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PREFACE.

It is a fact which may be rcah'zed by personal enquiry,

that very few, I do not say of the public, but of the

reading public—nay, I do not say of the reading public

merely, but of the reading public who are also zealous

Churchmen—have read William Law's once famous

letters to Bishop Hoadly. It is this fact which justifies

the present edition. For undoubtedly the letters are

not at present easily accessible, and it is saying very

much less than the truth to say that they deserve to be

had in remembrance.

I. They deserve it from the merely literary point of

view. I suspect that on an impartial review of the con-

troversial pamphlet literature of England they would

be found among the dozen best specimens for wit, bril-

liancy, and force. They constitute an " aci Jioniinem"

argument of a Socratic kind, such as may be studied with

interest and advantage irrespective of the (luestion of

the reader's agreement, even in general, with Law's posi-

tion. Gibbon understates the case when he says that " at

every weapon of attack and defence, the Non-juror {i.e..

Law] on the ground which is common to both, approves

himself at least equal to the prelate." Hoadly was

an Anglican bishop pledged to the use of the Anglican

formulas ; but he was also a Latitudinarian, disparaging
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the importance of Church communion, sacramental

ordinances, episcopal ordination. On this class of sub-

jects he had used a great deal of the sort of loose

language which, one may say, has been not uncommon,

nor unpopular, in most epochs of the Church of England

since the Reformation. It is upon this loose language

that Law brings to bear a cross-examination which is

as brilliant as it is Socratic. He is not concerned with

demonstrating the first principles of churchmanship, so

much as with convicting the Bishop of loose thought

and language, inconsistency with himself, inconsistency

between his civil and ecclesiastical principles in the

matter of authority, inconsistency between his own
opinions and the language of the Church which he

is bound to use. This cross-examination is, beyond

question, a brilliant specimen of vigorous and racy rhe-

toric, put at the disposal of a clear-headed logic and a

keen sense of the bearing of principles in all direc-

tions—it is such a specimen of rhetoric put at the

service of close thought and intense feeling as a man
may enjoy simply as an example of legitimate contro-

versy, simply as an example of the play of mind, of the

sort of intellectual cross-examination of which popular

teachers of all sorts stand in such constant need. And
the sparkle of the wit ! The picture of his Lordship's

"well-instructed laity" transported back to apostolic

days, and contemplating with indignation the " senseless

and chimerical claim of the apostles " to confer divine

grace by the laying on of hands (Letter ii. p. 82), or the

sudden exclamation, " Surely your Lordship must have

a mighty opinion of Naaman the Syrian," on account of

his " wise remonstrance " with the absurd importance

attached by the prophet Elisha to the waters of Jordan

(ii. § iii.)—this is real wit, if it is also unsparing.

2. Law's argument, then, can be appreciated by any
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man merely for its intellectual merits, even if he be an
English Churchman who more or less agrees with Hoadly.
But this will require great self-restraint on his part. It

will be easier for a High Churchman or an Agnostic to

enjoy the reading; for, in fact, the anti-sacramentalist

or anti-ecclesiastical position is hit very hard here, and,

as it seems to the present editors—though they would
not commit themselves to justify every one of Law's
arguments—with uniform force and substantial fairness.

We do not pretend to edit these letters from no other
than a literary motive. We have endeavoured to make
them better known than they are as a splendid speci-

men of argument on behalf of Church principles : an
argument which has lost hardly any of its force, as the

position against which it is directed is still in full vitality.

It has been recently suggested that the real insistance

upon the " necessity " of Episcopal succession, and what
goes with that in ecclesiastical principles, is a modern
growth in the Anglican Church. But here we have a

representative Anglican of the eighteenth century, an
Anglican who has no doubt at all about the legiti-

macy of our sixteenth century Reformation, an Angli-
can who is always concerned to vindicate the principle

of a Church authority which is none the less real for being

moderate (i. 66 sqq.; iii. c. 2), an Anglican who is zealous

to maintain the checks which our system provides against

clerical absolutism (ii.§vi.(c.))—such a genuine Anglican
maintaining without any hesitation the necessity of the

episcopal succession and of communion with the visible

Church (ii. P. S., and passim), flouting, indeed, the idea

of the "invisible" Church with the most brilliant raillery

(iii. c. I § iv.). We do not suppose any, even the extremest,

disciples of the Tractarians want to go bc)ond the prin-

ciples of William Law. Nor is he less to be claimed as

a characteristic Churchman because he was a Non-juror

B



10 Preface.

For the tradition of churchmanship as it was at the

close of the seventeenth and beginning of the eighteenth

century was preserved nowhere so unimpaired as among
the Non-jurors.

3. The editors of a work that is or ought to be

classical are not expected to criticise or justify what

they offer to the public. They do but make easily

obtainable again what needs on their part neither praise

nor criticism. But it is fair to William Law to point

out that if he seems to use rigorist language in the

first letter in speaking of the necessity of faith and

Church communion, he has in view and expresses in

the second letter his recognition of mercies " uncove-

nanted and unpromised "
(ii. § ix.). Without such recog-

nition it always seems to the present writer that it is

impossible to be loyal to the fundamental truth of the

divine equity ; while, on the other hand, such recogni-

tion diminishes not one whit the importance of the
" Covenant," of the express and overt revelation of the

will and claim and offer of God. I suppose it is the case

that the idea of the universal relation of God to man,

prior to and behind all " special dispensations " was that

element in Law's mind which in his latest period

accounts for its becoming what Gibbon calls " darkly

tinctured " with the universalistic mysticism of Jacob

Boehm.en.

4. It is a remark of Mark Pattison's with reference to

Joseph Scaliger's refutation of Scioppius that "as a

refutation it is most complete ; but it had no success

with the public. An answer never has." This general-

isation would require a good deal of qualification to

make it true to fact. William Law's answer—not

indeed an answer like Scaliger's, to an attack on his

person, but to an attack on his principles—obtained

originally a brilliant success, and in result more or less
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eclipsed the production which called it forth. Still the

fact that it was an answer in a controversy presumably

temporary, may account for its having passed into

something like oblivion, from which the present issue

is an attempt to rescue it.

