by the R1a Indo-European warriors 

who descended from the Volga-Ural region of Russia (Sintashta culture) and 

established themselves for a few centuries in southern Central Asia, immediately 

north of the Hindu Kush (including the Oxus civilization) before moving on to 

conquer the Indian subcontinent. J2a would have reached Bactria with the 

expansion of Neolithic herders from the Middle East who then blended with the 

indigenous hunter-gatherers belonging chiefly to R2.” 

 

Why is this significant? J2a is a specific genetic cluster of the Jewish Priestly class!47  

 

Now the Greeks learned their religion from Egypt. The History of Herodotus By Herodotus, Book 

II states,  

 

“The Egyptians were also the first to introduce solemn assemblies, processions, and 

litanies to the gods; of all which the Greeks were taught the use by them. It seems 

to me a sufficient proof of this that in Egypt these practices have been established 

from remote antiquity, while in Greece they are only recently known.  

 

The Egyptians do not hold a single solemn assembly, but several in the course of 

the year. Of these the chief, which is better attended than any other, is held at the 

                                                           
47 See Y-chromosomal Aaron 
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city of Bubastis in honour of Diana. The next in importance is that which takes 

place at Busiris, a city situated in the very middle of the Delta; it is in honour of 

Isis, who is called in the Greek tongue Demiter (Ceres). [This is reaffirmed in The 

Library of Greek Mythology ed. Robin Hard (New York: Oxford University Press, 

1997) 60, 197, 263] There is a third great festival in Sais to Minerva, a fourth in 

Heliopolis to the Sun, a fifth in Buto to Latona, and a sixth in Papremis to Mars.”48 
 

We read in The Library of Greek Mythology By Apollodorus of the myth of Deucalion who built 

an ark and survived the great flood. It is then no surprise that they named their great Philosophical 

principle, the Nous, after our Biblical Patriarch Noah, which Faber discusses on pages 172-175 in 

Volume 1 of his masterpiece.  

 

The Greek Pre-Socratic period is understood to begin with Thales 585 B.C. until the time 

of Socrates 400 B.C. Before the time of Thales, Greek philosophy was dominated by the drunken 

Homeric religion of Zeus, Hades, Apollo and the pantheon of vice stricken gods and goddesses of 

the ancient world. Accompanying this pantheon were the mystery cults involving strange blood 

rituals, trances, self-flagellation, and the eating of raw flesh. Wars were said to be determined by 

esoteric omens such as a serpent devouring a sparrow49. This religion promised no eternal reward 

for virtue after death, nor eternal consequences for evil. There was only Hades to look forward to, 

a hopeless dreary fate of nothingness. 

 

This age of mysticism was to end with the philosophers. Reason was to dominate the minds of 

men and not superstition. The beginning of this task was the school of the Milesians and Thales.  

 

Thales was trained by Egyptian Priests,  

 

“Thales increased the reputation Pythagoras had already acquired, by 

communicating to him such disciplines as he was able to impart: and, apologizing 

for his old age, and the imbecility of his body, he exhorted him to sail into Egypt, 

and associate with the Memphian and the Diospolitan priests.  For he confessed that 

his own reputation for wisdom, was derived from the instructions of these priests; 

but that he was neither naturally, nor by exercise, endued with those excellent 

prerogatives, which were so visibly displayed in the person of Pythagoras.  Thales, 

therefore, gladly announced to him, from all these circumstances, that he would 

become the wisest and most divine of all men, if he associated with these Egyptian 

priests. ”50 

 

The Milesians posited five major principles: 

 

1. All things have their source in a single substance. 

2. This substance is eternal; it never began and will never end. 

                                                           
48 http://classics.mit.edu/Herodotus/history.2.ii.html 

 
49 Iliad II, 308 
50 Thomas Taylor,  Iamblichus’ Life of Pythagoras, pg. 8 
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3. This substance cannot be exhausted and continues infinitely into space. 

4. Our world was preceded by others and will be proceeded after it dissolves. 

5. Motion and change is spontaneous. This substance is alive and the tendency to 

change is essential to it; change is not simply the result of an external force. 

 

This construction was defended with arguments that emphasized the organic relationship 

of all things. When we eat bread the nutrition of the bread becomes our fingernails, therefore, bread 

is fingernails; water falls from the clouds and becomes trees and trees become fire so water is fire, 

etc. These men were the first to explain natural phenomenon by mechanistic laws. Instead of 

attributing rain to the direct act of Zeus, they attributed it to the clouds. Anaximenes attributed the 

emergence of qualities to condensation and rarefaction due to his belief that air was the original 

substance. Thales, through observation of the sun and the movement of the planets, posited a law 

and predicted an eclipse in 585 B.C. Philosophy and Scientific law was the groundwork for 

rejecting the Homeric religion of the Milesians’ ancestors. Two problems arise: 1. the problem 

with this construction is that qualitative differences cannot be explained if everything is the same 

thing; 2. how can a corporeal reality produce an incorporeal law (?). 

 

Then comes Heraclitus (527- 475 B.C.) and his famous flux. He posited the idea that "all thing 

flow" and are constantly changing. However, there is a law of change that does not change. This, 

Heraclitus called the Logos. However, this is difficult to say when one believes only in one 

corporeal reality. Again, the corporeal monists are confronted with this question: how can a 

corporeal reality produce an incorporeal law? 

 

Then comes Parmenides (475 B.C.). He, not as religious as other philosophers who had rejected 

the polytheism of the Homeric religion to posit one god, merely posited the One. Parmenides was 

the downfall of corporeal monism due to his commitment to rational thought. He found assertions 

like "water is fire" to be absurd. Parmenides proved that being is eternal and immutable. Dr. Clark 

in an exposition of Parmenides says, 

 

"Being cannot have originated or come into being. It cannot have come from non-

being, for non-being never has existed for anything to come from it. Nor can Being 

have come from Being, for Being is Being without any coming. Therefore 

origination is impossible and Being is eternal, immutable, and changeless."51 

 

Parmenides demonstrated that the earlier construction was contradictory in that it posited unity 

and motion; but if Being is changeless, there can be no motion. Parmenides’ objection to the monist 

construction was based on the fact that he emphasized reason over sensation. The original 

construction was posited as a rational theory, and thus, the end of corporeal monism. 

 

Subsequent philosophers failed in defending any kind of Coproreal Pluralism, failing prey to the 

Paradoxes of Zeno of Elea. With the end of the Pre-Socratics came the anti-philosophical Sophists. 

Sophism ended with the advent of Plato. Plato would later re-introduce something like 

Parmenides’ Monad with the Good, Huperousia, that is beyond human predication. Plato’s was 

not a perfect Pantheistic System but it would lay the groundwork for one in the coming Neoplatonic 

era. Plato is succeeded by the Pythagoreans and also Euclid who affirmed the Monad, the ultimate 

                                                           
51 Gordon Clark, Ancient Philosophy (The Trinity Foundation, 1997), 269 
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principle without distinction and source of numbers. Euclid, defined the Monad as “that according 

to which every thing that exists is called one.”52   

 

In European Norse Mythology, we read of Bergelmir who built an ark and survived the great 

flood.53   

 

From my article, Norse Mythology; Derived from Semitic and Asiatic Influence: 

 

Some of my white nationalist friends are under a delusion that Norse Mythology is 

exclusively the religion of the white man. This religion is portrayed as the great 

alternative to “worshiping a Jew on a stick.” However, I maintain that Odinism is 

another knock off or extension of the story of Noah. The arguments that Faber gave 

in his Origin of Pagan Idolatry, Vol. 2, for the Semitic and Asiatic Origins of 

Odinism are as follows: 

 

1. The Worship of Woden was brought to the Europeans by a group of Asians. (pg. 

354-From the first Chapters of Gylfaginning) 

 

Norse Mythology: A Guide to Gods, Heroes, Rituals, and Beliefs by John Lindow 

agrees, 

 

“The story goes on, however, to the destruction and rebirth of the cosmos, and 

everything in it is presented in light of an enduring struggle between two groups of 

beings, the gods on the one hand and giants on the other hand. These terms are to 

some extent misleading: Although the group that creates and orders the cosmos is 

often referred to by words that can best be translated ‘gods,’ the principal word, 

‘aesir,’ is explicitly presented by the most important medieval interpreter, Snorri 

Sturluson, as meaning ‘People of Asia,” and indeed the word often has the feel in 

mythological texts of an extended kin group or tribe rather than of a collective of 

deities.” (pg. 1) 

 

Central Asia is the home of the most important location in all of Buddhist and Hindu 

Cosmology, being the mythological Mount Meru, which many scholars have 

identified to be Pamirs.[1] Thus, the Woden that was introduced to our European 

ancestors must have been Buddha. 

 

2.The history of scholarly Philological connection 

between Woden and Buddha was spelled out in detail in The British Discovery of 

Buddhism By Philip C. Almond (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988) 

57-60. 

 

                                                           
52 Thomas Taylor, Theoretic Arithmetic, (London: No. 9, Manor Place, Walworth, By A.J. Valpy, Tooke’s Court, 

Chancery Lane, 1816), 4; The quotation is taken from the Seventh Book of Euclid’s Elements 
53 Poetic Edda, 3rd Poem 
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I have already described how Buddhist and Hindu philosophy came out of Noah’s 

story.[2] 

3. The great patriarch Borr, bore three sons just as Noah bore three sons at the 

time of the great flood. 

 

Gylfaginning, 

 

“VI. Then said Gangleri: “Where dwelt Ymir, or wherein did he find sustenance?” 

Hárr answered: “Straightway after the rime dripped, there sprang from it the cow 

called Audumla; four streams of milk ran from her udders, and she nourished 

Ymir.” Then asked Gangleri: “Wherewithal was the cow nourished?” And Hárr 

made answer: 

 

“She licked the ice-blocks, which were salty; and the first day that she licked the 

blocks, there came forth from the blocks in the evening a man’s hair; the second 

day, a man’s head; the third day the whole man was there. He is named Búri: he 

was fair of feature, great and mighty. He begat a son called Borr, who wedded the 

woman named Bestla, daughter of Bölthorn the giant; and they had three sons: one 

was Odin, the second Vili, the third Vé.” And this is my belief, that he, Odin, with 

his brothers, must be ruler of heaven and earth; we hold that he must be so called; 

so is that man called whom we know to be mightiest and most worthy of honor, and 

ye do well to let him be so called.” 

 

VII. Then said Gangleri: “What covenant was between them, or which was the 

stronger?” And Hárr answered: “The sons of Borr slew Ymir the giant; lo, where 

he fell there gushed forth so much blood out of his wounds that with it they drowned 

all the race of the Rime-Giants, save that one, whom giants call Bergelmir, escaped 

with his household; he went upon his ship, and his wife with him, and they were 

safe there. And from them are come the races of the Rime-Giants, as is said here: 

Untold ages | ere earth was shapen, 

 

Then was Bergelmir born; 

 

That first I recall, | how the famous wise giant 

 

On the deck of the ship was laid down.” 

 

http://www.sacred-texts.com/neu/pre/pre04.htm 

 

4. The Odinist tradition has similar reverence for the sacred cow as the Asiastic 

Mythology: 

 

Gylfaginning 

 

“VI. Then said Gangleri: “Where dwelt Ymir, or wherein did he find sustenance?” 

Hárr answered: “Straightway after the rime dripped, there sprang from it the cow 



83 

 

called Audumla; four streams of milk ran from her udders, and she nourished 

Ymir.” Then asked Gangleri: “Wherewithal was the cow nourished?” And Hárr 

made answer:” 

 

Asian Mythologies, ed. Yves Bonnefoy (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 

1991, 1993), 99: 

 

“it is common to find the function of the Brahman associated either with the cow 

or with milk.” 

 

5. Both Buddha and Woden are depicted with their white horse. In Buddhism the 

horse is Kanthaka.  In Norse Mythology the white horse is Sleipnir. 

 

6. The fourth day of the week is named after Woden in Gothic Cultures and Buddha 

in Indian Cultures. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Names_of_the_days_of_the_week#Indian_astrology 

  

[1]https://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/wiki100k/docs/Mount_Meru_(myth

ology).html 

[2]https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5xPO9-

l16lE;http://drakeshelton.com/2014/05/25/how-pagan-philosophy-began/ 
 

If any man wishes to convince you that the bible is the product of borrowing from pagan religion 

and not the other way around he must first provide a line by line refutation of Faber’s work. If he 

cannot, he is not concerned about scholarship and truth. Anyone even remotely familiar with the 

Mosaic Law knows just how exacting and meticulous Moses was regarding Israel’s aversion from 

pagan religion. Deut. 12:29-32. To claim that Moses was borrowing from pagan religion while 

demanding his people avoid it at all costs is so dishonest and ridiculous only the deliberately 

deceptive could maintain such a lie.  

 

1. The Jewish affirmation of Monotheism presented a refusal to bow to pagan idols, even ones 

made of flesh and bone. Monotheism then had political implications. It was directly tied to the 

Jewish refusal to believe in the divinity of kings.  And this presented an occasion for great tumult 

in the Persian Empire against the Jews. This was not confined to the Persians.  

 

Caligula stated of the Jews,  

 

“Are you the god haters who do not believe me to be a god…”54 

 

Thus, behind all of the rhetoric against Jews, the most fundamental grievance the peoples of the 

world have with them, is their religion.  

 

Marcel Simon, in his Versus Israel says,  

                                                           
54 Ronald Williamson, Jews in the Hellenistic World: Volume 1, Part 2: Philo, pg. 15; Leg. Gaj. 353 
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“The basic cause of Greco-Roman anti-Semitism lay in Jewish separatism. This 

means, in the last analysis that it lay in their religion, since the religion produced 

the separatism.” (pg. 202) 

 

2. This religious separatism inevitably resulted in a tribal xenophobia. Peter Schäfer states in  

his Judeophobia, pg. 22,  

 

“According to Diodorus, the Jews’ “misanthropy” and “xenophobia” nearly led to 

their destruction on at least one occasion: During his siege of Jerusalem in 135-134 

B.C.E., the Seleucid king Antiochus VII (“Sidetes”) was urged by his advisers to 

take the city by storm and to wipe out completely the nation of the Jews, since they 

alone of all nations avoided dealings with any other people and looked upon all 

men as their enemies. They pointed out, too, that the ancestors of the Jews had been 

driven out of Egypt as men who were impious and detested by the gods. For by way 

of purging the country all persons who had white and leprous marks on their bodies 

had been assembled and driven across the border, as being under a curse; the 

refugees had occupied the territory round about Jerusalem, and having organized 

the nation of the Jews had made their hatred of mankind into a tradition, and on this 

account had introduced utterly outlandish laws: not to break bread with any other 

people, nor to show them any good will at all.”55 

 

3. So far from borrowing the religions of the people around them, the ancient Jews, IN GENERAL, 

rejected paganism. (Yes, I am aware that Solomon was an apostate into Paganism) 

 

Schafer says again,  

 

“The motif of impiety is also present in all three authors: in Hecataeus the Jews do 

not worship images of God (as the Egyptians do) but believe ‘that God is not in 

human form’…in Apollonius Molon they are called atheists…and in Manetho as 

‘laws completely opposed to Egyptian custom.”56  

 

So adverse to the religion of the Egyptians, we read of the Jews in The Histories by Tacitus book 

V,  

“The Egyptians worship many animals and images of monstrous form; the Jews 

have purely mental conceptions of Deity, as one in essence. They call those profane 

who make representations of God in human shape out of perishable materials. They 

believe that Being to be supreme and eternal, neither capable of representation, nor 

of decay. They therefore do not allow any images to stand in their cities, much 

less in their temples. This flattery is not paid to their kings, nor this honour to our 

Emperors…the Jewish religion is tasteless and mean. ”57 

 

                                                           
55 Diodorus Siculus, Bibliotheca Historica 34/35, 1, 1f 
56 Judeophobia , 23  
57 http://classics.mit.edu/Tacitus/histories.5.v.html 
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4. Also the exclusive nature of the Jewish religion was offensive. The Jews believed in doctrinal 

orthodoxy and heresy.  

 

Origen states in his Contra Celsus, Book I Chapter 24, citing the doctrine of Celsus a Greek 

philosopher,  

 

“After this he continues: These herdsmen and shepherds concluded that there was 

but one God, named either the Highest, or Adonai, or the Heavenly, or Sabaoth, or 

called by some other of those names which they delight to give this world; and 

they knew nothing beyond that. And in a subsequent part of his work he says, that It 

makes no difference whether the God who is over all things be called by the name 

of Zeus, which is current among the Greeks, or by that, e.g., which is in use among 

the Indians or Egyptians. ” 

 

In their jealousy of the exclusive claims of the Jewish people to be the treasurers of the true 

religion, gentile philosophers would claim that the Jewish religion was borrowed from others.  

Origen states again in Contra Celsus, Book I Chapter 22,  

 

“After this, Celsus, without condemning circumcision as practised by the Jews, 

asserts that this usage was derived from the Egyptians; 

thus believing the Egyptians rather than Moses, who says that Abraham was the 

first among men who practised the rite. And it is not Moses alone who mentions 

the name of Abraham, assigning to him great intimacy with God; but many also of 

those who give themselves to the practice of the conjuration of evil spirits, employ 

in their spells the expression God of Abraham, pointing out by the very name the 

friendship (that existed) between that just man and God.”  

 

These men can’t get their story straight. On one side of their mouth they say they hate the Jews 

because of how stubbornly and xenophobically they reject all of pagan religion and then on the 

other side that the Jewish religion was derived from paganism. Could it be that these complaints 

are simply childish tantrums that these overgrown pseudo-scholars must appeal to when faced with 

convicting truth? 

 

Cassius Dio, states in his Roman History, books 16 and 17,  

 

“They are distinguished from the rest of mankind in practically every detail of life, 

and especially by the fact that they do not honor any of the usual gods, but show 

extreme reverence for one particular divinity. They never had any statue of him 

even in Jerusalem itself, but believing him to be unnameable and invisible, they 

worship him in the most extravagant fashion on earth. They built to him a temple 

that was extremely large and beautiful, except insofar as it was open and roofless, 

and likewise dedicated to him the day called the day of Saturn, on which, among 

many other most peculiar observances, they undertake no serious occupation.” 

 

5. And like today, the Torah was considered harsh and inhumane by the Romans. In Julian the 

Apostate, Against the Galileans, Book I we read,  
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“I had almost forgotten the greatest of the gifts of Helios and Zeus. But naturally I 

kept it for the last. And indeed it is not peculiar to us Romans only, but we share it, 

I think, with the Hellenes our kinsmen. I mean to say that Zeus engendered 

Asclepius from himself among the intelligible gods, and through the life of 

generative Helios he revealed him to the earth. Asclepius, having made his 

visitation to earth from the sky, appeared at Epidaurus singly, in the shape of a man; 

but afterwards he multiplied himself, and by his visitations stretched out over the 

whole earth his saving right hand. He came to Pergamon, to Ionia, to Tarentum 

afterwards; and later he came to Rome. And he travelled to Cos and thence to 

Aegae. Next he is present everywhere on land and sea. He visits no one of us 

separately, and yet he raises up souls that are sinful and bodies that are sick. 