1 need only add that it was originally by the repeated

request of the late Dr Liddon that I was led to con-

template an edition of these letters. In the event,

however, it is my colleague Mr Nash who has practically

done the work almost alone.

Charles Gore.

PusEY House,
Epiphany 1893.
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INTRODUCTION.

I. Meaningofthe whole 7iiatter. 2. The Deists. 3. State of the Church.

4. Zaw represe7its the then fiiiiui of the Church of England. 5.

Political side of the Bangorian Controversy. 6. The Non-jurors. 7.

William Law. 8. /^w Letter's to the Bishop of Bangor. 9. Occasion

of the Bangorian Controversy, Hoadlys Preservative, and Sermon

on the Nature of Christ's Kingdom. 10, Dr Snape's Letter. II.

Law"s answer to the Bishop. 12. Benjamin Hoadly, Bishop ofBangor.

13. Result ofthe Controversy.

I. " Hoadly had the ill-luck," says Mr Leslie Stephen,^

"to encounter two of the ablest—probably if Bentley

be excepted, the two ablest controversial writers of

the time. Sherlock and Law attacked different parts

of his argument with singular vigour ; and in their

writings and Hoadly 's we may find whatever deserves

to survive the general wreck." There would be use

in republishing Law's letters to Hoadly, Bishop of

Bangor, were it only that they contain a brilliant

survey of that famous Bangorian Controversy which

brought such disaster to the Church. But indeed

the letters have also a present value, for, if this con-

troversy itself died, it did not die childless. We still

believe that it was God's method to restore mankind to

Himself and their true life by establishing on earth the

kingdom of God. And here is raised the whole matter

of what is meant by the kingdom of God on earth. Is

it, or is it not, an organised society with a definite con-

stitution administered by rulers, nominated indeed by

the people, but commissioned only from above, who, by

' " English Thought in the Eighteenth Century," x. 31.
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Christ's appointment, use divinely given powers for man's

salvation ? Men controvert still. We who hold that it

is such a society are not allowed to forget that this, as

well as the other articles of our creed, demands perpetual

restatement to generation after generation of the chil-

dren of the kingdom. For they keep asking, 'What mean
ye by this service }

' And there are never lacking men
to push forward and answer as this Bishop of Bangor

answered, ' In truth we mean little enough.' This is

how Hoadly's position is interpreted by the above-

mentioned writer, one who is friendly to his point of

view :
" He is lowering the priesthood as he had

formerly lowered the monarchy, to the ordinary level of

humanity. He is striking at the heart of sacerdotalism.

A priest is one who claims divine authority for his

words, whose privileges are secured by a divine grant,

and who can wield certain powers in virtue of his

sacred character. Hoadly substantially denies the

validity of these claims. Though forced to admit that

Christ and the Apostles enjoyed supernatural powers

and privileges, he denies, like the other rationalists of

the time, that those powers had been transmitted to

their successors."^ "Every vestige of supernatural

endowment is stripped off the priesthood ; the power

of the keys is an absurdity, no magical influence

remains in church ceremonials." ^ "With the claim

to supernatural privileges goes naturally the claim

to a supernatural monopoly of truth, for faith in

any church can be no more necessary to salvation

than submission to its ordinances. . . . Sincerity, there-

fore, is the only moral duty connected with faith.

A man is not bound to accept certain opinions,

but to accept those opinions which commend them-

selves to his unbiassed reason. God, he argued in

* " English Thou<;hL in the Eighteenth Century," x. 32. - Ibid. x. 33.
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the ' Preservative/ cannot favour a man because he

belongs to a particular communion, but because he has

chosen his communion honestly." ^

II. This was in fact one struggle in the general war

which Rationalism at the time was levying against the

kingdom of God. Without were the Deists assaulting

the whole idea of a Revelation, of any order of things

being more divine than any other. " Christianity is

not mysterious," said Toland. Tindal is soon to join

in with his " Christianity as old as the Creation ; or, the

Gospel a Republication of the Religion of Nature."

Natural religion is all that men want. " The natural

laAV of right and duty, argued the Deists, is so absolutely

perfect that God could not add anything to it. It is

commensurate with all the real relations in which man
stands. To suppose that God has created artificial

relations, and laid upon man positive precepts, is to take

away the very notion of morality." ^ By their doctrines

of the Fall, of miracles, of eternal judgment, said Shaftes-

bury, the divines blaspheme man and Nature and God.

There was war at the gates, and within were the Arians

under Clark conspiring to betray their King's divinity.

And here it seemed to churchmen was another traitor,

with reasonings in his mouth borrowed direct from the

Deists. He is by name coupled with the Deist Toland

in a paper styled " An Introduction to Bishop of

Bangor's intended Collection of Authorities, recom-

mended to the consideration of his Lordship, Mr Pil-

loniere, and Mr Toland, by a Member of the late Com-
mittee." Speaking of the " Rights of the Christian

Church" by the famous Deist Tindal, Law says to

Hoadly, "You have not one notion I can recollect that

' " Eiif^lisli Tliought in the I'.i^hteenll) Ccnlury," x. 34.

- Mark Paltison, " Essays and Reviews" ' Religious Thought in Eng-

land, 1OS8-1750,' p. 325, loili ed.
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has given offence to the world but what seems taken

from that pernicious book." It was a bishop of the

Church confederate with the Church's foes saying in

effect, ' If there must needs be a Revelation, let it be a

moral code and stay shut up in a book ; if the miraculous

must be granted, let it be to the Founder and His fellows

only, and there let it end ; if there has to be a kingdom,

let us keep it well out of the way, do not let us have it

about now, let it be a kingdom not of or in this world.'