 

But what great gift of this sort do the Hebrews boast of as bestowed on them by 

God, the Hebrews who have persuaded you to desert to them? If you had at any rate 

paid heed to their teachings, you would not have fared altogether ill, and though 

worse than you did before, when you were with us, still your condition would have 

been bearable and supportable. For you would be worshipping one god instead of 

many, not a man, or rather many wretched men. And though you would be 

following a law that is harsh and stern and contains much that is savage and 

barbarous, instead of our mild and humane laws,  and would in other respects be 

inferior to us, yet you would be more holy and purer than now in your forms of 

worship.” 

 

Here we see the connection between Christianity and modern Marxism. Christianity’s rejection of 

the Torah operates off the same sacrilege and blasphemy as Marxism’s rejection of the entire Bible.  

 

6. The Torah based Jewish abstinence from pork is another occasion for hatred of the Jews.  

We read in 1 Maccabees 1, 

 

“41-43 Antiochus now issued a decree that all nations in his empire should abandon 

their own customs and become one people. All the Gentiles and even many of the 

Israelites submitted to this decree. They adopted the official pagan religion, offered 

sacrifices to idols, and no longer observed the Sabbath. 

 

44 The king also sent messengers with a decree to Jerusalem and all the towns of 

Judea, ordering the people to follow customs that were foreign to the 

country. 45 He ordered them not to offer burnt offerings, grain offerings, or wine 

offerings in the Temple, and commanded them to treat Sabbaths and festivals as 

ordinary work days.46 They were even ordered to defile the Temple and the holy 

things in it. 47 They were commanded to build pagan altars, temples, and shrines, 

and to sacrifice pigs and other unclean animals there. 48 They were forbidden to 

circumcise their sons and were required to make themselves ritually unclean in 

every way they could, 49 so that they would forget the Law which the Lord had 

given through Moses and would disobey all its commands. 50 The penalty for 

disobeying the king's decree was death.” 
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7. The Sabbath is another occasion for hatred of the Jews. Schafer states in Judeophobia, pg.193,  

 

“the Jewish custom of the Sabbath preoccupies the Romans very much, mainly 

because they associate it with undesirable idleness and indolence, the notion that 

by sticking to this superstitious ‘folly’ the Jews separate themselves from the whole 

civilized world”.  

 

In summary, Historian Christian Habicht states,  

 

“Anti semitism is the poisonous fruit of the conflict between Judaism and Hellenism 

and its result”.58 

 

This Greek anti-Semitism, utilizing some truths of the New Testament while distorting the rest of 

it, created the darkest and most insidious conspiracy to ever exist….Roman Catholicism.  

 

Let us summarize then the basic grievances against the Jews: 

 

1. The Jewish affirmation of Monotheism and by extension their political rejection of the divinity 

of the state.  

2. The Jewish tribal xenophobia.  

3. The Jewish rejection of pagan religion.  

4. The Jewish affirmation of absolute TRUTH and ERROR, Orthodoxy and Heresy.   

5. The supposed harshness of the Torah.  

6. The Torah’s dietary laws.   

7. The Sabbath.   

 

Is it just a coincidence that the very principles the gentiles hate about the Jews are the very things 

that the Catholic church abrogated from the Bible to make palatable their fabricated religion? 

 

Men like Peter Joseph in his Zeitgeist and Jordan Maxwell are men in a long line of failures who 

have tried to make the Bible out to be a conspiracy. There is no doubt that the Catholic Church is 

a grotesque conspiracy from hell and has been from its inception from the earliest centuries since 

the messiah. But it only attests to the truth of the bible which they disallowed the common man to 

study for centuries.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
58 Judeophobia, by Peter Schafer, pg. 178 
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V. The Influence of Paganism in Early 

Christianity 
 

The Pagan influence upon the Christian Church, of course, does not begin with 

Christianity. It began with Solomon and then later with the Hellenization of the Jewish people. In 

specific the Alexandrian Jews, as distinct from the Palestinian Jewish tradition, will be focused 

upon. The Alexandrian Jewish tradition has of course the Septuagint as its claim to fame. But the 

man who is credited for the complete Hellenization of Jewish Theology, was a man named Philo.59 

His primary contributions were his emphasis on allegory and his doctrine of the Logos. This 

Hellenistic influence of course resulted in Gnosticism, its primary sect Manichaeism, and 

Neoplatonism. The primary characters the reader should give attention to are, Simon Magus,60 

Valentinus, Clement of Alexandria, Victorinus, Origen, Plotinus, and Dionysius the Areopagite.  

Clement of Alexandria, is unashamed to refer to his sect as Gnostic. In his The Stromata (Book 

V), Chapter 1, we read,  

 

“We, then, are those who are believers in what is not believed, and who 

are Gnostics as to what is unknown; that is, Gnostics as to what is unknown and 

disbelieved by all, but believed and known by a few; and Gnostics, not 

describing actions by speech, but Gnostics in the exercise 

of contemplation. Happy is he who speaks in the ears of the hearing. Now faith is 

the ear of the soul. And such the Lord intimates faith to be, when He says, He that 

has ears to hear, let him hear; Matthew 11:15 so that by believing he may 

comprehend what He says, as He says it. ” 

 

There is to be no doubt that the Trinity doctrine was a development of this Hellenistic 

influence.  Valentinus, On the Three Natures61 is one example but Plotinus, in his The Fifth 

Ennead, First Tractate, “The Three Initial Hypostases”, The One, the Nous and the World-Soul, is 

no doubt the philosophical ground for it.   

 

J.N.D. Kelly states,  

 

“Far the most original and interesting figure, however, in the middle decades of the 

fourth century was Victorinus, the Neo-Platonic philosopher who after his 

conversion c. 355 set himself to defend the homoousion against Arian criticisms. 

Important for their own sake, his ideas are noteworthy for the impact they had on 

Augustine. 

 

Victorinus draws his inspiration from Plotinus, although his devotion to Scripture 

and the Christian revelation obliges him to make drastic modifications in the Neo-

Platonic scheme…From this point of view the Father is the divine essence 

considered as absolute and unconditioned…unknowable; strictly, He is ‘prior to 

                                                           
59 J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (Peabody, Massachusetts: Prince Press, 2004 ), pg. 8 
60 Irenaeus, Against Heresies Book I, Chapter 23 
61 Bentley Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, 232 
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being’…The Son is the ‘form’ by which the Godhead determines or limits itself 

thereby coming into relation with the finite and making itself  knowable”.62 

 

Now this brings up an import ant topic: were the Old Testament Prophets influenced by 

the Pagan Philosophers?  Albert McIlhenny, in his great work, This is the Sun? Zeitgesit and 

Religions Volume I: Comparative Religion (2011) takes up that issue.63 The issue at hand is the 

nature of a body of literature known as Corpus Hermeticum (CH). This was a body of North 

African Hellenistic Gnosticism later developed into Neoplatonism.  

 

Marsilio Ficino (1433-1499), Italian Renaissance Philosopher, completed his translation of 

CH in 1463. He gave a spiritual genealogy of Moses and Plato among others claiming that they all 

were influenced by Hermes. The point of CH is to prove that Egypt is the source of all mysteries. 

The Jesuit, Athanasius Kircher, was the most influential in interpreting hieroglyphs. He was a 

vigorous supporter of the CH myth. It was refuted after the discovery of the Rosetta Stone (196 

B.C.-Discovered in 1799 by a French expedition to Egypt) and Isaac Casaubon’s work. As Albert 

McIlhenny points out,  

 

“The erroneous belief Egyptian hieroglyphs were not a normal script but a symbolic 

language on divine things reinforced Egypt’s reputation as the source of ancient 

mysteries. With no one able to accurately decipher the script, the meaning of the 

texts was left open to speculation. The deciphering of the Rosetta Stone overthrew 

this distortion among scholars but it continues in the popular works of occultists, 

conspiracy theorists, and promoters of ‘alternative history.’ ”64 

 

Isaac Casaubon showed how the style and usage of CH was indicative of late antiquity and 

he dated CH after the time of the New Testament. That is to say, CH was a fraud.  Despite having 

been defended by the Cambridge Platonists, CH lost the respect of the Scholarly world. Hermann 

Conring denied that Hermes Trismegitus even existed!  

  

If Moses was not influenced by Pagans, were pagans influenced by Moses? Alfred Edersheim 

takes up this question in The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah Book 1, Chapter 3,65 

 

“According to Clement of Alexandria, his aim was, ‘to bring the Peripatetic 

philosophy out of the law of Moses, and out of the other prophets.’ Thus, when we 

read that God stood, it meant the stable order of the world; that He created the world 

in six days, the orderly succession of time; the rest of the Sabbath, the preservation 

of what was created. And in such manner could the whole system of Aristole be 

found in the Bible. But how was this to be accounted for? Of course, the Bible had 

not learned from Aristole, but he and all the other philosphers had learned from the 

Bible. Thus, according to Aristobulus, Pythagoras, Plato, and all the other sages 

                                                           
62 Kelly, 269-270 
63 McIlhenny, Kindle Edition- 2.4-2.8 
64 McIlhenny, 2.5 
65 Christian Classics Ethereal Library, “The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah” by Alfred Edersheim Available at: 

http://www.ccel.org/ccel/edersheim/lifetimes.vi.iii.html; (Accessed August  2012) 
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had really learned from Moses, and the broken rays found in their writings were 

united in all their glory in the Torah. 

 

It was a tempting path on which to enter, and one on which there was no standing 

still. It only remained to give fixedness to the allegorical method by reducing it to 

certain principles, or canons of criticism, and to form the heterogeneous mass of 

Grecian philosophemes and Jewish theologumena into a compact, if not 

homogeneous system. This was the work of Philo of Alexandria, born about 20 b.c. 

It concerns us not here to inquire what were the intermediate links between 

Aristobulus and Philo. Another and more important point claims our attention. If 

ancient Greek philosophy knew the teaching of Moses, where was the historic 

evidence for it? If such did not exist, it must somehow be invented. Orpheus was 

a name which had always lent itself to literary fraud, and so Aristobulus boldly 

produces (whether of his own or of others’ making) a number of spurious citations 

from Hesiod, Homer, Linus, but especially from Orpheus, all Biblical and Jewish 

in their cast. Aristobulus was neither the first nor the last to commit such fraud. The 

Jewish Sibyl boldly, and, as we shall see, successfully personated the heathen 

oracles. And this opens, generally, quite a vista of Jewish-Grecia literature. In the 

second, and even in the third century before Christ, there were Hellenist historians, 

such as Eupolemus, Artapanus, Demetrius, and Aristeas; tragic and epic poets, such 

as Ezekiel, Pseudo-Philo, and Theodotus, who, after the manner of the ancient 

classical writers, but for their own purposes, described certain periods of Jewish 

history, or sang of such themes as the Exodus, Jerusalem, or the rape of Dinah.” 

 

I have spoken to this issue above but Edersheim’s account is interesting. As we demonstrated 

above, there is no doubt that the Pagan Philosophers hated Moses and the Jews.  

 

Some claim that CH has ancient Egyptian roots due to the reference in Plato’s Timaeus 

regarding Solon’s journey to Egypt where he hears the fanciful legend of Atlantis. There is no 

doubt that the Pre-Socratic and Pythagoreans were influenced by Egypt. But to the extent that the 

CH myth purports is quite baseless.  

 

Now let us turn our attention to the Philosophical nature of CH’s North African Gnosticism 

and its offspring. Edward Moore (St. Elias School of Orthodox Theology) wrote an article on 

Gnosticism on the Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy.66 Moore says, 

 

“According to the Gnostics, this world, the material cosmos, is the result of a 

primordial error on the part of a supra-cosmic, supremely divine being, usually 

called Sophia (Wisdom) or simply the Logos. This being is described as the final 

emanation of a divine hierarchy, called the Plêrôma or “Fullness,” at the head of 

which resides the supreme God, the One beyond Being.”  

 

                                                           
66The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Gnosticism” by Edward Moore. Available 

at:  http://www.iep.utm.edu/gnostic/; (Accessed August  2012) 
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“Beyond Being” (huperousia) is the exact way Plato spoke of the Good and the exact way that the 

Eastern Orthodox and the Latin Theologians speak of God ad intra. Moore continues, 

 

“Indeed, while the receptive hermeneutical method implies that we have something 

to learn from a text, the method employed by the Gnostics, which we may call the 

“revelatory” method, was founded upon the idea that they (the Gnostics) had 

received a supra-cosmic revelation, either in the form of a “call,” or a vision, or 

even, perhaps, through the exercise of philosophical dialectic. This “revelation” 

was the knowledge (gnôsis) that humankind is alien to this realm, and possesses a 

“home on high” within the plêrôma, the “Fullness,” where all the rational desires 

of the human mind come to full and perfect fruition…On this belief, all knowledge 

belonged to these Gnostics, and 

any interpretation of the biblical text would be for the purpose of explaining the 

true nature of things by elucidating the errors and distortions of the Demiurge.” 

 

This is the exact model that the Neoplatonists took. Gordon Clark in his Thales to Dewey67 says 

of Plotinus’ One,  

 

“The One shines out as a light. It produces the duality of the Mind and the 

multiplicity of the Soul. There is no break in the continuity, no independent 

Demiurge, no space. Thus even the sense world is an ‘emanation’ from the 

Parmenidean One. One and matter are extremities of a single continuous line. There 

are no breaks. The whole, therefore, is a monistic, pantheistic system.[God and 

Creation are consubstantial] The One no doubt ‘transcends’ sense objects; but this 

transcendence is merely a higher rank or position in a continuum. [The Hierarchy].” 

 

          The issue is, in Plotinus, our realm is not a creation, but an emanation extending from the 

nature of the One and is therefore consubstantial with the One. The Hierarchies descend by level 

of brilliance and at each Hierarchal level is the intermediary. Clark explains, 

 

“A more reasonable and philosophical theory of emanation was that of 

Plotinus…whose deleterious effects, variously evaluated by different writers, were 

not so immediate. The theory is a form of pantheism. The Supreme One, 

transcending even the duality of propositional truth, transcending Mind, beyond all 

knowledge, shines by its own nature, and its expanding rays are the ranks of being 

in the world, each less brilliant than the prior one,[Hierarchies] until the light is lost 

in darkness and nothingness.”68 

 

Let’s try to develop our understating of The One. In an exposition of Plotinus’ One, Clark says, 

 

“These Ideas, however, this Divine Mind, is still not the highest principle of all. For 

in this realm duality remains. Since the Ideas are distinct from each other, there 

is multiplicity. In knowledge there is always a subject and a predicate, a knower 

                                                           
67 Gordon H. Clark, Thales to Dewey (Unicoi, Tennesse.: The Trinity Foundation, 1957,  Fourth edition 2000) The 

Hellenistic Age-Neoplatonism-The One, pg. 147-148 
68 Gordon Clark, The Trinity  (Jefferson, Maryland: The Trinity Foundation, 1985), 115  
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and an object known, and hence duality. But duality is secondary to unity. 

Therefore it still remains to climb the steep ascent of heaven to the source, the One. 

The climbing of the ascent and the resting of the summit, let it be noted, are not the 

same thing. The rational process of philosophic dialectic demonstrate the necessary 

existence of the One.  He who has felt the urge to unity can never rest in plurality, 

and is forced to posit a source superior to all diversity. But if we are to know that 

source and not just infer it, we must experience the One in mystic trance…the 

ordinary conditions of consciousness are suspended and, having become 

oblivious of self and the world, the soul sees the One alone.  The soul no longer 

knows whether it has a body, and cannot tell whether it is a man, or a living being, 

or anything real at all. …The vision is a direct contact with the One, a divine 

illumination. All knowledge is rather like our sight of sense objects on a cloudy 

day; in the vision we see the Source of the light which made knowledge possible, 

and we see it directly in all its brilliance. ..This experience is not abnormal, it is but 

the exercise of a faculty which all have though few use…The experience  itself 

cannot be written down, it can only be experienced .”69 

 

Again in Thales to Dewey, Clark describes Plotinus’ One, 

 

“The descent from the One, or the recovery from the trance, is again the production 

of the world. The One shines out as a light. It produces the duality of the Mind and 

the multiplicity of the Soul. There is no break in the continuity, no independent 

Demiurge, no space. Thus even the sense world is an ‘emanation’ from the 

Parmenidean One. [See the connection to the Pre-Socractic Era?-DS] One and 

matter are extremities of a single continuous line. There are no breaks. The whole, 

therefore, is a monistic, pantheistic system. [God and Creation are consubstantial-

DS] The One no doubt ‘transcends’ sense objects; but this transcendence is 

merely a higher rank or position in a continuum. The significance of this will be 

better seen when contrasted with a very different transcendence found in Christian 

teaching, for the radical difference between Christianity and paganism centers in 

the nature of the supreme principle. The nature of God controls the explanation 

of the world…On the other hand, if the first principle is a pure One, how can the 

production of multiplicity be made intelligible?…If multiplicity and distinctions 

were in the One, even virtually,[This is the escape route of the Western Scholastics. 

It leaves them with no basis for saying that God is infinite and it also leaves them 

with no basis to complain that our distinct propositions need a collector-DS] the 

One could not be pure Unity; but if there were no multiplicity in the One, how 

could it come out of the One? [That is the Check-Mate to all Eastern Pagan 

Theology-DS] Plotinus’ answer reduces to the assertion that it does and it must. 

The issue or emanation of the many from the One, he says, is the most sublime 

instance of the law that all reality necessarily gives birth to something 

inferior,[This is the same argument that Augustine makes that divine nature 

                                                           
69 Gordon Clark, Hellenistic Philosophy (Appleton-Century-Crofts: New York, 1940), 229-230; The reader may also 

consult Thales to Dewey, 146-148 for similar commentary.  
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necessarily demands that if one person generates a Divine Person then so should 

the Son-DS] as the Sun produces its light and warmth.”70 

 

(Does it even need to be mentioned that the pure One of the mystery schools is simple verbal 

sorcery? If the pure One transcends all categories of human language then by definition it does not 

even exist. The word huperousia itself is verbal sorcery.)  

 

These strong aversions to intellect do not deny the activity of the psyche in this trance. 

True, there is no propositional object of knowledge thus no real thinking going on. However, the 

psyche experiences some kind of ecstatic trance. Thus, truth is qualified not by the content of its 

propositional objects, but by a psychological state. It is not truth that enlightens, and produces 

fruitful attitudes, it is the attitude itself that saves and enlightens.  This is therefore a union of 

ignorance. Enter Christian Anchorism. The union between Neoplatonism and Christianity is 

spelled out in great detail in four different works: 1. The Vision of God by Vladimir Lossky; 2. 