Hoadly was obnoxious enough already to a church

which for the most part was High and Tory ; theologi-

cally, for he was the declared friend of the Arian Clark,

and had for his ally Dr Sykes, who defended Arian

subscription to the Articles
;
politically, for he was the

clerical mouthpiece of the Whigs and the favourite of

the Hanoverian Court. This sermon of his filled up

the cup of wrath, and there was a rush to suppress him.

But it was not Hoadly that was suppressed. If the

Bangorian Controversy were forgotten for all else, it

would be remembered for this, that the Church, in her

attempt to judge her officer, fell foul ot the Government,

and Convocation was suppressed for nigh a century and

a half.

HI. The Government interfered, judging, and with

much reason, that political interests were at stake, and

once more since her reform had the Church of England

to thank her own stubborn political temper for the

blighting of a great religious revival. For these attacks

on the Church must not be thought to have been courted

by her helplessness or decay. On the contrary, it was

on one of the brightest periods of her history that the

stroke of judgment fell.^ Scarce ever had her power in

' See Hore, "Church of England, William III. to Victoria," Pt. I.

chap. ix. : The Church at its Height. Perry, " English Church History,"

Vol. H. chap, xxxix.; HI. chap. iii. Abbey and Overton, "English

Church in the Eighteenth Century," chaps, i. v. x.



Introduction. 17

the nation been stronger, and for years Walpole and

his fellow- statesmen were influenced by disturbing

memories of 17 10, when the cry of "the Church and

Sacheverell " had wrecked the Whig ministry. To Non-

conformists Hke Dr Calamy, their cause seemed to be

almost hopeless. And abroad also, perhaps, never have

her claims gained such respectful consideration as was

now yielded by Protestants and Latins and Easterns

alike. It was a time when the Sorbonne doctors, Du
Pin and De Girardin, were treating with Archbishop

Wake for a reunion of the Gallican and Anglican

Churches, and Courayer was writing in defence of

Anglican orders. Unofficially too, but with the warm
approval of the Czar, the Non-jurors were negociating

for the same end with the Oriental Patriarchs. The
Prussian Lutherans, led by Dr Jablonski, had gained

the king's consent to the introduction of the Anglican

Liturgy ; and on being told by the Prussian ambassador

that the English clergy regarded Episcopacy as an

essential condition of union, were prepared to receive

the succession from the Anglican bishops. Nor was

the appearance of strength and vigour deceptive : it was

the outward manifestation of a very deep and real

spiritual recovery. Queen Anne's conscientious church-

manship had been gradually replacing the Latitudin-

arian bishops of King William's reign by an order of

men whose learning and godliness earned the respect

of all classes. The Church, too, had been asserting

against reluctant archbishops and statesmen her right

to govern herself through her own synod of Convoca-

tion, in place of being governed through Parliament or

by Royal Injunctions. And as the Church was be-

coming better ruled and more free to take corporate

action, so also were her people more alive to divine

things. The frequency of weekly Communion and of
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daily services, (in I7i4we are told there were sixty-five

churches in London which had daily prayers,)^ marked

and fed a revival of worship, which again bore fruit in

works of charity and a purer morality. It was the time

when some of the greatest of the Church's charitable

and educational and missionary institutions, such as

the S.P.G. and S.P.C.K., were founded. Especially

was it the day of those many guilds and societies for

prayer and holy living which had already done so

much for the Church, and after this time kept the

embers of faith smouldering through the cold night,

till the Methodist Philistine spirit blew upon them and

kindled the flame again.

^

IV. Blemishes and faults there were, yet perhaps to

no period since her reform could churchmen point with

more pride and say, " This is what our Church desires

to be to the English nation." But if the Church of

Anne's time worthily represents the aspirations of the

Church of England, so also do William Law's letters

represent that Church's mind regarding the ministry

and sacraments. It was the Non-juror not the bishop

who spoke what the Church wanted said. His letters

were read with the greatest glee by churchmen, and

went through edition after edition. He is taunted with

holding a brief for Convocation ; a pamphlet of the day

by "a free thinker of Oxford," styles him "the Rev.

Mr Law, Counsel for the Committee of Convocation,

and the two famous Universities, in a cause depending

^ Sixty-five out of the two hundred and one, as given by Paterson in

his minute review of all the London churches, ' Ritas Londinensis,' 1714.

2 Woodward, 'minister of Popler,' in his 'Account of the Religious

Societies of London,' 1696, describes their rise and growth during the

twenty years past, their defence of the Church of England against Popery

and particular innovations, their efforts for the reformation of manners.

Chap. v. gives the ' Order ' or rule of life of these earlier Methodists. They

were not peculiar to London.
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between them and the Bishop of Bangor." And this

has its interest to-day. It has been loudly declared that

to speak of " Episcopacy as the only lawful form of

Church government," and " as necessary to the validity

of the sacraments " is " an entirely novel doctrine in our

Church, dating from Oxford somewhere about the year

1840." If the Church of Queen Anne's day may speak

for the Church of England, and if William Law may
speak for that Church, then these letters will help to

lift that doctrine at all events a century nearer to the

real date of its acceptance by the Church of England.

V. But beyond other faults and blemishes there was the

one sore disease which amid all the Church's vigour was

tainting her springs of life. It was that political temper,

"that unhappy alliance of religion with politics " where-

by, as Bishop Lightfoot says,^ " the divine right of

settled orderly government, as taught by S. Paul, was

travestied in the divine right of kings, even of tyrants,

as held by churchmen of the Stuart period. The rude

shock which it I'eceived by the Revolution of 1688 and

the non-juring schism was needed to loosen its hold on

the mind of the Church," Loosened it might be, but

it still was an awful affliction. A bond of iron union

had been forged far back in English history, riveted

in Hooker's theory, " sealed by Laud's compact with

absolutism "
: and until it should be exchanged for

honourable alliance, the Church's life was always in

danger of being crushed in that hard embrace. It

daunts us to see the changes in the character of the

bishops, what good Anne could do with good bishops,

what harm again the Georges with bad bishops.