Mystical Theology by Vladimir Lossky; 3. Ancient Christianity by Isaac Taylor… 

 

The Vision of God by Vladimir Lossky71 Reviewed by Drake Shelton 

 

John 4: 22 You worship what you do not know; we worship what we know 

 

The Vision of God  is a fantastic book that clarifies a number of Epistemological and 

Metaphysical issues concerning the doctrine of God and man’s participation in God in the history 

of Christian thought. I thought about how to present this review and a chapter by chapter summary 

seemed uninteresting and it would be very fragmented so I am going to give summaries of these 

major topics though there is great overlap in them. 

 

Terminology 

The Scholastic View 

Essence and Energies Distinction 

Plotinus and the Eastern Church 

Eunomius 

Knowledge of Created Objects 

The Authority of Dionysius the Areopagite 

Participation in God 

Summary Arguments 

  

Terminology 
 

This is going to be brief, but for a consideration of Lossky’s and the East’s terminology, to 

contemplate is positive and negative theology is apophatic. 72 This distinction correlates to the 

essence (negative) and energies (positive). The energies are themselves the attributes of God for 

                                                           
70 The Hellenistic Age-Neoplatonism-The One, 147-148 
71 Vladimir Lossky, The Vision of God, Translated by Ashleigh Moorhouse (St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press: 

Crestwood, NY, 1983) 
72 Ibid.,125 
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predication is not allowed in the realm of the divine essence (Thus positing an ontological 

distinction between nature and essence).73 Also, knowledge means Beatitude on Lossky’s view. 

  

The Scholastic View 

 

The primary difficulties in understanding Thomas, as with all Theologians is their 

definitions. Lossky says, 

 

“What is comprehension in the strict sense of the word? Ruiz refers to St. Thomas: 

to comprehend means to know perfectly…(Pt. I. q. 12, art. 7). It is clear that God 

alone can have comprehension…His unknowable nature, being uncreated, requires 

an uncreated knowledge, something a created intellect cannot have. Therefore the 

beatific vision will never be able to give comprehension of God, for, while having 

the divine essence as its formal object, it does not view Him in the same proportion 

as he does Himself, totally, adequately, and with perfect penetration. This is why, 

strictly speaking, divine science and the beatific vision do not have a perfectly 

identical formal object, insofar as we are dealing with what is knowable and what 

is object…[Lossky continues] he [Ruiz] falls into a kind of agnosticism: insofar as 

He is knowable, God is not a perfectly identical object for Himself and for the 

created intellects enjoying the vision of His essence.”74 

 

Lossky’s argument is indistinguishable from the criticisms that Gordon Clark made against 

analogical predication (Which strangely Lossky commits to later).  In Three Types of Religious 

Philosophy75 Dr. Clark gives an exposition of Aquinas’ view of knowledge and its comprehension 

of God.  Clark says, 

 

“Aristotle had noted that an adjective or predicate, attached to two different 

subjects, does not always have precisely the same meaning. For example, the 

adjective medical does not mean exactly the same thing when one says, ‘this man 

is a medical man,’ as it means when one says, ‘this book is a medical book.’ There 

is, however, a relationship between them, in that in one way or another they both 

refer to the science of medicine. This relationship is called analogy. The two 

meanings of the term are analogical.76…Thomas developed the theory of analogy 

far beyond the simple observation of Aristotle, and it took on major proportions 

when the subject was God. Thomas held that the simplicity of the divine being 

required God’s existence to be identical with his essence. This is not the case with 

a book or pencil. That a book is and what a book is are two different matters. But 

with God existence and essence are identical. For this reason an adjective 

predicated of God and the same adjective predicated of man are not univocal in 

meaning. One may say, God  is good, and one may say, This man is good; but the 

                                                           
73 Ibid. 131 
74 Ibid., 19-20 
75 Gordon Clark, Three Types of Religious Philosophy (The Trinity Foundation: Jefferson, Maryland, 1989) 
76 Ibid., 62 



95 

 

predicate has two different meanings. There is no term, not a single one, that can 

be predicated univocally of God and of anything else.”77 

 

What the Scholastics fail to imagine is a Biblical philosophy that posits man participating 

in the objects of God’s knowledge (thoughts) but not the manner of God’s knowing which is what 

you have in Scripturalism as described by The Answer78. When Ruiz asserts that, “His unknowable 

nature, being uncreated, requires an uncreated knowledge, something a created intellect cannot 

have” he is assuming that a created nature has to participate in the manner of God’s knowledge as 

well as the object. This he cannot prove unless he assumes (falsely) that object and manner have 

no distinction due to Simplicity. Lossky argues, “These examples show…the impossibility of 

interpreting the Fathers properly and at the same time remaining within the normal framework of 

scholastic thought.”79 

 

Essence and Energies Distinction 
 

Lossky says of Irenaeus, “A latent distinction is glimpsed here between two aspects of 

God…This would suggest that God, though inaccessible by nature, reveals Himself by grace.”80 

In his exposition of Dionysius Lossky says, 

 

“The dunameis are always God Himself, although outside His substance or ‘unity.’ 

For ‘he distinguishes himself while remaining simple, and multiplies himself 

without abandoning his unity…[In an attempt to individuate Dionyius from 

Plotinus] The dunameis (energies) of Dionysius are not diminishing emanations 

from the divine nature, which go out in decreasing measure from the unity of this 

nature into the lowest degrees of created being [but the hierarchies of the Church 

operate exactly like Plotinus’ emanations-DS]…Divinity is manifested fully and is 

wholly present in the dunameis, but created beings participate in it in the proportion 

or analogy proper to each one, hence the hierarchical order of the universe, which 

develops in an order of decreasing participations, of decreasing analogies in created 

beings. Dionysius’ hierarchy definitely does not limit the plentitude of union; at 

every step of this ladder the union with God is realized fully, but the plentitude is 

not uniform, it is personal. In the analogy of each created nature there is an 

encounter, a synergy of two wills…There is a double movement which runs through 

this hierarchical universe: God is manifested by his dunameis in all beings, ‘is 

multiplied without abandoning his unity,’ and creatures are raised toward 

deification, transcending the manifestations of God in creation (the hierarchical 

illuminations) in order to enter the darkness, to attain the union above nous, beyond 

all knowledge, all sensible or intelligible manifestations of God.”81 Palamas 

understood the energies as visible but only in the sense of a transmuted sensation 

or a “transmutation of their senses”82…Palamas indignantly rejects attempts to 
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interpret his doctrine of vision in a material way: ‘The divine light is not material,’ 

he says, ‘there was nothing perceptible about the light which illuminated the 

apostles on Mount Tabor.’ But on the other hand it would be absurd to assert that 

only intellectual gnosis merits the name of light, by way of metaphor. This light is 

neither material nor spiritual, but divine, uncreated.”83  

 

It is the reader’s best guess what he means. Lossky continues his explanation saying, this 

light is “84known only by God and those who have had the experience of his grace.” So again, just 

like in Plotinus’ view of Saving Faith, the realm of the nous is ascended and having had the 

cognitive faculties suspended one enters into an ecstatic experience. Lossky refers to the energies 

as 

“another mode of the divine existence outside the essence of God, the mode of 

grace, in which God communicates Himself and manifests Himself….far from 

being a separation or division of God into two parts, communicable and 

incommunicable, is an inevitable theological postulate if we wish to maintain the 

real and not just the metaphorical character of deification, without suppressing 

created being within the divine essence.” (pg. 166) 

 

Again, Palamas’ insistence on this distinction does not tell us what it is. If it is a modal 

distinction, this does not import enough to take the essence outside of the realm of being and non-

being. There needs to be a real distinction to do that. The Scripturalist view does not distinguish 

essence and energy but object and manner as described above in The Answer. With such 

distinctions between the Essence and Energies, and as Lossky describes his Hierarchies as being 

different levels of participation in the Energies in created beings, it seems impossible to avoid that 

another reality existed before and during creation that God used to create out of, called the 

Energies. This denies creation ex nihilo. To answer a question that I am sure a Scripturalist reader 

would ask Lossky: If God is not simple as described by the Scholastics why does it pass 

understanding if it is revealed? Lossky would say, “because God is beyond being, as in a simple 

substance and beyond non-being.” But isn’t that exactly the same thing as the Scholastic ADS? It 

appears to this author to be so.  

  

Plotinus and the Eastern Church 

 

Lossky admits, 

 

“we must recognize together with Fr. Festugiere that the Hellenistic world enters 

the Church with Clement and Origen, bringing with it elements alien to the 

Christian tradition-elements of religious speculation and intellectualistic 

spirituality belonging to a world altogether different from that of the Gospel. 

[PAY SPECIFIC ATTENTION TO THAT READER.-DS] A world altogether 

different, and yet also the same, for the pagans and Christians of Alexandria…We 

must not imagine that Christians and pagans lived in water-tight compartments, 

especially in Alexandria where both participated in the same culture, in the same 
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intellectual life. Origen and Plotinus had together attended the lectures of 

Ammonius Saccas, the founder of the Neo-Platonic school.”85 

 

Lossky says, 

 

“Porphyry says that Plotinus, ‘by the grace of illumination which teaches by way 

of intelligence…saw God, who has neither form nor essence for he exists beyond 

intelligence and the intelligible…The goal and end was for him intimate union with 

the God who is above all things…”86 

 

Gregory of Nyssa says, “If to know is already a beatitude, how much greater is the One 

who is known?” In exposition of Nyssa, Lossky says, “The divine nature surpasses intelligence, 

and though they may contemplate the Trinity, though they may receive the plenitude of His light, 

human intellects (and even angelic powers close to God and illuminated by all His splendor) cannot 

know God in His nature.”87 Nazianzus’ view of participation in the Supreme Principle is “it is not 

here an intellectual contemplation tending toward the comprehension of a primary simplicity, 

toward the unity of a simple substance. Its object is ‘the three lights which form one single light,’ 

”.88 In an attempt to individuate the Eastern view from the Plotinian construction of unity with the 

One Lossky says, “Thought reaches a mystery which surpasses any kind of primary unity: it 

distinguishes absolute relationships without entirely comprehending the Trinity.”89 But Plotinus 

never admitted that thought reached the One. It was because of the lack of distinction in the One 

that thought could not grasp it. Ergo, Lossky failed to demonstrate the distinction. In Plotinus, 

there is not a thought that reaches the One; it is a mystic trance and in this moment thought and 

“the ordinary conditions of consciousness are suspended”90. I reject that Lossky individuated the 

Eastern view from the Plotinian. The One in Plotinus was most definitely beyond being and 

predication. 

 

Eunomius 

 

Scripturalism has been accused of Eunomian tendencies and so a small exposition is 

required here. Lossky says that Eunomius’ view was hyper-rationalistic and tried to find the proper 

name of God that would reveal God’s true essence. He thought he succeeded with the name 

“Agenetos” or Unbegotten. Lossky says, “Thus the concept of agennesia gives an adequate notion 

of the very essence of God, so much so that it can be said that God knows nothing of His essence 

that we do not know already ourselves.”91 

 

Eunomianism is heretical and I acknowledge that. Scripturalism asserts that we know only 

what God reveals about Himself (Deut 29:29). However, what he does reveal we can understand 

in the same sense that God reveals it. St. Basil rejects Eunomius saying that  

 

                                                           
85 Ibid., 67 
86 Ibid., 67-68 
87 Ibid., 82 
88 Ibid., 83 
89 Ibid. 
90 Per Clark from above 
91 The Vision of God, 76 



98 

 

“We do perceive the actual properties of objects, even if the names by which we 

designate things do not really express what they are in essence. If this is true for the 

knowledge of created beings, still less can the essential concept of divine reality be 

expressed in a concept. The names which we apply to God reveal to us a particular 

reality [An analogical reality] which we contemplate. But there is not one among 

all the divine names which expresses what God is in essence.”92 

 

So why is Basil’s Agnosticism any better than Ruiz’s? Moreover, Scripturalism agrees that 

truth cannot be expressed in a concept but in a proposition. 

  

Knowledge of Created Objects 

 

Lossky says, in an exposition of Nyssa, “Nyssa asserts that we do not come to know 

essences, even in created things. Our intellect discovers the properties of things in the exact 

measure necessary for our life. If we could know the grounds of things we would be dazzled by 

the creative power which produces them.”93 This is fantastic and encouraging as his view is the 

exact same view as Clark’s Operationalism in his book The Philosophy of Science and Belief in 

God. 

  

The Authority of Dionysius the Areopagite 
 

Lossky says, “The Monophysites of Syria together with Severus of Antioch were the first 

to try, at the beginning of the sixth century, to cite the authority of Dionysius the Areopagite the 

disciple of St. Paul.”94 Lossky admits, concerning the validity of Dionysius being the Disciple of 

Paul, that St. Photius remained “skeptical on this point”. Lossky mentions that Maximus claimed 

that Proclus copied Dionysius and not the other way around. Lossky mentions that Koch believed 

it to be the other way around. Lossky rejects Koch and believes the opposite is true. Lossky says, 

“here is a Christian thinker disguised as a neo-Platonist, a theologian very much aware of his task, 

which was to conquer the ground held by neo-Platonism by becoming a master of its philosophical 

method.”95 This is laughable. Paul says in 1 Cor 1: 20 Where is the wise man? Where is the scribe? 

Where is the debater of this age? Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the world? 21 For since 

in the wisdom of God the world through its wisdom did not come to know God. Men do not come 

to know God by mastering the methods of pagans but by revelation. Lossky believes he has found 

another point of individuation between the Eastern Philosophy and the Alexandrian/Plotinian in 

the doctrine of the divine darkness. Lossky says, 

 

“Knowledge of God can only be attained by going beyond every visible and 

intelligible object. It is by ignorance…that we know the One who is above all that 

can be an object of knowledge. It is not divine gnosis which is the supreme end, but 

the union…that surpasses all knowledge…We grasp the unknowable nature of God 

in ignorance, by detaching ourselves from all His manifestations or theophanies. 

Attempts have been made to connect this union with God through ignorance to the 
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ecstasy of Plotinus….[Individuating His view from Plotinus’ Lossky says] Human 

beings united to God are not simply identified with Him, they are ‘entirely in 

God’…In the state of union we know God at a higher level than intelligence-nous- 

for the simple reason that we do not know Him at all.”96 

 

I am still trying to figure out why he thinks the Plotinian view is an intellectual union where 

thought reached the One as I discussed above. Dr. Clark in describing Plotinus says, 

 

“[Plotinus]The Supreme One, transcending even the duality of propositional truth, 

transcending Mind, beyond all knowledge, shines by its own nature, and its 

expanding rays are the ranks of being in the world, each less brilliant than the prior 

one, until the light is lost in darkness and nothingness.”97 

 

The Neo-Platonic view and the Eastern view are indistinguishable. Moreover, how can he 

speak of things being “in God”? Is this not a positive predication? Lossky continues, 

 

“We have here the entry into darkness, an entry concealed by the abundant light 

through which God makes Himself known in His beings. Knowledge is limited to 

what exists; now, as the cause of all being, God does not exist, or rather He is 

superior to all oppositions between being and non-being. As with Plotinus, we must, 

according to Dionysius, leave the realm of beings in order to be united to God. 

However, the God of Dionysius is not the en, the prime unity or identity of Plotinus, 

opposed to the multiplicity of beings. God is not unity, but the cause of unity 

[Another positive predication], just as he is the cause of multiplicity. This is why 

Dionysius exalts the name of the Trinity, ‘the most sublime name,’ above the name 

‘One.’ Again this is a point where Dionysius radically modifies the concept of 

Plotinus.”98 

 

But if the names are just analogical tags that give no knowledge of the reality of the essence 

of God, his so called individuation is a mere speculation. Moreover, why, if the ultimate principle 

is not a prime unity is the “Holy Trinity[‘s]…unities and distinctions…identical” as Lossky says?99 

Why does he not distinguish object and manner in God? Sounds to me like a prime unity.  Lossky 

continues, 

 

“Unity and diversity, union and distinction appear even within God, in so far as He 

is Trinity-there are ‘unities and distinctions within the ineffable Unity and 

Substance,’ for the three persons are at the same time both unities and 

distinctions.”100 

 

This book gets rather comical after reading so many predications of that which is supposed 

to be beyond predication. A serious tendency toward Plotinus’ Monad can be seen in Lossky’s 
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exposition of Dionysius here when he says, “what is dynamism in created natures is stability in 

God, where movement is at the same time also repose for in the Persons of the Holy Trinity both 

unities and distinctions are identical.”101 Have we just jumped back into Plotinus’ absolute Monad? 

Another evidence of Lossky’s lean toward absolute simplicity is his assumption that God’s objects 

of knowledge are one and the same with his manner of knowledge. He says, “Indeed we know that 

in which we participate; but since the essence is incapable of being participated in by definition 

(we are not and can never be God by essence), we must leave the realm of participation and 

renounce all knowledge in being united with God.”102 This is ground where Scripturalism is 

criticized frequently.  The Answer says, 

 

“The word knowledge has two meanings; both are good English; but the one should 

never be taken for the other. When one says, This man has great knowledge, the 

word refers to the objects. On the other hand when one says, Man has discursive 

knowledge, the word refers not the objects known, but to the manner of 

knowing…In the phrase, God’s knowledge of a proposition, the word knowledge 

refers to the intuitional character of his knowing. It cannot refer to the content 

known, for if it did, the phrase could be exactly reproduced as God’s object of an 

object or God’s truth of a truth, or, God’s proposition of a proposition. They (The 

Complaintents) claim that the manner of God’s knowing is no part of the doctrine 

of incomprehensibility. Hence the theory of the Complaint is that the objects or 

truths known by God are different from those known by man.”103  

 

As is the case with Lossky and the East. Should this suffice to prove that the Biblical God 

demands univocal predication even in essence? 

 

Participation in God 
 

Lossky says in an exposition of Clement, “this gift must be cultivated by a life devoted to 

contemplation, by suppressing the passions, by coming to the state of impassibility.”104 As a 

summary statement of Dionysius’ theology Lossky says, “It is the whole man, not just the spirit or 

intellect (nous), who enters into communion with God.”105 Dionysius system is described as 

“ecstacy…the surpassing of being (the union in ignorance)”.106 Maximus the Confessor’s view is 

described as “remaining in his soul and body entirely man by nature, he becomes in his soul and 

body entirely god in grace, by the divine splendor of the beatifying glory which is wholly expedient 

to him”.107 As I have pointed out in my book Why I Left the Christian Church, there is no Soul.  

 

Summary Arguments 

 

1. If God is beyond being and man is in being then by definition man cannot be “the image and 

glory of God”. (1 Cor. 11:7) 
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2. This being the case the East must take an atheist view of Man’s ascent and assert that human 

language is a convention that developed through millions of years of development; a convention 

developed from observing created natures, which then by definition cannot predicate anything 

about God. For crying out loud, the man even admitted that God did not exist! Away with this 

devilish trash! 

 

3. Lossky admits to the same agnostic analogical theory of predication as he criticized in Ruiz. 

Moreover, why is Basil’s Analogical Agnosticism any better than Ruiz’s Analogical Agnosticism? 

He will say, that the object of participation is different. I have shown otherwise. Lossky’s Monad 

is the same as Plotinus’ and Western Scholasticism. 

 

4. Lossky gives no coherent definition of the distinction between essence an energy. Palamas’ 

insistence on this distinction does not tell us what it is. If it is a modal distinction, this does not 

import enough to take the essence outside of the realm of being and non-being. There needs to be 

a real distinction to do that. 

 

5. With such a distinction between the Essence and Energies and as Lossky describes his 

Hierarchies as being different levels of participation in the Energies in created beings, it seems 

impossible to avoid that another reality existed before and during creation that God used to create 

out of called the Energies. This denies creation Ex Nihilo. 

 

6. Lossky admits to the same pagan apostasy in the early Church as the Protestants have 

complained of for many centuries.108 But Vladimir I thought the Church was infallible? I thought 

the Church could not go into error like this or it would cease to exist? 

 

7. Lossky was unable to distinguish his view from Plotinus. 

 

8. Lossky admitted that he believed and Maximus believed that Dionysius was the first century 

disciple of Paul. This clearly contradicts a statement made to me by Perry Robinson who does not 

believe that and neither did Photius. 

 

9. I was accused of having no collector or principle of unity who collects the distinct propositions 

in God’s mind. I ask, if the East posits real distinctions between nature will and the divine persons 

does this not on their own logic demand another person who collects all these together? Moreover, 

the objection is in error to think ideas are things.  
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The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church by Vladamir Lossky109 Reviewed by Drake 

Shelton 

 

  

John 1:18 No one has seen God at any time; the only begotten God who is in the 

bosom of the Father, He has explained Him. 

  

  

Lossky’s Skepticism 
  

Lossky’s construction is based off of Dionysius the Areopagite’s Mystical Theology. This 

construction is a flagrant vindication of philosophical skepticism and makes way for every heretic 

and false teacher to escape into the recesses of mystery and ambiguity.  

 

Lossky says, 

  

"Dionysius distinguishes two possible theological ways. One-that of cataphatic or 

positive theology-proceeds by affirmation; the other-apophatic or negative 

theology-by negations. The first leads us to some knowledge of God, but is an 

imperfect way. The perfect way, the only way which is fitting in regard to God, 

who is of His very nature unknowable, is the second-which leads us finally to 

total ignorance. All knowledge has as its object that which is. Now God is beyond 

all that exists. "110 

  

Therefore, he offers no knowledge of God. Yet Romans 1 and 2 are clear that the unbeliever 

has no excuse because he does know God and God’s moral law. Lossky would turn the Bible on 

its head. He says again, 

  

"If in seeing God one can know what one sees, then one has not seen God in Himself 

but something intelligible, something which is inferior to Him. It is by unknowing 

that one may know Him who is above every possible object of knowledge."111 

  

What are objects of knowledge? He doesn’t say. If he does not know then he has no basis to discern 

whether or not God is above them. Lossky says,   

  

“Proceeding by negations one ascends from the inferior degrees of being to the 

highest, by progressively setting aside all that can be known, in order to draw near 

to the Unknown in the darkness of absolute ignorance.”112  
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Notice how he capitalizes the “Unkown”; referring to God I am assuming. Can Lossky’s 

construction be any more anti-Biblical? In Acts 17:23 Paul rebukes Pagan Idolaters for recognizing 

an Unknown God. Paul asserts as I assert to the Eastern Mystics, “Therefore what you worship in 

ignorance, this I proclaim to you.” 

Lossky says, 

  

“[Mystical Theology] has for its object God, in so far as He is absolutely 

incomprehensible. It would even be inaccurate to say that it has God for its 

object (28)…He [Dionysius] concludes his treatise by recognizing that the 

universal Cause eludes all affirmations and as well as all negation. ‘When we 

make affirmations and negations about the things which are inferior to it, we affirm 

and deny nothing about the Cause itself, which, being wholly apart from all 

things, is above all affirmation, as the supremacy of Him who, being in His 

simplicity freed from all things and beyond everything, is above all denial.”113 

  

In defense of his construction he quotes Psalm 18:11. He made darkness his secret [or 

hiding] place; his pavilion [or tent] round about him was dark waters, and the clouds of the 

skies. Lossky denies that his construction is agnosticism on page 43 but what can support his 

assertion after he says that his theology does not have God for its object? What theology has 

no theos to talk about? 

  

  

Language and Predication 
 

Lossky says, 

  

“In contemplating any object we analyse its properties: it is this which enables us 

to form concepts.”114 

  

Then he qualifies his statement by stating the quantitative limits of our perception. Dr. 

Clark’s, Language and Theology demonstrates that empiricism cannot produce abstract concepts. 

Universal concepts like goodness or courage or justification cannot be supported by sensation or 

even be claimed to be supported by particular experience. A universal cannot be deduced from a 

particular. Moreover, what color is justice? What does it smell like, etc? Sensation gives us none 

of these things and makes communication impossible.   

  

Lossky says , 

  

“Apophaticism is not necessarily a theology of ecstasy. It is, above all, an attitude 

of mind which refuses to form concepts about God. Such an attitude utterly 

excludes all abstract and purely intellectual theology which would adapt the 

mysteries of the wisdom of God to human ways of thoughts.”115 
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This teaching destroys the Biblical religion. The Bible is based off many abstract concepts. 

Justification, providence, propitiation, expiation, solidarity with Adam and Messiah are all 

concepts that have nothing to do with sensation but are abstract concepts. Maybe Lossky does not 

even know what an abstract concept is. Maybe, like every other Eastern Orthodox Apologist I 

know, Lossky has no Philosophy of Language and has never even read a single book on the subject. 

Lossky says, 

 

“The ladder of cataphatic theology which discloses the divine names drawn, above 

all, from Holy Scripture, is a series of steps up which the soul can mount to 

contemplation. These are not the rational notions which we formulate, the 

concepts with which our intellect constructs a positive science of the divine 

nature; they are rather images or ideas intended to guide us and to fit our faculties 

for the contemplation of that which transcend all understanding. ”116 

 

        Didn’t he just say that those things lead away from the essence of God? How then does he 

now say they guide us to it? He said earlier, 

 

“For even as light, and especially abundance of light, renders darkness invisible; 

even so the knowledge of created things, and especially excess of 

knowledge, destroys the ignorance which is the only way by which one can attain 

to God in Himself.”117 

 

So what destroys knowledge of God on page 25 guides us to knowledge of God on page 

40. Lossky says that Apophatic theology 

 

“forbids us to follow natural ways of thought [says quite bit to his view of the image 

of God] and to form concepts which would usurp the place of spiritual realities. For 

Christianity is not a philosophical school for speculating about abstract 

concepts,”.118 

 

If natural ways of thought lead us away from the truth, then what does this say about the 

image of God in man? Man’s rational faculty is then not a faculty of nature but is actually against 

nature and the image of God. This completely destroys the Biblical religion.   

 

Dr. Clark Corrects Dionysius and Lossky 
  

Lossky’s and Dionysius’ construction was known to Dr. Clark. It was the position which 

was prosecuting him in the 1940s. Van Til’s faction was objecting to Dr. Clark’s ordination on 

these grounds that he had the audacity to say that God was knowable and when he reveals 

knowledge to man, man can understand it. God therefore has the power to make himself known in 

what capacity he chooses. Dr. Clark’s group wrote a reply entitled The Answer.  As we have read 

above, The Answer says on page 20, 
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“The word knowledge has two meanings; both are good English; but the one should 

never be taken for the other. When one says, This man has great knowledge, the 

word refers to the objects. On the other hand when one says, Man has discursive 

knowledge, the word refers not the objects known, but to the manner of knowing…In 

the phrase, God’s knowledge of a proposition, the word knowledge refers to the 

intuitional character of his knowing. It cannot refer to the content known, for if it 

did, the phrase could be exactly reproduced as God’s object of an object or God’s 

truth of a truth, or, God’s proposition of a proposition. they (The Complaintents) 

claim that the manner of God’s knowing is no part of the doctrine of 

incomprehensibility. Hence the theory of the Complaint is that the objects or truths 

known by God are different from those known by man.”  

  

Dionysius’ position is acknowledged by The Answer and Dionysius’ arguments against the 

sight or contemplation of God is refuted on pages 10-11, 

  

“1 Timothy 6:16 ‘dwelling in light unapproachable, whom no man hath seen or san 

see,’ is quoted as proving that ‘man the creature may never trespass or even draw 

near to contemplate God as he is in himself’ (P. 4, 3; O. 17). But this is not what 

the verse says. The verse does not say that man cannot contemplate or think about 

God; it says that man cannot see him. Theophilus, quoted by Meyer, in loc., 

understands the verb to see literally and makes the verse mean that God is an 

invisible spirit. It is the mystic Dionysius who takes the verb to see in the 

intellectual sense of to contemplate, and makes the verse mean that God is 

unthinkable. That this mystical interpretation of negative theology is wrong, and 

that the verb to see in this particular verse must be understood literally, is 

substantiated by Job 19:26, 27, ‘yet in my flesh (or, without my flesh) shall I see 

God.; whom I shall see for myself.’ Superficially, Job seems to contradict Paul. The 

Hebrew verb in Job, chazah, often means to contemplate. It must mean 

contemplation here, for the literal meaning of physical sight would make the verse 

inconsistent with the Scriptural teaching of the spirituality of God. The literal 

meaning in Job would make the verse untrue. Hence Job definitely asserts that man 

will contemplate God. Since 1 Tim 6:16 cannot contradict the teaching of Job, it 

must refer to literal sight, not to contemplation, and therefore the exegesis of the 

Complaint is thus shown to be mistaken.” 

  

Clark’s Scripturalism teaches that we can know what God reveals to us (Duet 29:29, Mat 

11:27). 1 Tim 6:16 says that no man can see God. Yet Job 19:26 says that man can and will see 

God. Are these contradictory? No. 1 Tim 6 is referring to “physical” sight. Job is referring to 

intellectual sight, or contemplation. Psalm 145:3, Isa 40:28, and Job 11:7-8 are referring to the fact 

that man cannot of himself find out knowledge of God. Knowledge must be revealed to man at 

God’s pleasure.  Isaiah 55:8-9 in context refers to the fact that God chooses to do things that are 

not in accord with the sinful nature of men. Men would have salvation to be accomplished by our 

own merits so that we receive the glory. However, God has chosen to save us by grace that he 

alone would receive the glory. In this sense he “chooses the foolish things of the world to confound 

the wise.” (1 Cor 1:27) The scripture is not saying that God’s thoughts are of a different conceptual 

quality and object, but that they affirm a different end. Man’s ends would be for his own glory but 
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God has affirmed that the end of man be for God’s glory alone. Psalms 36:9 seems to be the 

strongest passage affirming univocal knowledge. It does not say that in God’s light we see a 

glowworm as if its analogical to the light of God. It says that in God’s light we see light. The same 

light that is God’s is ours when he reveals it to us. This does not mean that our knowledge does 

not differ at all from God’s for it does. God’s knowledge is intuitive ours is discursive. This does 

not mean that the information is different in God’s mind and in ours. I can write a sentence on a 

piece of paper and write it on a word file and save it in my computer. The attributes of the 

knowledge written on the paper are different from that in my hard drive but the information is 

exactly the same. 

 

The Scripturalist view of participation in God is more coherent. We are criticized for 

holding the strongest view of participation in God and we are accused of positing participation in 

God’s full essence. Yet The Answer made clear the scriptural distinction: that we participate in the 

objects of God’s knowledge not the manner of God’s knowing. Therefore, we do not participate 

in all of God as to become God in essence. 

  

  

God’s Supposed Infinity 
  

God’s infinity is used by irrational theologians to promote the theology of Lossky. Clark 

is very clear, “The God of the Bible consists of three Persons [He is still operating off some 

Western Confusions here-DS], and neither individually nor collectively are they infinite.”119 Pages 

56-64 of The Incarnation are devoted to denying the point that God is infinite or persons in general 

for that matter. Yeshua did have physical limitations. He slept, he got tired, etc. He also had 

epistemic limitations for he did not know a certain eschatological event in Mat 24:36. However, 

these limitations do not apply to the divine nature. Clark makes the point that in the Second 

Helvetic Confession of 1566 immensum is used. He says, “Yet this word more likely means 

immeasurable than infinite, as a reference to human inability to match God’s knowledge and 

power.”120 If God’s knowledge was infinite he could not be omniscient. The word “infinite” refers 

to a series with no last term. It is illogical to possess something that has no last term. The same 

applies to space. God’s omnipresence would be infinite only if space is infinite, whatever space is. 

In Richard Muller’s Post Reformation Dogmatics Vol. 3, he acknowledges issues involved with 

space and God’s omnipresence but never deals with the basis of an infinite omnipresence, namely 

infinite space. 

 

Buddhism and Eastern Orthodoxy 

 

To truly understand what Lossky is getting at, you must understand the primordial 

philosophical fountain of Eastern Orthodox Theology: the religions of India, primarily Buddhism 

and its doctrine of Nirvana and Emptiness. To this we shall now give attention:  
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Ancient Christianity and the Doctrine of the Oxford Tracts by Isaac Taylor Reviewed 

By Drake Shelton 

 

The Protestant Reformation was a radical departure from what the world had previously 

understood Christianity to be. For 1400 years plus Anchorism had dominated the theological 

system of the Church and had culminated in a Tyranical institution that plunged the Western world 

into poverty, ignorance and superstition. The following is based on: Ancient Christianity and the 

Doctrine of the Oxford Tracts by Isaac Taylor.121 

 

Contents: 

 

Introduction 

I. Obligations of the Modern Church to the Ancient 

II. The Root Error of the Ancient Church is the Doctrine of Angelic Celibacy 

III. Doctrines that Celibacy Affects 

IV. Protestant Interpretation of Ancient Christianity 

V. General Criticisms of the Patristic System-55 Theses 

VI. Conclusion 

  

Introduction 

 

In the 1800s the Church of England was revisiting the validity of the Reformation it had 

experienced in the 16th century. The issue of Ancient or Nicene Christianity was a subject of debate 

amongst the seminary students, professors and clergy alike.  Currently, a debate exists over the 

consistency of the doctrines constructed in the first Seven Ecumenical Councils and those 

constructed at the time of the Protestant Reformation. This is not a new debate and the 

inconsistency of the Nicene Faith and the Reformation was an issue acknowledged by Taylor who 

says,  

"for everyone feels that Nazianzen's Christianity, and the Christianity of Jewell, 

Cranmer, Ridley, Latimer, Hooper, were two systems, the one excluding, or 

forgetting, that which the other made the most account of; the one dry, abtruse, 

extravagent, turgid, formal, vapid; the other, cordial, rich, efficacious; and, if tinged 

with superstition, yet immeasurably more concerned with the momentous realities 

than with the mere rites of piety."122  

 

It was a slavish devotion to historical Church tradition and the system of doctrine contained 

in the corpus of writings by the early Fathers that prevented the conscience of many to understand 

and believe those simple doctrines of salvation taught by the Scriptures through our Reformers. 

And let the reader take note: the Patristic religion is a separate system of theology than the 

Reformed system.     Taylor says, 

 

"We ought, then, either to embrace asceticism, on the ground of this 'catholic 

consent,' and so to renounce the reformation; or, adhering to the reformation, to 
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disown the Nicene fathers. There is no consistency in a middle course; nor can 

there be coherence in a system which would bind in the same bundle the two 

opposed authorities.”123 

 

At this time there was no philosopher at the helm of the Reformation to direct the doctrinal 

constructions from going epistemologically astray.  William Ames had written his Technometry as 

a substitute for the Scholasticism of the Aristotelian Western Church and was vital in the 

development of the Covenantal or Federalist developments in Reformed Covenant Theology. To 

this we are grateful to Ames among many other important contributions… 

 

Modern day Eastern Orthodox apologists attribute the rise of Reformed theology to 

Medieval Scholasticism and feudal law as the basis for Western Theology and especially Reformed 

Theology’s emphasis on a legal and penal system of merit. They usually leave out the invention 

of the printing press and the wide distribution of the scriptures in the hands of the common man. 

They also leave out the fact that Ames and Peter Ramus constructed their intellectual system 

specifically to depart from the Scholasticism of the Roman Church… In this paper I purpose to 

vindicate the Reformation, not only as liberation from Roman tyranny, but a liberation from the 

Gnosticism of the Early Church and the fanatical tendencies of those anchoritic monks of times 

past.  

  

I. Obligations of the Modern Church to the Ancient 

 

It is a common objection that Scripturalists ignore the authority of the canonizing body and 

the methods they used to determine the canon. Though our opponents may think our axiom 

divorces the need for councils, archeology, textual criticism, and knowledge of the original 

languages, etc. they simply do not understand that we are not advocating an arbitrary whim in 

choosing our axiom. We are simply saying that our choice of an axiom is inevitable. The best 

methods that we have to translate the Hebrew and Greek manuscripts into English should remain 

and continue to be perfected. However, we are simply not going to ignore that obtaining knowledge 

from a piece of paper with ink marks on it is difficult business indeed.  All of these documents 

have combination, arrangement and are subject to intellectual interpretation. What does the 

opponent mean when he says he “sees” these ink marks? What is a sensation?  How does this 

sensation produce perception when all of these documents have combination, arrangement and are 

subject to intellectual interpretation? Dr Clark in his Language and Theology says,  

 

“and if perception were an inference from sensation, it would be necessary to show 

which inferences are valid and which are invalid. Blanshard very carefully gives 

many examples of possible inferences; but he nowhere shows how to distinguish a 

true perception from a fallacious inference (pg. 132)...The theory is that perceptions 

produce images which remain after the perception ceases. By a process of 

abstraction, concepts are formed or extracted out of these images (pg. 134)...Did 

not Russell say that only a madman could deny it? (That is that all have 

images)...Brand Blanshard not only shows the futility of images for people who 

have them, but also brings before us a group of scientists and literary men, all well 

educated, who have no images whatever(pg. 135)...the process by which concepts 
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are allegedly abstracted from images is unintelligible. Aristotle simply gives an 

analogy. It is like an army in rout: one soldier makes a stand, than a second, and so 

on, until the army is in order again. This analogy is worse than most. It is 

unintelligibility raised to an unimaginable power (pg. 135)...Empiricism with its 

nominalism cannot produce concepts, such as...general conic, of vertebrate 

animals(Or of Liliaceae)...Propositions, not concepts, are the objects of knowledge 

because only propositions can be true. (pg. 135)...Urban distinguishes between 

signs and symbols. If this distinction be accepted, words are signs. Even if his 

onomatopoeic words are symbols, it does him little good, for there is no inherent 

quality in the sound of dog, chien, or Hund to make them mean a certain type of 

animal (pg. 139)...Nor could any such sheet of white paper extract any universal 

law of logic from finite experience. No universal and necessary proposition can be 

deduced from sensory observation. Universality and necessity can only be a 

priori. (pg. 139)...How can sensationism produce a sound that conveys a meaning 

from one mind to another? Since my sensation is never yours, how can you ever 

know what the sensation is to which I attach a sound or ink mark? The empirical 

apologists usually evade this problem (pg. 142)...Animals have more acute 

sensations than human beings; but they know no mathematics, construct no 

syllogisms, nor do they write narratives. Sensation does not help them in these 

matters. (pg. 143)” 

 

What we give thanks to the Patristic Church for is the canon of the Bible as it has been 

handed down through the centuries. However, as Taylor says,   

 

"the judgment of antiquity has neither presented to us, finally, any book which the 

internal evidence disallows, nor has it pronounced against any extant book, which 

that evidence might have allowed. The result is a rational and firm assurance, 

more or less entire in each instance, that the New Testament is constituted of, and 

includes, the divinely inspired apostolic writings."124  

 

The reader must take note that Taylor makes a point to show that Protestantism emphasizes a 

rational conscience. This is at the root of Protestantism and those so-called Reformed apologists 

that make paradoxes and nonsense of the Bible in the name of intellectual humility simply miss 

the point. The issue is not humility.  The issue is, the so- called paradox theology is explicit denial 

of Protestant epistemology and a return to the Mystical Theology of the Roman and Eastern 

Orthodox Church, apaphatic theology and Gregory Palamas’ hesychasm. Palamas would praise 

such language as “Faltering attempts to think God’s thoughts after him.”   Protestantism is rational 

and exalts the conscience above the Church. (See Bannerman’s Church of Christ pg. 290.)  