Doubtless historical events had forced churchmen to

some kind of compromise. It was impossible since

' John Cosiu, " Leaders ol ihc Northern Chuich."
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the Revolution to hold as absolutely as before to

divine right and passive obedience. But this con-

troversy seems to show how difficult it was both to

churchmen and their opponents to realise that the

Christian and civil kingdoms are not one and the same.

Hoadly denied the divine right of kings : it seemed to

him inevitable to deny the divine rights of the order of

bishops. In the " Preservative " he complains that what

the Non-jurors give to the prince with one hand they take

away with the other by exalting bishops. It would be

equally true to say that what the Church claimed in

divine prerogative she threw away by identifying her

claims with those of one particular form of political

Government. There were two questions at issue here,

and a modern churchman would probably feel divided

in sympathy, because the two were treated as one. He
would side with Hoadly against the Tory churchman,

as he maintains the liberty of the citizen. He would

be for the churchman against Hoadly when the latter

asserts the boundless right of the subject to remodel

the Christian kingdom.

It adds much to the present value of William Law's

letters that he does separate so unmistakeably the two

issues. He is content, he says in the second letter, to

leave the political aspect to be dealt with by Sherlock,

Dean of Chichester. In the first letter he hints that

even if the Stuarts be Papists, yet Papists have been

known to turn Protestants, or even should they not,

all Papists are not such zealots as to endanger the

Reformed Church. In the third letter he rallies the

bishop on the fertility of his zeal for the Revolution

;

and he derides the idea of the Church's authority being

based on laws of the State. It may indeed, he thinks, be

reasonably supported by State laws, but it overrides

them in case of conflict. But in general, as a Non-juror
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and in disagreement with the order of the State, he

avoids the question. Moreover, the recent severities

against the Non-jurors perhaps made it prudent for him
to be not more explicit. The Bangorian controversy

on its political side resolved itself largely into a battle

over the Test and Corporation Act, and here Sherlock

was the chief Church combatant.

VI. It is curious that the Non-jurors should have con-

tributed to shake the Church out of its servitude to

kings, for it was their own scruple for divine right

which drove them into schism. The Church had been

roused to struggle against both the tyranny and the

Popery of James II. But 1688 and the passing of the

crown to William III, brought fresh complications.^

The officers of the Church were called upon to swear

allegiance to the new king. Most of them complied,

many lightly enough it may be, many judging that

they had only pledged themselves to loyalty to the de

facto monarch, and arguing as did the Bishop of Carlisle,

that " whenever a sovereign de facto is universally sub-

mitted to by all the three estates, I must believe that

person to be the lawful and rightful monarch of the

kingdom." But there were others of the clergy who
held that nothing had released them from their oaths

to King James. " They were ready," said Lathbury,
" to conduct themselves as peaceable citizens though

they could not promise to do so under oath." The
intensity of their repugnance may be gathered from

what the old Bishop of Worcester said as he lay dying :

"If my heart do not deceive me, and God's grace do

not fail mc, I think I could suffer at a stake rather

than take this oath." The Government was counselled

by many to pass them over ; for " their refusal," says

1 See Lathbury, " History of the Non-Jurors," chap. ii.
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Hallam, *' was not so dangerous to the government of

William III. and George I. as the false submission of

less sincere men," and it was undesirable to proceed to

extremities when among the nine recusant bishops

were men so revered as Bishop Ken, or as Lake, one

of the famous seven imprisoned by James in the Tower.

But the Government, either misjudging the strength of

their convictions, or afraid to be lenient, would make
no terms. All who would not swear were suspended

on August I, 1690, and six months later, February i,

1691, the bishops and four hundred clergy were de-

prived. So began the deplorable Non-juror schism.

In 17 10, when all the deprived bishops had died or

had resigned, there was a movement towards reunion.

Dodwell, Nelson, and others did come back. But most

would not : the bad blood engendered would not suffer

the wound to heal. With all desire to be fair, as Lath-

bury says, " our sympathies cannot be of the same

character with the later Non-jurors, who continued the

separation on principles which were repudiated by

such men as Ken, Frampton, Dodwell, Nelson, and

Brokesby." The separatists perpetuated their succes-

sion till 1779, when the last regular bishop died. For

long years the party exercised an influence out of pro-

portion to its numerical strength, and turned away from

the Church the love and service of some of the most

learned and devout men in the land.

VII. William Law had only a short time been a Non-

juror. On the accession of George I. there was a fresh

summons to take an oath of allegiance, and an oath

abjuring the Pretender. These he did not feel able to

take, especially the latter. " What can be more hein-

ously wicked," he writes to his brother,^ " than heartily

^ Overtoil, " Life of William Law," chap, ii.
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to wish the success of a person upon the account of his

right, and at the same time, in the most solemn manner,

in the presence of God, and as you hope for mercy, to

swear that he has no right at all." He understood

what his refusal would cost him. He was a fellow of

Emmanuel College, Cambridge, and it meant the loss

of his fellowship ; he was a priest, and it meant the loss

of his power to minister. " My prospect," he says

sadly, " is indeed melancholy enough ; . . . the benefits

of my education seem partly at an end ; . . . I expected

to have had a greater share of worldly advantages than

what I am now likely to enjoy " ; and he begs his

brother, " Say as many comfortable things as you can

to my mother." He was some thirty years of age

when he first became known as a writer, with these

letters to Hoadly, which at once placed him in the

front rank of English controversialists. Ten years after

this he wrote the " Christian Perfection," and his famous

book the " Serious Call," and about that time became
tutor in the family of the Gibbons, to which the historian

of the Roman empire belonged. In 1740 he retired to

his native place of King's Cliff, in Bedfordshire, where

he lived till his death in 1761, engaged in prayer, theo-

logical study and writing, and works of education and

charity. His later mind and writing were considerably

affected by Bohmc, the mystic, but Mr Overton thinks

he has scarcely received justice,^ and at least it may be

pleaded that in the dissensions among the Non-jurors

he stoutly upheld the Church of England use against

the " usagcrs," and to the last was constant at service

and Communion in his parish church. And we should

think kindly of one who did such service as he for the

kingdom of God, who struggled so well for the con-

' " Life of William Law." Fur general account ol his mysticism, chap,

xxii. and pp. 216, 39S, 418, 437 ; for his wide influence, chap. vi.
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stitution and order of that kingdom as he did in these

letters, and who in his life and writings strove to lift

high the pattern of holiness for all Christians. By no

means did he influence High churchmen only. "The
great Mr Law," George Whitfield the Calvinist always

called him, while he was also the teacher of John
Wesley, the enemy of Calvinism. " William Law begat

Methodism," said Warburton ;
" Mr Law was their

parent," said Dr Trapp of the Methodists. Wesley

himself admitted there was truth in this, and spoke

with great respect of his old master even when they

had parted ; Wesley's biographers also, Coke and More,

in 1792, write that William Law was " the great fore-

runner of the revival which followed, and did more to

promote it than any other individual whatever."

VIII. Law's three letters had great success on their

appearance. Among the multitudinous pamphleteers

against Hoadly, he is singled out by Pyle for answer

in his " Vindication of the Bishop of Bangor," because
" his was thought to be the strongest and most impartial

piece that has appeared against his lordship." ^ Dean
Sherlock congratulates Hoadly on having had "dis-

cretion enough to let some things go unanswered, and
particularly Mr Law's two letters ; a writer so con-

siderable, that I know but one good reason why he does

not answer him." ^ Hoadly, in fact, never did answer

them. They were reprinted in the collection of his

works in 1762; and again in the "Scholar armed
against the Errors of the Time ; or, a Collection of

Tracts on the Principles and Evidence of Christianity,

the Constitution of the Church, and Authority of Civil

Government " (edited by Jones of Nayland, third edi-

tion, 181 2, and published by "A Society for the

^ Overton, "Life," chap. iii. * Hoadly, "Works," ii. 694.
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Reformation of Principles "). The preface says, " The
use of the Church, and the sin and danger of schism,

ought to be better understood by the learned and more

diligently taught among the people than hath been the

custom of late years. Nothing can be more effective

for the purpose than the three letters of the Rev. Wm.
Law against Bishop Hoadly, which, though incom-

parable for truth of argument, brightness of wit, and

purity of English, and honoured with the highest ad-

miration at their first appearance, are now in a manner
forgotten." This seems to be the last time they were

printed, though their keenness and force have been

admired since by men like Dean Hook and F. D.

Maurice, and Bishop Ewing would compare them for

power, wit, and learning with Pascal's " Lettres Pro-

vinciales."^

IX. The Non-jurors were the immediate occasion of

the Bangorian controversy. The death of Queen Anne
in 17 14 found the Tories unprepared with their measures

for a Stuart restoration, and the superior energy of the

Whigs secured the succession to the House of Hanover.

But immediately, in 171 5, there was a Jacobite rising

in the Highlands. Among the treasonable literature

seized in the course of suppressing this rising were

papers by Dr Hickes, non-juring bishop of the second

generation, published after his death, which charged

the Church of England with schism.^ It does not

appear that the Non-jurors, as a body, were implicated

in the movement, but they thus incurred the special

hostility of the Government. A champion of the

Crown and of the Church arose in the person of Hoadly,

' Overton, " Life of Law," chap. iii.

"Hoadly, "Works," Vol. IL : Account of Ban{;orian Controversy,

p. 381 el seq.

C
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who for past services had been raised in 17 15 to the

post of King's Chaplain, and the same year had been

made Bishop of Bangor.

In 17 16 he published his famous "Preservative against

the Principles and Practices of the Non-jurors, both in

Church and State ; or, an Appeal to the Conscience and

Common-sense of the Christian Laity." He thus states

its three parts in the Preface: "The first relates to our

present civil establishment, and endeavours to state the

cause between the Protestant branches of our royal

family and the Popish. The second maintains the right

of all civil Governments to preserve themselves against

persons in ecclesiastical offices as well as others. The
third concerns the very vitals of true religion, and is in

truth the cause between Jesus Christ and those who,

professing themselves His followers and His ministers,

substitute themselves in His place and assume the

authority of their great Legislator and Judge." Leaving

aside now the question of the Protestant succession,

and of the validity of lay deprivation of bishops, or the

relation of Church and State, it is with the third of

these that we are here concerned,—the constitution,

ministry, and ordinances of the Church. He sums up,i

" The result of the whole is this. God is true and just

and good. . . . He cannot put into the hands of weak
fallible men privileges and powers which cannot be

exercised as they ought to be without infallibility.

He reserves to Himself the authoritative dispensation

of His favour and of His anger. . . . From all which it

follows that the benefits of His ordinances, His benedic-

tion, His absolution are in His own hands, come from

Himself. . . . When you are secure of your integrity

beiore God, and of your sincere disposition to search

1 "Works," ii. p. 595, c/ 588.
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after His will, and to receive the truth in the love of

truth, whensoever and from whomsoever it is offered,

this will, I confess, lead you, as it ought all of us, not

to be afraid of the terrors of man, or the vain words of

regular and uninterrupted successions," &c.

Hoadly followed up his " Preservative " by a sermon

on the text, " My kingdom is not of this world,"

preached before the king, March 31, 17 17. Words
change their meaning, he says, religion, worship, prayer,

love of God have got a meaning now very different

from their sense in Scripture. But no phrase more cries

out for restoration to its true Christian value than this

one of the " kingdom of Christ." This is the same

thing as the " Church of God," and the text will enable

us to gather two fundamental truths concerning it.

1. That it is "not of this world," tells us there are no

vicegerents of the kingdom amongst men, no visible

human authority, because indeed Christ is king, and

is Himself sole lawgiver, sole judge over His subjects.