 

II. The Root Error of the Ancient Church is the Doctrine of Angelic Celibacy 

 

          A. Heretical notions of the virtue of celibacy remained unchanged in the ancient Church for 

the first 1000 years after the apostles (The reign of the Patristic theology) and other gross heresies 

were spawned from this notion by extension.  
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Cyprian of Carthage, Epistle 61,  

 

"1. Cyprian, Caecilius, Victor, Sedatus, Tertullus, with the presbyters who were 

present with them, to Pomponius their brother, greeting. We have read, dearest 

brother, your letter which you sent by Paconius our brother, asking and desiring us 

to write again to you, and say what we thought of those virgins who, after having 

once determined to continue in their condition, and firmly to maintain their 

continency, have afterwards been found to have remained in the same bed side 

by side with men; of whom you say that one is a deacon; and yet that the 

same virgins who have confessed that they have slept with men declare that they 

are chaste. Concerning which matters, since you have desired our advice, know that 

we do not depart from the traditions of the Gospel and of the apostles, but with 

constancy and firmness take counsel for our brethren and sisters, and maintain the 

discipline of the Church by all the ways of usefulness and safety, since the Lord 

speaks, saying, And I will give you pastors according to. mine heart, and they shall 

feed you with discipline. Jeremiah 3:15 And again it is written; Whoever despises 

discipline is miserable; Wisdom 3:11 and in the Psalms also the Holy 

Spirit admonishes and instructs us, saying, Keep discipline, lest haply the Lord 

be angry, and you perish from the right way, when His anger shall quickly burn 

against you.”125 

  

Their rash vow of celibacy had consequence in a sex scandal with a deacon in the Church! 

Taylor makes the point that this is the consequence of elevating the religion of God higher than he 

has designed it to be. Moreover, this is a lucid revelation of the character of these Patristic 

traditions that are claimed to be apostolic. Hardly; by their fruits you shall know them!  Taylor 

also mentions the ill reputation the nuns in Carthage had for visiting the bathhouses.  

 

 1 Corinthians 7:25 Now concerning virgins I have no command of the Lord, but I give an 

opinion as one who by the mercy of the Lord is trustworthy. Yet according to the Cyprian of 

Carthage, Paul handed down traditions orally concerning virgins. So according to Cyprian of 

Carthage, Paul is lying.  In reference to celibacy of the clergy the New Advent Catholic 

Encyclopedia says, 

 

"But the passage most confidently appealed to is one of St. Epiphanius where the 

holy doctor first of all speaks of the accepted ecclesiastical rule of 

the priesthood (kanona tes ierosynes) as something established by 

the Apostles (Haer., xlviii, 9), and then in a later passage seems to describe this rule 

or canon in some detail. "Holy Church", he says, "respects the dignity of 

the priesthood to such a point that she does not admit to the diaconate, 

the priesthood, or the episcopate, no nor even to the subdiaconate, anyone still 

living in marriage and begetting children. She accepts only him who if married 
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gives up his wife or has lost her by death, especially in those places where 

the ecclesiastical cannons are strictly attended to" (Haer., lix, 4)."126  

  

Ministering in the fourth century, St. Epiphanius speaks of this as the rule of Catholicity of 

the time. Not only so but again it is asserted that this came from the apostles as an oral tradition 

breathed out by God. Yet again, this denies Paul’s statement in 1 Cor 7.  If we are talking about 

the latter case where a man gives up his wife, which is another problem in itself, there is no 

contradiction but I will speak to this more later. 

 

            B. In this system the outward is emphasized rather than the inward man. Taylor mentions 

on pg. 128 that Saint Bernard's idea of chastity was not that of the Scripture’s inward heart purity 

exhorted upon the married and unmarried, "but that artificial and external purity of the monastic 

system, to which the married could make no pretensions." Bernard uses Mat 22:30 "For in the 

resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven."  This 

passage is to prove that celibacy in this life is an exalted angelic life. In contrast, he refers to the 

body of a celibate to that of a beast as he lives a life of an angel. This stinks of Gnosticism as can 

be clearly seen. 

             

            C. Celibacy was urged upon the Church by attempts to show superiority to the pagans. Let 

the reader pay special attention here, in Tertullian’s quote, to the emphasis of celibacy. Are they 

getting this from the scripture? No. Are they getting this from inferences form scripture? No. They 

are getting this from pagan philosophy as is clearly stated even from the title: 

 

Tertullian, To His Wife 1.6, Examples of Heathens Urged as Commendatory of Widowhood 

and Celibacy, 

 

"But if they who have (wives) are (thus) bound to consign to oblivion what they 

have, how much more are they who have not, prohibited from seeking a second 

time what they no longer have; so that she whose husband has departed from the 

world should thenceforward impose rest on her sex by abstinence from marriage— 

abstinence which numbers of Gentile women devote to the memory of beloved 

husbands! When anything seems difficult, let us survey others who cope with still 

greater difficulties. How many are there who from the moment of their baptism set 

the seal (of virginity) upon their flesh? How many, again, who by equal mutual 

consent cancel the debt of matrimony— voluntary eunuchs for the sake of their 

desire after the celestial kingdom! But if, while the marriage-tie is still intact, 

abstinence is endured, how much more when it has been undone! For I believe it to 

be harder for what is intact to be quite forsaken, than for what has been lost not to 

be yearned after. A hard and arduous thing enough, surely, is the continence for 

God's sake of a holy woman after her husband's decease, when Gentiles, 

in honour of their own Satan, endure sacerdotal offices which involve 

both virginity and widowhood! At Rome, for instance, they who have to do with 

the type of that inextinguishable fire, keeping watch over the omens of their own 

(future) penalty, in company with the (old) dragon himself, are appointed on the 
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ground of virginity. To the Achæan Juno, at the town Ægium, a virgin is allotted; 

and the (priestesses) who rave at Delphi know not marriage. Moreover, 

we know that widows minister to the African Ceres; enticed away, indeed, from 

matrimony by a most stem oblivion: for not only do they withdraw from their still 

living husbands, but they even introduce other wives to them in their own room— 

the husbands, of course, smiling on it— all contact (with males), even as far as 

the kiss of their sons, being forbidden them; and yet, with enduring practice, they 

persevere in such a discipline of widowhood, which excludes the solace even 

of holy affection. These precepts has the devil given to his servants, and he is 

heard! He challenges, forsooth, God's servants, by the continence of his own, as if 

on equal terms! Continent are even the priests of hell! For he has found a way to 

ruin men even in good pursuits; and with him it makes no difference to slay some 

by voluptuousness, some by continence.”127 

 

Here, Tertullian bases religious celibacy as a reaction to the rite of the Gentile Heathens 

around them. The Early Church's near pagan background is here a stumbling block and the early 

Christians innovate rites and doctrines to elevate on a carnal level the Christian religion to make it 

competitive to the heathen. This is exactly why Paul says “the weapons of our warfare are not 

carnal.” Tertullian also says that the command to be fruitful and multiply is abolished in the New 

Covenant because it is a more mature covenant, receiving its maturity from the Patristic traditions 

and innovations.   

 

D. Clement's Stromata Book 3 contradicts the formal and outward emphasis of the early 

fathers and actually refers to any insinuation that Christians should abstain from marriage as 

antichrist.128 

 

Clement, Stromata, Book 3 

 

"45. To those, on the other hand, who under a pious cloak blaspheme by their 

continence both the creation and the holy Creator, the almighty, only God, 

and teach that one must reject marriage and begetting of children, and should not 

bring others in their place to live in this wretched world, nor give any sustenance 

to death, our reply is as follows. We may first quote the word of the apostle John: 

"And now are many antichrists come, whence we know that it is the last hour. 

They went out from us, but they were not of us. For if they had been of us, they 

would have remained with US." Next we may destroy their case on the ground that 

they pervert the sense of the books they quote, as follows. When Salome asked the 

Lord: "How long shall death hold sway?" he answered: " As long as you women 

bear children." Her words do not imply that this life is evil and the' creation bad, 

and his reply only teaches the ordinary course of nature. For birth is invariably 

followed by death. " … 
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"48. If, as they say, they have already attained the state of resurrection, and on this 

account reject marriage let them neither eat nor drink. For the apostle says that in 

the resurrection the belly and food shall be destroyed. Why then do they hunger and 

thirst and suffer the weaknesses of the flesh and all the other needs which will not 

affect the man who through Christ has attained to the hoped for resurrection? 

Furthermore those who worship idols abstain both from food and from sexual 

intercourse. "But the kingdom of God does not consist in eating and drinking," he 

says. And indeed the Magi make a point of abstaining from wine and the meat of 

animals and from sexual intercourse while they are worshipping angels and 

daemons. But just as humility consists in meekness and not in treating one's body 

roughly, so also continence is a virtue of the soul which is not manifest to others, 

but is in secret.”129 

  

E. Those who had taken vows of virginity were thought of as a higher order of people and 

even "espoused to Christ". This is pagan to the core. As Tertullian mentioned, the pagans had an 

elite group of celibates that were said to be intimately related to their deity for thousands of years. 

  

"Thus as early as 306 the Council of Elvira in Spain imposed sanctions on virgins 

who had been unfaithful to their consecration to God and their vow of virginity. At 

the same time the Council of Ancyra (314) declared that consecrated virgins who 

marry were guilty of bigamy, since they were espoused to Christ. In 364 the civil 

law, under Valens, declared that anyone  who married a consecrated virgin was 

subject to the death penalty."130  

 

Critique 

 

1 Cor 9:5 Do we not have a right to take along a believing wife, even as the rest of the apostles 

and the brothers of the Lord and Cephas? 

 

           The Apostles’ regular order (1 Tim 3, Tit 1:5-10) is that a Bishop is to have a wife and 

children and he is to keep them well. His virtue is displayed in having a wife and children not 

abstaining from them. This then is a real virtue not an honorific and fictitious hypocrisy of virtue 

but real virtue.  Taylor says in reference to those other articles of the ancient Church such as the 

Mass, Christus Victor, Synergy, Tradition and Justification by works and faith etc., "Are they 

immemorially ancient?-so is this. Did they receive the assent and warm approbation of the long 

series of Christian doctrines?- so did this. Were they acknowledged and followed out in the 

practices of the apostolic churches, throughout the world? - so was this; and finally, may they 

pretend to a colour of support, or more than a colour, from some few expressions of the inspired 

writers? - so may this."131  

 

On page 186 Taylor gives his explanation of what he thinks happened in the apostasy of 

the early Church. First, when Christianity dealt with the Jews, in a short time it Judaized (I would 
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qualify this just a bit. -DS). When the Church met Platonism, Platonism became a key interpretive 

reference point for the early Church's allegorical method and was basically the Philosophy of the 

Church at least in the West until the time of Aquinas.   When the Christian religion dominated the 

pagan lands and overthrew their temples, Paganism was "baptized" and the pagan cyclical calendar 

based on the movement of the planets and the changing of seasons practiced by the pagans was 

transformed into the holy days of the Church (Not to say there was not also the idea of replacing 

the ceremonial days of the Jews).  What the Romans once called “Saturnalia” became Christ-mass 

etc. The mysterious rites of the pagans were borrowed and incorporated into the Church that 

boasted it could steward these superstitions better than the pagans could. “Catholic Answers”, the 

popular Catholic website can argue straw men and debate with fundamentalists as much as it likes, 

but the point remains that though these practices were going on before the rise of Constantine they 

were nevertheless taken straight from paganism and used to worship Yah; which is exactly what 

he prohibited in Duet 12:29-32. 

 

The reader of Taylor may also take note how blisteringly Taylor rips the church at Nicea on page 

198.  I will conclude this critique with a quote from Taylor: 

 

"V. That the notions an practices connected with the doctrine of the superlative 

merit of religious celibacy, were, at once, the causes and the effects of errors in the 

theology, of perverted moral sentiments, of superstitious usages, of hierarchical 

usurpations; and that they furnish us with a criterion for estimating the GENERAL 

VALUE OF ANCIENT CHRISTIANITY; and, in a word, afford reason enough for 

regarding, if not with jealousy, at least with extreme caution, any attempt to induce 

the modern church to imitate the ancient church."132 

  

III. Doctrines that Celibacy Affects 

 

A. The moral attributes of God. 

 

The Patristic Church did indeed reject some of the basic and essential properties of 

Gnosticism, yet Taylor makes the point that the principle of Gnosticism retained by the Patristic 

Church concerned the way the Gnostics rejected the "animal life" and the relationship of a man 

with his social system a thing opposed to the divine perfection. This is why they sought to escape 

from society, why they treated "their evil" material bodies in a rugged and severe fashion, and as 

Paul writes, they submitted themselves to certain decrees, "Do not handle, do not taste, do not 

touch!" (Col 2:21) 

 

The Biblical God hates nothing he created in its original state. Although, he does hate sin 

which he did not immediately create. Therefore, in the Bible nothing interrupts the blessedness of 

God coming upon man but guilt and sin. Yeshua takes the guilt penalty of this sin and the barrier 

is removed between God and those who partake of the benefits of the atonement. 

 

On the Gnostic view it is the material world including the physical human nature which 

interrupts and bars men from receiving the blessings of God.  An accident of the material world is 

moral disorder or sin; which is why that which is material is renounced as evil and the source of 
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separation from God. On the Gnostic view, sin and guilt was not the obstacle in the way of man's 

blessedness. The Gnostics hopped for a release from material bondage. Is this not dangerously 

similar to the Eastern view of the atonement that denies that Yeshua takes the guilt of men's sins 

but only takes the mortality of fallen human nature to raise it in the resurrection and deify it? And 

so the obstacle between man and God is not sin and guilt but lower metaphysics.  

 

Therefore, the Patristic religion posits a God eternally at war with the "material world" and 

"resenting the humiliations of animal life."133 This is in contrast with the Biblical doctrine of God 

that has an essential and knowable essence that is holy and offended at sin. Due to this hatred of 

sin, he punishes the sin to satisfy his vindicating justice and reconcile to himself his people 

removing the barrier of guilt and sin. The Patristic Christus Victor God has no essence, it is non 

being, and merely removes the mortality of men by raising the human nature to partake in the 

energies of God.  Therefore, the problem with men in the Patristic view is their mortal material 

realities that need to be raised/deified. The Patristic view sees virtue as a removing of the soul 

from the societal animal life and renouncing their natural sexual constitution. This by clear 

inference implies that the natural sexual desires of our "material" bodies are evil and a removal of 

oneself from these material desires and the world brings one closer to God. These celibates in the 

Patristic Church are the few who approach the Unkowable god having removed themselves from 

the lower world. Paganism, simple and plain. 

 

Taylor attributes their error to an influence of Oriental Theosophy. The idea of the Gnostics 

was that by, "lofty contemplation, by habitual mental abstraction, and by disengaging himself, as 

far as possible, from the humiliating conditions of animal life, to facilitate, and, in a sense, to 

anticipate, his relapse [dissolution-DS] into the infinite Nature.”134   

 

Gregory of Nyssa, On Virginity, Chapter  10,  

 

“What words indeed could possibly express the greatness of that loss in falling 

away from the possession of real goodness? What consummate power of thought 

would have to be employed! Who could produce even in outline that which speech 

cannot tell, nor the mind grasp? On the one hand, if a man has kept the eye of his 

heart so clear that he can in a way behold the promise of our Lord's Beatitudes 

realized, he will condemn all human utterance as powerless to represent that which 

he has apprehended. On the other hand, if a man from the atmosphere of material 

indulgences has the weakness of passion spreading like a film over the keen 

vision of his soul, all force of expression will be wasted upon him; for it is all one 

whether you understate or whether you magnify a miracle to those who have no 

power whatever of perceiving it. Just as, in the case of the sunlight, on one who has 

never from the day of his birth seen it, all efforts at translating it into words are 

quite thrown away; you cannot make the splendour of the ray shine through his 

ears; in like manner, to see the beauty of the true and intellectual light, each man 

has need of eyes of his own; and he who by a gift of Divine inspiration can see it 

retains his ecstasy unexpressed in the depths of his consciousness; while he who 

sees it not cannot be made to know even the greatness of his loss. How should he? 
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This good escapes his perception, and it cannot be represented to him; it is 

unspeakable, and cannot be delineated. We have not learned the peculiar language 

expressive of this beauty. An example of what we want to say does not exist in the 

world; a comparison for it would at least be very difficult to find. Who compares 

the Sun to a little spark? Or the vast Deep to a drop? And that tiny drop and that 

diminutive spark bear the same relation to the Deep and to the Sun, as any beautiful 

object ofman's admiration does to that real beauty on the features of the First Good, 

of which we catch the glimpse beyond any other good. What words could be 

invented to show the greatness of this loss to him who suffers it? Well does the 

great David seem to me to express the impossibility of doing this. He has been lifted 

by the power of the Spirit out of himself, and sees in a blessed state of ecstacy the 

boundless and incomprehensible Beauty; he sees it as fully as a mortal can see 

who has quitted his fleshly envelopments and entered, by the mere power of 

thought, upon the contemplation of the spiritual and intellectual world, and in his 

longing to speak a word worthy of the spectacle he bursts forth with that cry, which 

all re-echo, Every man a liar! I take that to mean that any man who entrusts to 

language the task of presenting the ineffable Light is really and truly a liar; not 

because of any hatred on his part of the truth, but because of the feebleness of his 

instrument for expressing the thing thought of. The visible beauty to be met with in 

this life of ours, showing glimpses of itself, whether in inanimate objects or in 

animate organisms in a certain choiceness of colour, can be adequately admired by 

our power of aesthetic feeling.”135  

 

  One such passage by Gregory Nazianzen that Taylor quotes on page 167 I have yet to find, 

"happy those the unmarried blessed who having shaken off the flesh are nearer to the divine 

purity." 