2. Since it is " not of this world," both its laws and the

sanctions of them must be of corresponding nature.

" The laws are declarations relating to the favour of

God in another state after this." The sanctions cannot

be earthly rewards, or fines and prisons, or even the

" lesser negative discouragements which belong to human

society." " As soon as ever you hear of the engines

of this world," you must think that " so far the kingdom

of this world takes place." It is especially necessary

to resist those who " contend for such an authority

as indispensably obliges all around them to unity of

profession."

X. The fury of the churchmen burst out in a storm

of pamphlets. By July of the same year no less than

seventy-four had appeared on one side or the other,
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Dr Snape, Provost of Eton and Chaplain in Ordinary

to the king, immediately wrote a clever " Letter to the

Bishop of Bangor, occasioned by his Sermon before the

King." It is the one mentioned by William Law ; in

one year it ran through seventeen editions, and produced

at once seven replies. The bishop might seem, he says

(p. 6), to grant " entire freedom in the matter of religion

and conscience. Notwithstanding, I shall proceed as

with a due regard to your episcopal character, so with

some to my own safety, and not presume too far that

none of the ' engines of this world ' would be made use

of against me." He then attacks the bishop's account

of prayer, the Church, church authority, his use of the

word * absolute,' and makes the home-thrust that (p. 31)

the bishop's enthusiasm for the Protestant settlement

should be tempered by the reflection that here is

religion degraded with the reward of an earthly crown.

XI. William Law's answer is briefly this: (i) To
make sincerity the sole criterion of religion is not

only to dissolve the Church as an organised society,

but to overthrow Christianity itself. " I hope, my
Lord, there is mercy in store for all sorts of people,

however erroneous in their way of worshipping God,

but cannot believe that to be a sincere Christian

is to be no more in the favour of God than to be

a sincere Deist or a sincere destroyer of Christians."

(2) As to the authority of the Church : to deny to her

absolute authority is to deny what she never claimed.

But the bishop's arguments tell equally against all

authority. Yet the appeal to Scripture shows that

church authority, though limited, is real. (3) On the

sacraments and positive institutions of the Church, it is

clear that a crushing reply is to hand when the assailant

of them is a bishop who has had to submit to these
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rites and is pledged to administer them. And Law
does not spare him :

" When people should come to

your Lordship for confirmation, your Lordship ought,

I humbly conceive, to make them this declaration

—

' My friends, for the sake of decency and order I have

taken upon me the episcopal character, and according

to custom which has long prevailed against common-
sense, am now to lay my hands upon you. But I

beseech you, as you have any regard to the truth of

the Gospel and to the honour of God, not to imagine

there is anything in this action more than a useless

empty ceremony.'" Law is fond of ad hominem argu-

ment and the reductio ad absiirdum ; but, of course, it

is the power of his positive defence of the Church from

reason and Scripture and custom which gives his letters

their main value.

XII. It must be admitted that Law hits very hard.

It was an anxious moment ; men were angry and meant
to hurt. Also the polemic of the time was apt to be

rough. Law's warfare would show mild beside some of

the tracts of this day. " Bang as bang can, or wo be

to the Convocation," write Hoadly's partisans, or "A
Vindication of the Bishop of Bangor in answer to the

Eruptions of Mr Law "
; while Hoadly's experience re-

called such papers as " A Letter of Advice presented to

Mr Hoadly, with an abundance of that sort of humility

for which his own writings are remarkable," or " Tom
of Bedlam's Answer to his brother Benjamin Hoadly."

But there was another reason why Law should strike

with all his might, though it was generally conceded

that he did not strike dishonourably. He would feel

he had to do with a Goliath of controversy. Hoadly
had been a warrior from his youth, and wrote with a

force which made even Waterland, who would not
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agree with him, recommend his writings as a model,

saying, " Hoadly is very exact and judicious, and both

his sense and style just, close, and clear." ^ He first

entered the lists in an onslaught upon the Dissenters

with his " Reasonableness of Conformity to the Church

of England," perhaps by force of circumstances the

most churchly thing he ever wrote. In 1705 he drew

down upon him the censure of Convocation by a

sermon preached before the Lord Mayor (mentioned

at the end of Law's first letter) in which he inveighs

against the apathy of Englishmen in suffering Popery

to flourish without and within the Church of England.

By 1710 we find him established in the Church of S.

Peter's Poor as leader of the Whig and Latitudinarian

party against the Tory high churchmen, whose popu-

lar spokesman was the violent Dr Sacheverell. " Chuse

which you please ; or, Dr Sacheverell and Mr Hoadly

drawn to the life ; being a brief representation of the

opinion of each party " is the name of a contemporary

tract.

And Law would be moved to grip tight, because

Hoadly had the reputation of being not only a clever

but a very slippery adversary. It is difficult to read

his various contributions to this controversy without

admitting suspicions as to his straightforwardness. In

the third letter Law taxes him, and with good warrant,

with two distinct evasions concerning the Church and

absolution : he also grimly hints that if sincerity is the

only title to divine favour, it is a bad case for the

bishop. In like manner Dean Sherlock says ironically,^

" I shall now show his Lordship's opinion from the

sense which his words seem to me to convey; not intending

^ Mark Pattison, "Essays and Reviews," p. 338.

- " Considerations occasioned by a Postscript from tiie Bp. of Bangor to

the Dean of Chichester," p. 8.
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hereby to preclude his Lordship from any other sense

or meaning which he shall think fit to insist on." And
Dr Snape indignantly protests,^ " Let me beseech your

Lordship to consider whether this shifting way of writ-

ing, this art of being m.isunderstood, with one meaning
for your reader to run away with, and another to bring

yourself ofT by if called in question, is agreable to

the qualifications required of a minister of Christ."

Especially over the word absolute there was furious

recrimination, and great was the excitement in

London when the Bishop of Carlisle was swept into

the fray, and publicly stated in the newspapers that

the word was not originally in Hoadly's sermon, but

had been inserted at Dean Kennet's suggestion as

a fastness into which he might retreat in case of

danger.- Law alludes to this more than once.