B. Mariolatry  

 

This emphasis on celibacy gave rise to the veneration of Mary in, "The Always Virgin", 

and "The Perpetual Virginity of Mary.”  In my studies of early Church history, it seems to me that 

the alleged celibacy of Mary was the first attempt to elevate her above the common rank of men 

in a moral sense which was completed in the Patristic construction of the hypostatic union where 

she is labeled the “Theotokos”, or “Mother of God.”  Their mistake was thinking Yeshua was God 

in the flesh.  

  

C. Soteriology (means and ends) 

 

The way human nature is understood in the ancient Buddhist religion ignores the sinful 

nature of man.  Sin is understood as a mere accident to the real problem: namely, the material 

reality, the natural evil.  Therefore, the cure was "mental abstraction, silence, simplicity of diet, 

and celibacy"136 In this system there is no need to expiate man's sin. In the Brahmanist religion 

(Hinduism), 
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"The Rishis, the gods, human beings, beasts, birds, and whatever other creatures 

there are, mobile or immobile, are all devoted to penances, and whatever success 

they win is won through penance. Thus it was through penance that the gods 

acquired their superiority. These (luminaries in the firmament) that have got their 

shares of felicity are always the results of penance. Without doubt, through penance 

the very status of godhead may be acquired."137  

 

Therefore, in Hinduism, to achieve salvation one must mortify their material body through 

fastings and penances to achieve godhood. Sound familiar to the angelic doctrine of the Patristics? 

Again, when you add these man made disciplines the logical consequence is going to affect 

soteriology. If indeed penances and celibacy are efficacious there is indeed another way of 

salvation outside of Christ. Now the Patristics are not going to say that outright they simply mix a 

little Eastern theology with the Bible names and Patristic theology is what you get. The doctrine 

of penances was by no means the creation of the Patristic Church. From The Mahabharata 

Anusasana Parva, Section CXXII,  

 

"The man who drinks alcohol, or he that takes by force what belongs to others, or 

he that is guilty of foeticide, or he that violates the bed of his preceptor, succeeds 

in crossing with the aid of penances. Indeed, one becomes cleansed of all these sins 

through penances. One possessed of all knowledge and, therefore, having true 

vision, and an ascetic of whatever kind, are equal. One should always bow unto 

these two.”138 

 

The Hindus had been practicing penances for centuries before the Catholic Church stepped 

on the scene. As we saw from Tertullian, the Patristic Church clearly admitted they were imitating 

and yea even surpassing the monasticism of the pagans.  John Chrysostom was not the first to 

emphasize the importance of penance through fasting. From The Mahabharata Anusasana Parva 

Section CVI, 

 

"There is no Sastra superior to the Veda. There is no person more worthy of 

reverence than the mother. There is no acquisition superior to that of 

Righteousness, and no penance superior to fast. There is nothing, more sacred in 

heaven or earth than Brahmanas.  After the same manner there is no penance that 

is superior to the observance of fasts."139  

 

In Galatians 3:21 Paul says, “For if a law had been given which was able to impart life, 

then righteousness would indeed have been based on law. 22 But the Scripture has shut up 

everyone under sin, so that the promise by faith in Jesus Christ might be given to those who 
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believe.” Therefore, this covenant of grace that God has made with men is above law and has 

authority to cancel out sins previously committed imputing them to Messiah. But wait! The 

Patristics say there is also another way above law: 

 

Athanasius, On the Incarnation 51 

"Which of mankind, again, after his death, or else while living, taught 

concerning virginity, and that thisvirtue was not impossible among men? But 

Christ, our Saviour and King of all, had such power in His teaching concerning it, 

that even children not yet arrived at the lawful age vow that virginity which lies 

beyond the law. "140 

 

When one speaks of celibacy in such a way it is impossible to avoid the soteriological 

consequences.  In the Ancient Christianity, these ascetic disciplines came before justification and 

due to the emphasis of the Oriental disciplines the doctrine was skewed. And in front of the ascetic 

disciplines stood the doctrine of angelic virginity. And herein lies the point where the ancient 

celibacy intercepts the thrust of the cross. If there is indeed a class of people so holy and 

sanctified by asceticism the purpose of the cross is then skewed in that only the lower class of 

men then need the cross and to speak of an angelic celibate as needing the same forgiveness as 

a lower level man is absurd. The celibate is only different from the heavenly angel in that the 

celibate is confined to flesh and is therefore bound to the earth. The celibate's angelic status 

preaches no need at all of an atonement for sin, only a release from mortality i.e. Christus Victor. 

And herein lays the connection with the ancient Pagan East and the Patristic Church. And if indeed 

the Patristics try to escape by saying the celibate is as accountable as the married I ask, what's the 

point then? Will they in the end find their sufferings were not efficacious after all? 

Athanasius, Apologia ad Constantium, 33, 

 

"The Son of God, our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, having become man for our 

sakes, and having destroyed death, and delivered our race from the bondage of 

corruption , in addition to all His other benefits bestowed this also upon us, that we 

should possess upon earth, in the state of virginity , a picture of the holiness of 

Angels. Accordingly such as have attained this virtue, the Catholic Church has 

been accustomed to call the brides of Christ. And the heathen who see them express 

their admiration of them as the temples of the Word. For indeed this holy and 

heavenly profession is nowhere established, but only among us Christians, and it is 

a very strong argument that with us is to be found the genuine and true religion."141  

 

 (See also Chrysostom’s quote in Taylor’s Ancient Christianity pg. 259. I could not find it) 

 

Taylor, on page 269 explains the utter absence of the gospel of Messiah in the early Church. 

The Fathers, most of which already astutely schooled in the metaphysical arts of the Greeks, not 

knowing Hebrew, focus emphatically upon the doctrines most suited to their tastes, i.e. the 
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Incarnation and the Trinity while leaving the gospel of Messiah left virtually untouched. Taylor 

chides Vincent of Lerins' Commonitorium for maintaining the Trinity alone as the article of 

essential Christian faith and "There is not in this treatise a paragraph, or a sentence animated by a 

reference to the rich mercy of God in the gospel."142  Not to mention the reverential language used 

towards the saints as near demigods of antiquity who will be exalted taking their place among the 

seraphs. This is completely opposite of the language used in Luke 18 of the man who went home 

justified, not even looking up to heaven smiting his breast because of his sin. 

 

See also the way almsgiving affects soteriology when it is viewed as intrinsically 

efficacious in Chrysostom’s homily on the parable of the talents. 

 

Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew, 78,  

 

 “These parables are like the former parable of the faithful servant, and of him that 

was ungrateful and devoured his Lord's goods. For there are four in all, in different 

ways admonishing us about the same things, I mean about diligence in almsgiving, 

and about helping our neighbor by all means which we are able to use, since it is 

not possible to be saved in another way. But there He speaks more generally of all 

assistance which should he rendered to one's neighbor; but as to the virgins, he 

speaks particularly of mercifulness in alms, and more strongly than in the 

former parable. For there He punishes him that beats, and is drunken, and scatters 

and wastes his lord's goods, but here even him that does not help, nor spends 

abundantly his goods upon the needy. For they had oil indeed, but not in abundance, 

wherefore also they are punished.... 

 

He puts forth this parable sufficient to persuade them, that virginity, though it 

should have everything else, if destitute of the good things arising out of 

almsgiving, is cast out with the harlots, and He sets the inhuman and merciless 

with them. And most reasonably, for the one was overcome by the love of carnal 

pleasure, but these of money. But the love of carnal pleasure and of money are not 

equal, but that of carnal pleasure is far keener and more tyrannical. And the weaker 

the antagonist, the less excusable are these that are overcome thereby. Therefore 

also He calls them foolish, for that having undergone the greater labor, they have 

betrayed all for want of the less. But by lamps here, He means the gift itself 

ofvirginity, the purity of holiness; and by oil, humanity, almsgiving, succor to them 

that are in need."143  

 

Taylor says, "The burden of sin, how is it to be got rid of? by virginity and an eleemosynary 

obolus!"144 Again, if virginity and almsgiving are intrinsically efficacious, the affect on soteriology 

is devastating.  To prove yet again that the god of Ancient Christianity is the god of the Oriental 

theosophy, I say: the Gnostics rejected the "animal life" and the relationship of a man with his 
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social system a thing opposed to the divine perfection. This is why they sought to escape from 

society, why they treated "their evil" material bodies in a rugged and severe fashion, and as Paul 

writes, they submitted themselves to certain decrees, "Do not handle, do not taste, do not touch!" 

(Col 2:21) These celibates in the Patristic Church are the few who approach the Unkowable god 

having removed themselves from the lower world. It is this that drove Origen's allegorical 

interpretation of scripture where many historical events in a physical world in the Old Testament 

are myths that convey "spiritual truths." And take note reader where the connection is: An 

emphasis on escaping a lower material or physical world and emphasizing a higher intellectual 

spiritual world. These same root ideas drove many in the Patristic era to believe the Old Testament 

God to be an evil demiurge. 

 

Speaking of the Patristic writers Taylor says, 

 

"When do they lavish rhetoric? in glorifying the Saviour of sinners, and in 

recommending the gospel?-seldom; some of them never. But they can, one and all, 

glow, and burn, and roll thunders, and dart their sparks, when the mysteries and 

powers of the church are in question!... Ancient Christianity is then a "religion of 

sacraments foremost, and of spiritual principles hindermost!"145  

  

D. Marriage 

 

Jerome Against Jovinianus I. 34,  

 

"For if the young man who boasted of having done all that the law enjoins, when 

he heard this went away sorrowful, because he had great possessions, and 

the Pharisees derided an utterance such as this from our Lord's lips: how much more 

would the vast multitude of Gentiles, whose highest virtue consisted in not 

plundering another's goods, have repudiated the obligation of 

perpetual chastity and continence, when they were told in the letter to keep 

themselves from idols, and from fornication, seeing that fornication was heard of 

among them, and such fornication as was not even among the Gentiles. But the very 

choice of a bishopmakes for me. For he does not say: Let a bishop be chosen who 

marries one wife and begets children; but who marries one wife, and has his 

children in subjection and well disciplined. You surely admit that he is 

nobishop who during his episcopate begets children. The reverse is the case— if 

he be discovered, he will not be bound by the ordinary obligations of a husband, 

but will be condemned as an adulterer. Either permit priests to perform the work 

of marriage with the result that virginity and marriage are on a par: or if it is 

unlawful for priests to touch their wives, they are so far holy in that they imitate 

virgin chastity. But something more follows. A layman, or any believer, 

cannot pray unless he abstain from sexual intercourse. Now a priest must always 

offer sacrifices for the people: he must therefore always pray. And if he must 

always pray, he must always be released from the duties of marriage. For even 

under the old law they who used to offer sacrifices for the people not only remained 

in their houses, but purified themselves for the occasion by separating from their 
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wives, nor would they drink wine or strong drink which are wont to stimulate lust. 

That married men are elected to the priesthood, I do not deny: the number 

of virgins is not so great as that of the priests required. Does it follow that because 

all the strongest men are chosen for the army, weaker men should not be taken as 

well? All cannot be strong. " 

 

Here Jerome condemns a married priest in the exercise of his marital duties to be an 

adulterer! Away with this rubbish!  So much for what God has joined together let no man put 

asunder. And if the reader thinks this to be an isolated case, the New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia 

says regarding celibate clergy: 

 

"But the passage most confidently appealed to is one of St. Epiphanius where the 

holy doctor first of all speaks of the accepted ecclesiastical rule of 

the priesthood (kanona tes ierosynes) as something established by 

the Apostles (Haer., xlviii, 9), and then in a later passage seems to describe this rule 

or canon in some detail. "Holy Church", he says, "respects the dignity of 

the priesthood to such a point that she does not admit to the diaconate, 

the priesthood, or the episcopate, no nor even to the subdiaconate, anyone still 

living in marriage and begetting children. She accepts only him who if married 

gives up his wife or has lost her by death, especially in those places where 

the ecclesiastical cannons are strictly attended to" (Haer., lix, 4)."146  

 

Here the Church requires a priest if married to give up his wife! In this way knowing the 

precepts of God the Patristics sear their conscience to follow the ancient tradition.   

 

E. The Sacraments 

 

The doctrine of angelic celibacy affected the sacraments in that the people expected to 

receive the holy sacrament from holy hands (celibacy implied). The clear connection between the 

angelic celibacy of the ancient Church and their view of the sacraments comes from the fact that 

they believe the rites of the church such as celibacy and fasting to be intrinsically holy and 

efficacious. Not only so but a man accustomed to live such an unnatural life finds the supernatural 

an easy bed buddy. Thus, the fanaticism with exorcisms. And not to forget the fact that these men 

thought of themselves as terrestrial seraphs through whom miracles are ordinary done. This is how 

multiple sacraments became established through the church: by asserting intrinsic efficacious 

powers to the monastic disciplines. There are other issues that celibacy affects but these are the 

most damaging to the soul. 

 

Therefore, when your Orthodox or Catholic friend asks you how the whole Church, at least 

in its visible administration, fell into the same apostasy all at once you have an answer for 

them.  Northern Egypt long the home of the hermit life was succeeded by the Nicene Monks who 

picked up right where they left off.  
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"India was, however, the cradle of the anchoretic life, and Buddhu the father of its 

doctrines; and in like manner as all Christendom, during many centuries, was 

accustomed to look to Egypt and Nubia for its brightest patterns of holy abstraction 

and mortification, so did these refer to the banks of the Indus, and the Ganges, as 

the sources of their doctrine and practice."147  

  

IV. Protestant Interpretation of Ancient Christianity 

 

I Timothy  4:1-5 But the Spirit explicitly says that in later times some will fall away from the faith, 

paying attention to deceitful spirits and doctrines of demons, 2 by means of hypocrisy of liars 

seared in their own conscience as with a branding iron, 3 men who forbid marriage and advocate 

abstaining from foods  which God has created to be gratefully shared in by those who believe and 

know the truth. 4 For everything created by God is good, and nothing is to be rejected if it is 

received with gratitude; 5for it is sanctified by means of the word of God and prayer. 

 

When taken in context from 2 Thess. 2 and the warning of apostasy given by Paul in Acts 

20:29, we can safely assume he refers to the time right after the apostles to be the later times. By 

the hypocrisy of liars we see the monasteries and the angelic language used to describe those bitter 

feeble monks as living the "seraphic life" and walking about as "terrestrial seraphs". 

 

Taylor says, 

 

"A poor proof of self-denial, surely, to wear a filthy hair shirt, and to wait until after 

sunset for one's breakfast, if, in doing so, a man thoroughly pleases himself and no 

one else!"148…"And so, it is not the ascetic, in his cell or cloister, who may justly 

be called temperate, self-denying, heavenly-minded: but rather the man who, 

surrounded by the ordinary inducements to act and feel otherwise, nevertheless 

holds control over 'the lusts and desires' as well of 'the flesh as of the 

mind."149…There is morality in 'speaking evil of no man,' but no morality in not 

speaking at all."150 

 

And what about obligations to family members? Is monasticism the Patristic Corbin? 

 

By seared in their conscience we understand the slavish way the Bible is interpreted by 

Patristics to submit to the traditions of the Church such as the incoherent constructions of Cyril's 

Appolinarian take on the hypostatic union. I have read and spoken to people who refuse to believe 

that Yeshua took the guilt of our sins, i.e. penal substitution (Isa 53:10), because this would imply 

some separation between the Father and the Son. It doesn’t matter if that is what the Bible explicitly 

says (Not to mention the objection assumes the Trintarian heresy). This is generally what everyone 

does when they assert the Bible teaches something, yet have no coherent explanation of it and 

simply believe it by saying it’s a mystery.  Or saying that the Church has spoken on this mystery 

and that settles the issue.  Or again, I have shown Eastern Orthodox apologists that Titus 1:5-7 
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clearly refers to the elder and bishop as one synonymous office. They reply by saying they don’t 

care what the Bible says, all they care about is what Ignatius of Antioch said. So again, the explicit 

statements of the Bible are wrong and the Ancient Church is right. 

 

By forbidding marriage and abstaining from foods I will not repeat what has already been 

written that would prove this accusation that Paul speaks of the Patristic Church completely. 

However, to put all doubts to rest, Council of Ancyra A.D. 314 Canon 10,  

 

"They who have been made deacons, declaring when they were ordained that they 

must marry, because they were not able to abide so, and who afterwards have 

married, shall continue in their ministry, because it was conceded to them by 

the bishop. But if any were silent on this matter, undertaking at their ordination 

to abide as they were, and afterwards proceeded to marriage, these shall cease 

from the diaconate."151  

 

What is this but a prohibition to marry? Another example: married men were allowed to be 

ordained but ordained men were not allowed to marry. Is this not forbidding to marry? (See 

Jerome Against Jovianus and Jerome Against Vigilantius)  And I will not repeat the hundreds of 

citations I could quote from John Chrysostom’s fanatical teaching on fasting and even the most 

critical Patristic opponent knows he has no objection to the claim I am making that the Patristic 

Church strongly emphasized brutal fasting regiments. 

 

Taylor says, 

 

"That specious scheme which the doctors and preachers of the Nicene age agreed 

to admire and extend, was nothing else, as I firmly believe, but the devil's desperate 

device for retaining his hold of the mass of mankind, notwithstanding the presence 

of the gospel, which he had found it impossible to expel from the world by open 

force."152  

 

Protestants are holding to doctrines the early church acknowledged and condemned as 

heretical. Why then should we care about the ancient Church's opinion about anything? Jovianus 

was condemned at Rome and Milan and banished for his denial of angelic virginity. Cyril bribed 

the courts in Ephesus to condemn Nestorius. The iconoclasts were condemned for refusing to 

participate in idolatry. So grievous was this that many have asserted along with Taylor153 that the 

Moslem invasions were a judgment on Nicene Christianity.  I agree. Therefore, what is our answer 

to those who ask us where was the Protestant Church for the first 1500 years of Christian History? 

Answer: Wrong question.  The Bible nowhere promises the visible Church a perpetual faithfulness 

but to the invisible Church. Moreover, the opposite is the case. The real question is why a 

reformation didn’t happen before it did? 
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As we learned earlier from Lossky, Origen and Plotinus were acquaintances and there is 

no doubt that Origen was highly influenced if not dominated by Neo-Platonism. After reading 

through Joseph P Farrell’s Free Choice in St. Maximus the Confessor, the doctrine of Divine 

Simplicity and the destructive inferences drawn from it by Origen became all too clear for me. 

Though my readings of Robert Shaw’s commentary on the Confession have protected me from 

Hyper-Calvinist views of determinism I must admit I know some Scripturalists who have Origen’s 

hook embedded deep in their minds. So what was Origen’s mistake? The first, is the radical view 

of Divine Simplicity where God ad intra has no distinctions within himself. This is, therefore, 

God’s freedom from any plurality of choice, being only one absolute monad. There is therefore no 

distinction between nature and will. God creates necessarily because if he willed it, he must have 

willed it by nature since there is no distinction between will and nature. To create is what God is 

on Origen’s view. Farrell says of God’s Essence, Will, and Activity, “Hence these categories 

become merely categories, that is, they become conventions of human language, and do not 

correspond to distinct metaphysical realities. They are each names, and only names, for the same 

‘Something.’ ”154 Yet Gordon Clark’s construction explicitly denies simplicity ad intra and 

posits distinct realities in the mind of God as his attributes. Back to Origen: In his construction, 

Origen as in Plotinian Neo-Platonism could not avoid the inference that a necessary creation 

posited creation of beings that emanate from the simple one and these creations/ emanations were 

not of its free choice but happen necessarily. In Origen, with regard to human free choice, free will 

was not possible in the eschaton due to his view of Simplicity, therefore to preserve free will the 

eternal possibility of subsequent falls and redemptions was necessary. This is why Origen posited 

the pre-existence of the soul. Due to the absolute monadness (simplicity) of God, what is natural 

is by definition compelled for nothing else but the monad can be an object of choice. This being 

the case, the redemption of Christ compels all to salvation due to the ontological view of the 

atonement at the time which over emphasized the apokatastasis/recapitulational aspects of the 

atonement. Enter Origen’s universalism and the birth of Monothelitism. 

 

Clark says, 

 

“God had to create-not because there was some power external to him, but because he is 

God. A God who might not create, or would not have created, is simply not the Biblical 

God.”155 

 

This is not Biblical and exemplifies a Hyper-Calvinism that has so frequently dominated his 

followers and led them into Hyper-Calvinist Baptist groups. The determinism that he was trying 

to achieve is not Reformed and not Biblical.  John Owen upheld the proper position when he stated, 

 

"5. But again, though we determine the egresses of this justice to be necessary, we 

do not deny that God exercises it freely: for that necessity doth not exclude a 

concomitant liberty, but only an antecedent indifference. This only we deny, viz. 

that, supposing a sinful creature, the will of God can be indifferent (by virtue of the 

punitive justice inherent in it) to inflict, or not inflict punishment upon that creature, 

or to the volition of punishment, or its opposite. The whole of Scripture, indeed, 
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loudly testifies against any such indifference; nor is it consistent with God's 

supreme right over his creatures: neither do they who espouse a different side, 

contend with a single word brought from the Scriptures. But that God punishes sins 

with a concomitant liberty, because he is of all agents the most free, we have not a 

doubt. Thus his intellectual will is carried towards happiness by an essential 

inclination antecedent to liberty, and notwithstanding it wills happiness with a 

concomitant liberty: for to act freely is the very nature of the will; yea, it must 

necessarily act freely. 

 

Let our adversaries therefore dream as they please, that we determine God to be an 

absolutely necessary agent, when he is a most free one; and that his will is so 

circumscribed by some kind of justice, which we maintain, that he cannot will those 

things which, setting the consideration of that justice aside, would be free to him. 

For, we acknowledge the Deity to be both a necessary and free agent: necessary in 

respect of all his actions, internally, or in respect of the persons in the godhead 

towards one another: the Father necessarily begets the Son and loves himself: as to 

these and such like actions, he is of all necessary agents the most necessary. But in 

respect of the acts of the divine will, which have their operations and effects upon 

external objects, he is an agent absolutely free, being one ' who worketh all things 

according to the counsel of his own will.' But of these acts there are two kinds; for 

some are absolute and admit no respect to any antecedent condition. 

 

Of this kind is his purpose of creating the world, and in it rational creatures, 

properly adapted to know and obey the creator, benefactor, and Lord of all. In works 

of this kind, God hath exercised the greatest liberty: his infinitely wise and infinitely 

free will is the fountain and origin of all things. Neither is there in God any kind of 

justice, or any other essential attribute, which could prescribe any limits or measure 

to the divine will. But this decree of creating being supposed, the divine will 

undergoes a double necessity, so to speak, both in respect of the event, and in 

respect of its manner of acting. For in respect of the event, it is necessary, from 

the immutability of God, that the world should be created: and in respect of the 

manner of doing it, that it should be done omnipotently, because God is essentially 

omnipotent; and it being once supposed that he wills...to do any work without 

himself, he must do it omnipotently. Yet, notwithstanding these considerations, in 

the creation of the world, God was entirely a free agent: he exercised will and 

understanding in acting, although the choice of acting or not acting, and of acting 

in one particular way or another, is taken away by his immutability and 

omnipotence. 

 

There is another kind of the acts of the divine will, which could have no possible 

existence but upon a condition supposed. 

 

This kind contains the egresses and exercise of those attributes which could not be 

exercised but upon a supposition of other antecedent acts; of which we have treated 

before. Of this kind, are all the acts of the divine will, in which justice, mercy, &c. 

exert their energy. But these attributes of the divine nature are, either for the 
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purpose of preserving or continuing to God what belongs to him of right, supposing 

that state of things which he hath freely appointed; or for bestowing on his creatures 

some farther good. Of the former kind is vindicatory justice, which, as it cannot be 

exercised but upon the supposition of the existence of a rational being, and of its 

sin; so, these being supposed, the supreme right and dominion of the Deity could 

not be preserved entire, unless it were exercised. Of the latter kind is sparing mercy, 

by which God bestows an undeserved good on miserable creatures. For setting aside 

the consideration of their misery, this attribute cannot be exercised; but that being 

supposed, if he be inclined to bestow any undeserved good on creatures wretched 

through their own transgression, he may exercise this mercy, if he will. But again, 

in the exercise of that justice, although if it were not to be exercised, according to 

our former hypothesis, God would cease from his right and dominion, and so would 

not be God, still he is a free, and not an absolutely necessary agent; for, he acts 

from will and understanding, and not from an impetus of nature only, as fire burns: 

and he freely willed that state and condition of things, which being supposed, that 

justice must necessarily be exercised. Therefore, in the exercise of it, he is not less 

free than in speaking; for, supposing, as I said before, that his will were to speak 

any thing, it is necessary that he speak the truth. These loud outcries, therefore, 

which the adversaries so unseasony make against our opinion, as if it determined 

God to be an absolutely necessary agent in his operations ad extra, entirely vanish 

and come to nought. But we will treat more fully of these things, when we come to 

answer objections. 

 

Finally, let it be observed, that the nature of mercy and justice are different in 

respect of their exercise: for, between the act of mercy and its object, no natural 

obligation intervenes: for God is not bound to any one, to exercise any act of mercy, 

neither is he bound to reward obedience: for this is a debt due from his natural right, 

and from the moral dependence of the rational creature, and indispensably thence 

arising. But between the act of justice and its object, a natural obligation intervenes, 

arising from the indispensable subordination of the creature to God, which 

supposing disobedience or sin, could not otherwise be secured than by punishment. 

Nor is the liberty of the divine will diminished in any respect more by the necessary 

egresses of divine justice, than by the exercise of other attributes: for these 

necessary egresses are the consequence, not of an absolute, but of a conditional 

necessity ; viz. a rational creature and its sin being supposed, and both existing 

freely in respect of God: but the necessary suppositions being made, the exercise 

of other perfections is also necessary; for it being supposed, that God were disposed 

to speak with man, he must necessarily speak according to truth."156 

 

Therefore, creation should be looked upon, not as a necessity of divine nature but as a necessity 

extending from the eternality and immutability of the divine will. Thus, there is a real distinction 

between divine nature and divine will. To support this accusation, Dr. Clark says in The Trinity,  
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“Thus the begetting of the Son [Keep in mind we are now talking about the eternal 

generation not creation.-DS] occurs, and the Son as a Person exists, by a necessity 

of the divine nature-the nature of the divine will.”157 

 

It sounds to me like he is saying the nature is the will. That is the exact problem of Divine 

Simplicity. What is so peculiar is that Dr. Clark knew the Orthodox position earlier in life when 

he said, 

 

“The Christian view of things also seems to resemble a dualism: At least the world 

and God may be called two ‘substances’; neither one is the substance of the 

other. But actually Christianity is more successfully monistic 

than Neoplatonism was. God alone is the eternal substance, the independent 

principle’ apart from creation of the world nothing exists besides him. This 

underlines the essential and controversial elements of the Hebrew-Christian 

doctrine. First, as Creator, God is viewed, not as an undifferentiated One that 

produces a world by necessity, but as a living mind who with foreknowledge 

created voluntarily. Plotinus explicitly denied will to his One; but will is one of the 

most prominent aspects of the Biblical Deity.”158  

 

The Hyper-Calvinist view must have the attributes of God dependent on the creation as an absolute 

necessity. God’s goodness is therefore dependent on creation. This is pagan par excellence.  

 

The Divine Energies 

 

The following is taken from David Bradshaw’s paper The Concept of the Divine 

Energies which is a summary of his book Aristotle East and West:  Metaphysics and the Division 

of Christendom. I have read many books by Eastern Orthodox Theologians on this issue and this 

paper is the best expose’ of this doctrine. The fundamental problem with it as he admits, is that it 

makes God ontologically and eternally economical which destroys the distinctions required for the 

doctrine of the eternal generation of the Son and vindicates the Filioque error. 

 

Bradshaw gives a timeline of this distinction in the history of philosophy, 

 

“The last stage preparatory to the thought of the Greek Fathers was pagan 

Neoplatonism.  Let us return to the philosophical tradition to ask precisely how the 

Neoplatonists attempted to synthesize the thought of Plato and Aristotle.  One 

criticism which might be raised against Aristotle’s theology is that it has no room 

for a proper sense of the mystery of the divine.  After all, if the Prime Mover is the 

summation of all intelligible content, what he is can in principle be grasped by the 

act of thinking (noēsis), however far our own thinking falls short of that ideal.  In 

Plato there are hints of a sharply different picture.  The famous depiction of the 

Good in the Republic as “beyond being” could be taken—and was taken by the 

Neoplatonists—as meaning that the Good is beyond noēsis as well, 
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notwithstanding that Plato himself seems to regard it as an intelligible 

object.…Aristotle tells us that some in the Academy, perhaps including Plato 

himself, identified this One with the Good (Met. xiv.4).  Later interpreters, putting 

these various fragments together, concluded that the One of the unwritten doctrines, 

the One of the Parmenides, and the Good of theRepublic, are all one and the 

same….Here we have, then, a first principle sharply different from that of 

Aristotle:  unknowable, unnamable, the source of being for other things, while itself 

“beyond being. …[In Plotinus-DS] Intellect comes forth from the One precisely as 

its external act or energy, what Plotinus refers to as itsenergeia ek tēs ousias, the 

energy that comes forth from the substance.  So far, then, the answer is that Intellect 

as an energy is dependent upon the One.  However, Plotinus is too deeply steeped 

in Aristotle to think that substance is not itself a kind of energeia (a point 

emphasized in Metaphysics viii.2).  Hence he also posits an energeia tēs ousias, an 

internal act or energy constituting the substance, of which the external act is a kind 

of image.”159  

 

Then Bradshaw seeks to define the distinction, 

 

“Somehow by energeia Gregory and Basil would appear to understand both that 

which God is, and that which God performs. (pg. 10)… Basil and Gregory in their 

turn revise Plotinus by rejecting the distinction of hypostasis between Intellect and 

the One.  For them the relevant distinction is rather that between God as he exists 

within himself and is known only to himself, and God as he manifests himself to 

others.  The former is the divine ousia, the latter the divine energies.  It is important 

to note that both are God, but differently conceived:  God as unknowable and as 

knowable, as wholly beyond us and as within our reach.”160 

 

Now comes the core difficulty. Bradshaw says, 

 

“If they are the sphere of personal action in the way that I have described, then at 

least some of them could be different;  otherwise they would be a kind of emanation 

rather than the free acts of a free Creator.”161 

 

The point I think he is missing is still that the doctrine of the uncreated energies means that 

God is ontologically economical. The fact that the energies could have been different is irrelevant.  

 

Either way, it is an eternal economy. 

 

Bradshaw acknowledges this problem and points to a debate that was conducted by Hesychasts in 

the 14th century. Bradshaw says, 

 

“Ultimately it was decided that there is an uncreated light and that it is simply the 

visible form of the divine energy.  This means that the divine energy is present in 

                                                           
159 The Concept of the Divine Energies, 6-8 
160 Ibid., 10 
161 Ibid., 13 



129 

 

some form with the godhead from all eternity, quite independently of the act of 

creation.  That in turn implies that the divine energy is not (as one might otherwise 

be tempted to suppose) simply the way in which God manifests himself to 

creatures.” 

 

When I read this I was shocked that he thought this was an answer to the problem but then he 

admits, “The end of Byzantine civilization not long thereafter prevented any final clarification.”162 

I also found his use of simplicity to be incoherent. Bradshaw says, 

 

“The same would seem to be true of wisdom, being, power, life, love, holiness, 

beauty, virtue, immortality, eternity, infinity, and simplicity, all of which the 

Cappadocians (or other Fathers after them) list among the divine energies.”163 

 

So then simplicity is an energy? Didn’t Basil just say that the essence was simple? On page 9 

Bradshaw said, 

 

“Basil’s answer emerges in the continuation of the passage: 

The energies are various, and the essence simple, but we say that we know our God 

from His energies, but do not undertake to approach near to His essence.  His 

energies come down to us, but His essence remains beyond our reach.” 

 

However he comments on the issue a bit more, 

 

“As with any energy, God is both simplicity itself and beyond simplicity as its 

source.”164   

 

So then the essence is then beyond simplicity and simple at the same time? What a mess! The core 

difficulty that drove the East to this nonsense is Basil’s complaint against Eunomias that Bradshaw 

quotes on page 8 “When all these high attributes have been enumerated, are they all names of one 

essence?”  

 

Moreover, as I pointed out in my article What is Grace? In Jonathan Edwards, the energy 

of action in God is the Holy Spirit. The Father is the source of the Operations but the Spirit is, as 

it were, the “arm” of God. Bradshaw even comes close to this when he says, 

 

“In light of this Biblical background, the notion of theōsis or deification may seem 

like a foreign importation.  It is at this point that the Pauline usage of the concept 

of energeia becomes crucially important.  An especially important passage was I 

Corinthians 12.  There Paul speaks of the “gifts of the Spirit” as including both 

miraculous powers such as prophecy, speaking in tongues, and the discernment of 

spirits, and enduring states of soul such as faith and wisdom.  Significantly, he 
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describes these gifts as energēmata (works performed) of the Spirit, and the Spirit 

as “working” (energōn) them.”165 

The same mistake that Bradshaw is making is the same one that the Scholastic West makes 

with created grace.  On either system man gets a hold of some energies outside of God whereby 

he can work and earn his salvation. The Biblical view is found in 1 Cor 1: 26 For consider 

your calling, brethren, that there were not many wise according to the flesh, not many mighty, not 

many noble; 27 but God has chosen the foolish things of the world to shame the wise, and God has 

chosen the weak things of the world to shame the things which are strong, 28 and the base things 

of the world and the despised God has chosen, the things that are not, so that He may nullify the 

things that are,29 so that no man may boast before God. 30 But by His doing you are in Christ 

Jesus, who became to us wisdom from God, and righteousness and sanctification, 

and redemption,31 so that, just as it is written, “LET HIM WHO BOASTS, BOAST IN THE 

LORD.” 

 

On the Biblical view God is everything to us. The Father is the architect of it all. The Son is our 

righteousness, the Holy Spirit works in us to will and to do in sanctification.  The Father and the 

Son are effecting our salvation, not ourselves by the power of some created grace or some energy 

outside of God. This does not deny synergy in conversion. I believe that Regeneration is 

Monergistic but the second part of the Effectual Call is Conversion. In Conversion man is active 

and co-operates with God’s grace. 

 

Paul Helm has written a book on Divine Freedom with regard to Creation and Eternal Generation 

entitled Eternal God. He argues that creation is a necessity of nature. Defenders of his book, such 

as my able friend Ryan Hedrich defend his view while at the same time rejecting ADS. Two points 

have surfaced in our dialogue that methinks clearly exposes the Monadic/Neoplatonic/Plotinian 

nature of any kind of defense of a Creation that extends from God as a necessity of nature (CENN 

[Creation extends as a necessity of nature]). 

 

1. Defenders of CENN think that the only alternative to CENN is a different external world than 

the one we live in.  I am not asserting that the only other alternative to CENN is another external 

world but ANOTHER KIND OF ETERNITY WITHIN GOD DISTINCT FROM DIVINE 

NATURE, NAMELY DIVINE WILL. This shows that they see no other thing within God but 

divine nature, WHICH IS WHY I keep coming back to the idea that CENN collapses nature and 

will as the same thing. Thus, it is the same eternity and no other ETERNITY IS POSSIBLE. That 

is ADS. No nature-will distinction is ADS/Monadism/Emanationism/Neoplatonism/Plotinianism 

as I have shown.166 

 

2. I have consistently argued that CENN implies that God’s nature and attributes are dependent on 

creation. Thus, God is not good unless he is being good to creatures. God is not good unless there 

is created evil to contrast with his goodness (Thus the pagan moral dualism. First, some review on 

the nature of ADS: Three Types of Religious Philosophy by Gordon Clark (The Trinity 

Foundation: Jefferson, Maryland, 1989), pg. 63, 

 

                                                           
165 The Concept of the Divine Energies, 12 
166 Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles I.73. 



131 

 

“Thomas [Aquinas-DS] developed the theory of analogy far beyond the simple 

observation of Aristotle, and it took on major proportions when the subject was 

God. Thomas held that the simplicity of the divine being required God’s existence 

to be identical with his essence. This is not the case with a book or pencil. That a 

book is and what a book is are two different matters. But with God existence and 

essence are identical. For this reason an adjective predicated of God and the same 

adjective predicated of man are not univocal in meaning. One may say, God is good, 

and one may say, This man is good; but the predicate has two different meanings. 

There is no term, not a single one, that can be predicated univocally of God and of 

anything else.” 

 

Now let us examine Mr. Helm: Ryan quotes Helm,167 

 

“If God is self-sufficient does he need to create? In one sense, obviously not. If a 

country is self-sufficient [Notice he is talking about God’s nature-DS] it does not 

need to import goods. But an individual may be self-sufficient in the sense that 

nothing else is necessary for that individual’s existence [Notice how he equates 

essence/nature with existence-DS] and yet he may wish to act or communicate 

himself, though not because he has a psychological need or deficiency, or 

some other defect of existence or character [Existence and character is 

synonymous? HMMMMM…Who else has said that? Thomas Aquinas maybe? -

DS] such that he has to communicate or create. To want to do something may be a 

sign not of weakness but of strength, not of deficiency but of fullness. So that it 

seems perfectly consistent with the fact that God does not need anything that he 

nevertheless wishes to have other beings and creates in accordance with these 

wishes. And it would be a perverse piece of argumentation which attempted to 

qualify this by saying, ‘Ah, yes, but this means that God needs to wish to create.’ 