And the deepest reasons would make earnest Chris-

tians burn with the desire for Hoadly's utter silencing,

for it was their profound conviction that he was a

veiled Deist and Socinian who, under cover of a zeal

for religious freedom, masked his disbelief in Christ

and Christianity altogether. It was a conviction not

merely begotten of party rancour. In calm years,

when Hoadly was Bishop of Winchester, it was said

by Archbishop Seeker of the Monthly Reviewers

that if they were Christians it was "secundum usum

Winton."^ And the presumption becomes of the

strongest when his royal patrons say the same thing.

If the Court was willing to protect and promote so

useful an adherent in the Church camp, it was scarcely

from reverence for his person. In George II. 's reign,

one evening in 1735, Lord Hervey tells us in his

' Second Letlev, p. 39.

* Moadly, Works, II. p. 429 tl >eq.

' Quoted Ileivey " Memoirs," ii. p. 47.
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Memoirs,^ Queen Caroline had been bantering him on

the severe handling met with by Bishop Hoadly's late

treatise on the Sacrament. (This had been published

anonymously ; it is called " A plain Account of the

Lord's Supper," and is quite rationalistic. Amongst
various answers was one by his old enemy William

Law.) The queen explained to the king she only

"wished Lord Hervey to know that his friend's book

had not met with that general approbation he had

pretended, ' A pretty fellow for a friend,' said the

king, turning to Lord Hervey. ' Pray, what is it charms

you in him.-" (Here follow some personalities.) 'Or

do you admire his conscience, that makes him put out

a book that till he was Bishop of Winchester, for fear

his conscience might hurt his preferment, he kept locked

up in his chest .'' Is his conscience so much improved

beyond what it was when he was Bishop of Bangor, or

Hereford, or Salisbury (for this book I hear was written

so long ago), or was it that he would not risk losing a

shilling a year more while there was anything better to

be got than what he had. ... It is very modest in a

canting hypocrital knave to be crying ' the kingdom of

Christ is not of this world ' at the same time that he

as Christ's ambassador receives ;^6ooo or ;^7000 a year.

But he is just the same thing in the Church that he is

in the Government, and as ready to receive the best

pay for preaching the Bible though he does not believe

a word of it, as he is to take favours from the crown,

though by his republican spirit and doctrine he would

be glad to abolish its power.' During the whole time

the king was speaking the queen, by smiling and nod-

ding in proper places, endeavoured all she could, but in

^ Hervey, *' Memoirs of the Court of King George II.," chap. xxi. ; see

Ilore, "Church of England," Part II. chap, i., to whom the reference is

due.
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vain, to make her court by seeming to approve every-

thing he said ; and well indeed might she approve it,

for it was almost word for word what she had said to

Lord Hervey on this subject in the summer when the

book first came out." It was this same Queen Caroline

who controlled ecclesiastical appointments and mainly

secured for Hoadly his successive promotions. Indeed

wrong beliefs would rather commend him to her as

they did Dr Clark, for Lord Chesterfield said of her

that^ "after puzzling herself with all the whimsies

and fantastical speculations of different sects, she fixed

herself ultimately on Deism, believing in a future state."

XIII. The result of the conflict was a great triumph

for Hoadly. The sermon was on March 31. Convoca-

tion met on May 3, and the Lower House at once ap-

pointed a committee to deal with the bishop. In a week
it had agreed on its report— that the ' Preservative

'

and sermon (i) subverted all government and discipline

in the Church of Christ, and (2) impugned the royal

supremacy and authority of the legislature to enforce

religion by civil sanctions. The report was accepted

nem. con., and sent up to the bishops. If the second

charge was meant to blacken Hoadly in the eyes

of the Government, it signally failed. Convocation

was suppressed, four king's chaplains, who had written

against Hoadly—namely, Snape, Sherlock, Hare, and
Mosse—were dismissed, and Hoadly, delivered from

immediate peril, tranquilly set to work to indite a very

long 'Answer to the representation of the Committee
of Convocation,* which is criticised by Law in his third

letter. A dedication, addressed to Hoadly in after

years, and printed with the collection of his works,-

' Hervey " Memoirs," Prelacc, Ixv.

^ Works I. xxxi.— It was appended lo the art. Hoadly, in Biog. Hi ill.
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thus describes the event. After recaHing how Hoadly's

defence of his country's freedom had earned him the

public thanks of Parliament, but at the same time

weighted him with the enmity of many evil men, it

proceeds :
" However, it was not long before these

disturbers of our peace—these sworn enemies of British

liberty — received a fresh provocation in a sermon

preached before the king at S. James', and published

by his special command, intituled, ' The Nature of the

Kingdom of Christ.' Herein you had proved, beyond all

reasonable contradiction, that Christ's kingdom is not of

this world ; a doctrine new and surprising even to the

greatest part of the clergy. What could your Lordship

now expect but judgment without mercy .''... Here

your enemies lost all patience, and instead of reason

and argument, discharged against you their whole

artillery of affronts and indignities ? . . . Your Lord-

ship's enemies did not intend things should stop here.

The Lower House of Convocation appointed a com-

mittee, consisting of Dr Mosse, Dr Sherlock, Dr Friend,

Mr Spratt, Dr Cannon, and Dr Biss, to draw up a

representation to be laid before the Upper House, con-

cerning several dangerous positions advanced by your

Lordship, at that time Bishop of Bangor, which repre-

sentation was approved of by the Lower Ho'ise, and

was voted to be entered in their books nemine contra-

dicente. The attention of the public was engaged, and

persons of the highest rank were extremely solicitous

for your protection. And here also your Lordship had

the honour to have one of the best, the wisest, the

bravest men that ever the world produced appear on

your behalf: I mean the late King George, who was
praciously pleased by his royal writ to the Archbishop

of Canterbury to prorogue the Convocation, whereby

the designs of your enemies were at once defeated ;—

a
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noble instance of royal justice and paternal affection to

his subjects, . . . His generous soul was inflamed by
all those sentiments of humanity and compassion with

which Christianity never fails to inspire its real votaries.