This is rather like the claim that all human actions are selfish. There is a sense, a 

perfectly trivial sense, in which all human actions are selfish, in the sense that all 

such action is the action of the self who performs it. But there is a non-trivial sense 

in which what a person does is selfish because it is at the expense of the legitimate 

interests of others. In the same way there is a trivial sense in which it might be said, 

from the very fact that God has created the universe and you and me in it, that God 

needs you and me [For his essence or his existence Mr. Helm? Oh that’s right you 

think they are the same thing. -DS]. Otherwise why would he have created us? But 

there is another sense in which he clearly did not need you and me, in the sense in 

which neither you nor I are necessary for God’s being God. We may be pretty 

important people but it would be taking things a bit too far to suppose that our non-

existence would result in God’s non-existence as well. Although the language may 

seem rather extravagant to our ears, Jonathan Edwards is expressing a perfectly 

consistent and intelligible position when he writes that ‘a disposition in God, as an 

original property of his nature, to an emanation of his own infinite fullness, was 

what excited him to create the world’. ([Eternal God-DS] pgs. 193-194)” 

 

Early Clark says this and rightly in Thales to Dewey, pg. 190,  
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 “God did not create the world in space any more than he created it in time. Space 

is a characteristic of the world and was created with it. The doctrine of Creation 

posits God alone as the sole original principle. He created out of nothing and into 

nothing. Any attempt to make space and time independent of God’s creation is 

inconsistent with the assumption of a single first principle.”  

 

And again on page 189,  

 

“The Christian [The Biblical view is better terminology] view of things also seems 

to resemble a dualism: At least the world and God may be called two 

‘substances’; neither one is the substance of the other…First, as Creator, God is 

viewed, not as an undifferentiated One that produces a world by necessity, but as a 

living mind who with foreknowledge created voluntarily. Plotinus explicitly denied 

will to his One; but will is one of the most prominent aspects of the Biblical Deity.”  
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      VI. Ecclesiology and Neoplatonism 
 

Irenaeus, Against Heresies (Book III, Chapter 2) The heretics follow neither Scripture nor 

tradition, 

 

“1. When, however, they are confuted from the Scriptures, they turn round and 

accuse these same Scriptures, as if they were not correct, nor of authority, and 

[assert] that they are ambiguous, and that the truth cannot be extracted from them 

by those who are ignorant of tradition. For [they allege] that the truth was not 

delivered by means of written documents, but vivâ voce: wherefore 

also Paul declared, But we speak wisdom among those that are perfect, but not the 

wisdom of this world.1 Corinthians 2:6 And this wisdom each one of them alleges 

to be the fiction of his own inventing, forsooth; so that, according to their idea, 

the truth properly resides at one time in Valentinus, at another in Marcion, at 

another in Cerinthus, then afterwards in Basilides, or has even been indifferently in 

any other opponent, who could speak nothing pertaining to salvation. For every one 

of these men, being altogether of a perverse disposition, depraving the system 

of truth, is not ashamed to preach himself. 

 

2. But, again, when we refer them to that tradition which originates from 

the apostles, [and] which is preserved by means of the succession of presbyters in 

the Churches, they object to tradition, saying that they themselves are wiser not 

merely than the presbyters, but even than the apostles, because they have 

discovered the unadulterated truth. For [they maintain] that 

the apostles intermingled the things of the law with the words of the Saviour; and 

that not the apostles alone, but even the Lord Himself, spoke as at one time from 

the Demiurge, at another from the intermediate place, and yet again from the 

Pleroma, but that they themselves, indubitably, unsulliedly, and purely, 

have knowledge of the hidden mystery: this is, indeed, 

to blaspheme their Creator after a most impudent manner! It comes to this, 

therefore, that these men do now consent neither to Scripture nor to tradition.”168 

 

The Early Church was Deceived by Psuedo-Dionysius, a Neoplatonic Philosopher. The 

Early Church thought he was a disciple of the Apostle Paul. Paul Rorem169 explains that in 

Dionysius’ refutation of Apollophanes, he appeals to “ ‘the solar eclipse which occurred when the 

Savior was put on the cross’ 170 which he and Dionysius witnessed together”.171 So here he claimed 

to be a contemporary of Yeshua’s crucifixion while at Heliopolis as Rorem says “as a witness to 

the heavenly sign”.  Then of course we have Dionysius’ letter to John the Apostle. He addresses 

John as a contemporary.172  Photius, the great Eastern Theologian of the Filioque controversy 
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admitted that Dionysius was not a first century disciple of Paul.173 The arguments that disproved 

his first century authorship were primarily 2: 1. Lorenzo Valla pointed out that Dionysius was not 

quoted by Christian Theologians before Gregory the Great (540 -604 A.D.) 2. Hugo Koch and 

Josef Stiglmayer showed that Dionysius was taking language from Proclus especially Dionysius’ 

discussions of evil in the 4th chapter of The Divine Names. Why is this significant? Dionysius 

infused Neoplatonism, into the early church’s Ecclesiology. Dr. Gordon Clark says of Plotinus’ 

One,  

 “The One shines out as a light. It produces the duality of the Mind and the 

multiplicity of the Soul. There is no break in the continuity, no independent 

Demiurge, no space. Thus even the sense world is an ‘emanation’ from the 

Parmenidean One. One and matter are extremities of a single continuous line. There 

are no breaks. The whole, therefore, is a monistic, pantheistic system.[God and 

Creation are consubstantial] The One no doubt ‘transcends’ sense objects; but this 

transcendence is merely a higher rank or position in a continuum. [The 

Hierarchy, the Chain of Being-DS].”174  

 

The issue is, in Plotinus, our realm is not a creation, but an emanation extending from the 

nature and is therefore consubstantial with the One. The Chain of Being descends by levels of 

brilliance and at each Hierarchy is the intermediary. Clark explains, 

 

“A more reasonable and philosophical theory of emanation was that of 

Plotinus…whose deleterious effects, variously evaluated by different writers, were 

not so immediate. The theory is a form of pantheism. The Supreme One, 

transcending even the duality of propositional truth, transcending Mind, beyond all 

knowledge, shines by its own nature, and its expanding rays are the ranks of 

being in the world, each less brilliant than the prior one,[Hierarchies] until the 

light is lost in darkness and nothingness.”175 

 

This is indistinguishable from Gnosticism. Edward Moore (St. Elias School of Orthodox 

Theology) wrote an article on Gnosticism on the Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Moore says, 

 

“According to the Gnostics, this world, the material cosmos, is the result of a 

primordial error on the part of a supra-cosmic, supremely divine being, usually 

called Sophia (Wisdom) or simply the Logos. This being is described as the final 

emanation of a divine hierarchy, called the Plêrôma or “Fullness,” at the head of 

which resides the supreme God, the One beyond Being…Indeed, while the 

receptive hermeneutical method implies that we have something to learn from a 

text, the method employed by the Gnostics, which we may call the “revelatory” 

method, was founded upon the idea that they (the Gnostics) had received a supra-

cosmic revelation, either in the form of a “call,” or a vision, or even, perhaps, 

through the exercise of philosophical dialectic. This “revelation” was the 

knowledge (gnôsis) that humankind is alien to this realm, and possesses a “home 

on high” within the plêrôma, the “Fullness,” where all the rational desires of the 
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human mind come to full and perfect fruition…On this belief, all knowledge 

belonged to these Gnostics, and any interpretation of the biblical text would be 

for the purpose of explaining the true nature of things by elucidating the errors 

and distortions of the Demiurge.”176 

 

Pseudo Dionysius’ Ecclesiology in his Celestial Hierarchies were designed right off of 

Neoplatonism. In Dionysius’ 8th Letter he forbids that Deacons correct priests. He says that “even 

if disorder and confusion should undermine the most divine ordinances and regulations that still 

gives no right even on God’s behalf to overturn the order which God has himself established.”177 

Rorem mentions on page 20 of his Pseudo-Dionysius, commenting on Letter 8 

 

“For Dionysius authority and revelation flowed from God down through the angelic 

beings to the Hierarchs through them it continued down to the priests and to the 

deacons and finally to the various groups of laity…this pyramid was symbolized in 

the positions they occupied during the communion service”.  

 

Rorem points out on page 32 that Bonaventure gave the Pope of Rome the highest place 

of authority as “a natural extrapolation of Dionysian principles.” On page 93 Rorem points out 

that Dionysius’ Ecclesiastical Hierarchies posited the Hierarchy as the means of salvation. Ergo, 

outside the Hierarchy there is not salvation. On page 92 Rorem explains that in Dionysius’ 

Ecclesiastical Hierarchies the Biblical and Liturgical symbols that men are confronted with in this 

life are anagogical symbols to aid in assent through the Hierarchies. On page 94-95 Rorem explains 

Dionysius’ Celestial Hierarchies and mentions that the meanings of the Liturgical Symbols are to 

remain secret from the common man but revealed only to “sacred initiators”; pace Pike’s 

Freemasonry. He mentions that man’s knowledge is something accommodated and therefore, this 

accommodation is why man needs a Hierarchical authority to interpret the truth for him. This 

Neoplatonism can also be seen in Energetic Procession’s Monkpatrick an article The Priest 

between the believer and God? He says, 

 

“In response, the hierarchy is not about putting something between the believer and 

Christ but something that enables the believer to have a direct concrete, in the flesh, 

relationship with Christ. It makes Christ present in fullness to the believer… the 

Bishop, is an icon that enables the person of Christ to become present in a tangible 

manner. Meeting the Bishop or Presbyter and even other orders of the hierarchy, is 

having a direct encounter with Christ.” 

 

Is it difficult to see the consubstantiality with the One and the Hierarchical intermediary yet? Just 

wait it gets better: 

 

“Joining with them is joining with Christ. Separating from them is separating from 

Christ and those who decry them as separating the believer from Christ are in reality 

separating themselves from Christ. Those setting up congregations apart from the 

Bishops are setting up congregations apart from Christ. One may claim to love 

Christ and be devoted to Him, even going to great lengths of self-sacrifice for this 
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love, but if done so in rejection or apart from the hierarchy then it cannot bring one 

to union with Christ because one remains with his rejection apart from Christ, who 

has made Himself present to him but he does not believe and turns his back on Him, 

in effect seeking an image of Christ made in his own likeness…Thus, a priest who 

is in schism, or heresy, and so separated from the united hierarchy, which is only 

One because God is One, is no longer a priest.” 

 

Conclusion 

 

Sadly, I must remind a Protestant reader not to be too puffed up after he reads this work. 

The major Protestant Theologians partially capitulated to this system. In Francis Turretin’s 

Institutes of Elenctic Theology Volume 1. 3rd Topic. Q 7, he says,  

 

“Proof that God is perfectly simple. 

 

IV. This proved to be a property of God: (1) from his independence, because 

composition is of the formal reason of a being originated and dependent  (since 

nothing can be composed by itself ,  but whatever is composed  must necessarily 

be composed by another; now God is the first and independent being, recognizing 

no other prior to himself) ; (2) from his unity, because he who is absolutely one, is 

also absolutely simple and therefore can neither be dived nor composed; (3) from 

his perfection, because composition implies imperfection inasmuch as it supposes 

passive power, dependency and mutability. ”178 

 

So did he give us scripture for this assertion? No? Where then did he get this from? He got 

this from Neo-Platonism and the Parmenidean One. Absolute Divine Simplicity is the basis for 

universal equality, not only among the divine persons in the Trinity heresy but human persons as 

well. It is fundamental to abolitionism, multi-culturalism (Which is actually anti-culturalism), 

women’s rights (In the anti-biblical feminist sense), anti-intellectualism, and a host of other 

problems. 

  

The Reformers contributed greatly to the advance of truth with their Soteriology and their 

Regulative Principle. However, they did not go back far enough. At this point in my life I am stuck 

between Ancient Torah Judaism, Reformed Theology, Seventh Day Adventism and the Hebrew 

Roots Movement. I see the truth resides in these groups though each one has serious flaws. The 

Ancient Judaism rejects Messiah and skirts around many Torah commands. The Reformed, though 

Rushdoony is pointing them in the right direction, disregards the Torah and believes in the Trinity, 

the immortal Soul doctrine and of course its extension eternal torment. The Seventh Day 

Adventists believe in the Trinity. And the Hebrew Roots Movement has many who believe in the 

Trinity, are Premillennial which blatantaly rejects the Gospel with the Ezekiel’s Temple Prophecy,   

and most reject a free gracious justification. I don’t know what to do with myself. Here I stand. I 

can do no other. Yah help me.  

 

 

                                                           
178 Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology Volume 1 (P & R Publishing: Phillipsburg, NJ, 1992),191 
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VII. Addendum 
 

Which Divine Person Should we Worship? 

 

 In Clarke’s Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, Part 1., Section 4, pg. 69 , Clarke defends 

this premise, “that All prayers and praises ought primarily to be offered to Him [The Father-DS], 

and that everything ought to be directed ultimately to His Honour and Glory.” Clarke offers many 

scripture passages but I think these are the clearest and most powerful to prove his premise: 

 

John 4:23 But an hour is coming, and now is, when the true worshipers will worship the Father in 

spirit and truth; for such people the Father seeks to be His worshipers. 

 

John 14:13 And whatsoever ye shall ask in my name, that will I do, that the Father may be glorified 

in the Son. KJV 

 

Rom 1:8 First, I thank my God through Jesus Christ for you all, because your faith is being 

proclaimed throughout the whole world. 9 For God, whom I serve in my spirit in the preaching of 

the gospel of His Son, is my witness as to how unceasingly I make mention of you 

 

Rom 7:25 Thanks be to God through Jesus Christ our Lord! So then, on the one hand I myself 

with my mind am serving the law of God, but on the other, with my flesh the law of sin. 

 

Eph 5:19 speaking to one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing and making 

melody with your heart to the Lord;20 always giving thanks for all things in the name of our Lord 

Jesus Christ to God, even the Father; 

 

Phil 3:3 for we are the true circumcision, who worship in the Spirit of God and glory in Christ 

Jesus and put no confidence in the flesh 

 

Col 3: 16 Let the word of Christ richly dwell within you, with all wisdom teaching and 

admonishing one another with psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing with thankfulness in 

your hearts to God. 17 Whatever you do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord 

Jesus, giving thanks through Him to God the Father. 

 

1 Pet 2:5 you also, as living stones, are being built up as a spiritual house for a holy priesthood, 

to offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ. 

 

1 Pet 4:11 Whoever speaks, is to do so as one who is speaking the utterances of God; whoever 

serves is to do so as one who is serving by the strength which God supplies; so that in all things 

God may be glorified through Jesus Christ, to whom belongs the glory and dominion forever and 

ever. Amen. 

 

Objection:  Doesn’t Phil. 2:9-11 command worship to Yeshua? Phil 2:9-11, 
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“9 Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him the name that is 

above every name, 10so that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven 

and on earth and under the earth, 11and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is 

Lord, to the glory of God the Father.” 

 

Ans. Clarke deals with this nicely on page 132, 

 

“Joh. V; 22, 23. For the Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all judgment 

unto the Son: That all men should honour the Son, even as they honour the Father: 

He that honoureth not the Son, honoureth  not the Father which hath sent him. 

…The meaning is not, that the Sons authority should like That of the Father, be 

looked upon as Underived, Absolute, Supreme, and Independent; but that, as the 

Jews already believed in God, so they should also for the future believe in Christ, 

chap. Xiv, 13 As they already honoured God the Father, so they should also for the 

future honour the Son of God; honour him as having All judgment committed unto 

him; honour him, to the Honour of the Father which sent him; acknowledge him to 

be Lord, to the Glory of God the Father.” 

 

How then Should We Pray? 

 

Prayer should be offered to the Father only in the name and by mediation of the Son Yeshua. 

Not to the Son.  

 

Mat 6:6 But you, when you pray, go into your inner room, close your door and pray to your 

Father who is in secret, and your Father who sees what is done in secret will reward you. 

 

Mat 6:9 “Pray, then, in this way: ‘Our Father who is in heaven, Hallowed be Your name. 

 

John 14: 13  Whatever you ask in My name, that will I do, so that the Father may be glorified in 

the Son. 

 

John 15: 16  You did not choose Me but I chose you, and appointed you that you would go and 

bear fruit, and that your fruit would remain, so that whatever you ask of the Father in My name He 

may give to you. 

 

John 16:23 In that day you will not question Me about anything. Truly, truly, I say to you, if 

you ask the Father for anything in My name, He will give it to you. 24 Until now you have asked 

for nothing in My name; ask and you will receive, so that your joy may be made full. 

 

Rom 1:8 First, I thank my God through Jesus Christ 

 

Rom 7:25 Thanks be to God through Jesus Christ our Lord! So then, on the one hand I myself 

with my mind am serving the law of God, but on the other, with my flesh the law of sin. 

 

Eph 2: 18 for through Him [Christ-DS] we both have our access in one Spirit to the Father. 
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Eph 6: 18 With all prayer and petition pray at all times in the Spirit, and with this in view, be on 

the alert with all perseverance and petition for all the saints 

 

1 Timothy 2:5 For there is one God, and one mediator also between God and men, 

the man Christ Jesus 

 

Heb 13:15 Through Him then, let us continually offer up a sacrifice of praise to God, that is, the  

fruit of lips that give thanks to His name. 

 

1 Pet 2:5 you also, as living stones, are being built up as a spiritual house for a 

holy priesthood, to offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ. 

 

1 Pet 5: 10 After you have suffered for a little while, the God of all grace, who called you to 

His eternal glory in Christ 

 

Objection: What about Acts 7:59? “They went on stoning Stephen as he called on the Lord and 

said, “Lord Jesus, receive my spirit!” 

 

Ans. When Stephen is said to call on the Lord we have the Greek word “epikaleō”. This is from 

the root “kaleō”. This word is never translated a single time as prayer in the NT: 

 

http://www.blueletterbible.org/lang/lexicon/Lexicon.cfm?strongs=G2564&t=KJV&page=1 

 

Just like in all the previous passages we have considered, Yeshua is the mediator and bridge to 

God. Stephen sees the Lord Yeshua when he says, “Behold, I see the heavens opened up and the 

Son of Man standing at the right hand of God” and invokes him as his mediator and only bridge to 

God. It wasn’t as if Stephen was in a corner with his eyes closed and his head bowed praying to 

Yeshua. 

 

In Luke 16:22 we read, “Now the poor man died and was carried away by the angels to Abraham’s 

bosom; and the rich man also died and was buried. 23 In Hades he lifted up his eyes, being in 

torment, and *saw Abraham far away and Lazarus in his bosom. 24 And he cried out and said, 

‘Father Abraham, have mercy on me, and send Lazarus so that he may dip the tip of his finger in 

water and cool off my tongue, for I am in agony in this flame.” 

 

So does this passage prove that we should pray to Abraham? NO! 

 

An invocation is not a prayer. 

 

So these passages are very clear. We pray to Father, through the Son, in the Spirit. The Son and 

the Spirit are man’s apparatus-man’s equipment to perform divine activity and participate in divine 

nature (2 Pet. 1:3-5).  Prayer to Yeshua is typical Sabellian heresy. 

 

Objection: Doesn’t Mat. 28 say for the Believer to Baptized in the Name of the Father and the Son 

and the Holy Spirit?  
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Ans. So why is it no one is baptized in this formula? Search your entire New Testament and 

everyone who is baptized in done so in the name of Messiah alone. That verse was added in later.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