He could not forbear voluntarily and unasked to inter-

pose in behalf of an innocent and abused subject. This

single instance of his royal virtue will ever be remem-
bered in the British annals to his immortal honour, for

which generations to come will call him blessed."

The king has not always been called blessed on
this score ; for through him two great evils befel the

Church, and so befel England. The Church lost her

Parliament and all power of corporate action, not to

regain it till 1852; and Hoadly, after being six years

Bishop of Bangor, during all which time he was never

inside his diocese, was raised up and up from Bangor
to Hereford, to Salisbury, and finally to the great See

of Winchester, where he died at the ripe age of eighty-

five, full of years, riches, and dignity. As to the years

which followed, after taking account of the motives

which might colour the history, it is still hard to doubt

that it was a dark time, when godliness was put to

shame, and therefore wickedness abounded.

Note.—For facility of reference and reading, the letters

have been divided into sections, and the argument has

been summarized. Also the quotations from Hoadly
have been verified, and the pages given in the collec-

tion of his works, 1772 (three vols, folio). The reprint

of Law's letters is taken from the first editions of 171

7

for the first and second letters, and 17 19 for the third.

They do not appear to have been altered in subsequent

editions.
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LETTER I.

My Lord,

That your Lordship may be prepared to receive,

what I here presume to lay before you, with the greater

candour, I sincerely profess, that it does not proceed

from any prejudice ; but from certain reasons, upon

which I find myself invincibly obliged to differ from

your Lordship in opinion.

To prevent all suspicion of my designing anything

injurious to your Lordship's character, in this address,

I have prefixed, what otherwise I should have chosen

to conceal, my name to it.

Your Lordship is represented as at the head of a

cause, where every adversary is sure to be reproached,

either as a furious Jacobite, or popish bigot, as an enemy
to the liberty of his country, and the Protestant cause.

These hard names are to be expected, my Lord, from a

set of men, who dishonour your Lordship with their

panegyrics upon your performances, whose praises

defile the character they would adorn.

When Dr Snape represents your Lordship as no

friend to the good orders, and necessary institutions of

the Church; you complain of the ill arts of an adversary,

who sets you out in false colours, perverts your words,

on purpose to increase his own imaginary triumphs.

But, my Lord, in this, Dr Snapc only thinks with those

who would be counted your best friends, and would no

longer be your friends, but that they conclude, you have

declared again.st the authority ol the Church. Docs
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your Lordship suppose, that the T ds, the H ks,

the B ts} would be at so much expense of time and
labour, to justify, commend and enlarge upon your
Lordship's notions, if they did not think you engaged
in their cause? There is not a libertine, or loose

thinker in England, but he imagines you intend to

dissolve the Church as a society, and are ready to offer

incense to your Lordship for so meritorious a design.

It is not my intention to reproach your Lordship with

their esteem, or to involve you in the guilt of their

schemes ; but to show, that an adversary does not need

any malice to make him believe you no friend to the

constitution of the Church, as a regular society, since

your greatest admirers every day publish it by necessary

construction to the world in print.

§ I. " The favour of God equally folloivs every equal degree o) sin-

cerity.
"

Ans. T/ien sincerity against Christ is as pleasing to God as

sincerity for Him.

§ L After a word or two concerning a passage in

your Lordship's preservative, I shall proceed to consider

your answer to Dr Snape. In the 98th page ^ you have
1 T—d is no doubt Toland, who wrote the Deistical work, " Christianity

not Mysterious," 1699. B—t would probably stand for Burnet, Bishop

of Sarum. He was specially severe against the Non-jurors and his latitu-

dinarian principles got him called in " profession a prelate, a dissenter in

sentiment." He died in 1715, and this might possibly mean his son,

another Gilbert Burnet, who wrote against Law in this controversy. As

to H—k, Mr C. J. Abbey has kindly pointed out to me Dr John Han-

cock, Boyle Lecturer in 1706, author of "The Low Churchmen Vindi-

cated." In 1710, during the uproar over Dr Sacheverell, "an artful

address was presented by the Bishop and clergy of London " in his favour.

But " Dr Kennet, Dr Bradford, Dr Hancock, and Mr Hoadly refused to

answer the Bishop's summons " (" Life of Dr Calamy," ii. p. 229, ed.

1830).

- Hoadly, Works, vol. i. p. 595. The references hereafter given

enclosed in brackets [ ] are to the edition in three folio vols. London,

1773, put out by Hoadly's son.
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these words :
" But when you are secure of your integrity

before God,—this will lead you (as it ought all of us)

not to be afraid of the terrors of men, or the vain words
of regular, and uninterrupted successions, authoritative

benedictions, excommunications,—nullity, or validity

of God's ordinances to the people upon account of

niceties and trifles, or any other the like dreams."

My Lord, thus much must be implied here : Be not

afraid of the terrors of men, who would persuade you
of the danger of being in this, or that communion, and
fright you into particular ways of worshipping God.
who would make you believe such sacraments, and such

clergy, are necessary to recommend you to his favour.

But these, your Lordship affirms, we may contemn, if

we are but secure of our integrity.

So that, if a man be not a hypocrite, it matters not

what religion he is of. This is a proposition of an

unfriendly aspect to Christianity : but that it is entirely

your Lordship's, is plain from what you declare, p. 90.*

" That every one may find it in his own conduct to be
true that his title to God's favour cannot depend upon
his actual being, or continuing in any particular method

;

but upon his real sincerity in the conduct of his con-

science." Again, p. 91.2 " The favour of God follows

sincerity considered as such, and consequently, equally

follows every equal degree of sincerity." So that, I

hope, I have not wrested your Lordship's meaning, by
saying, that according to these notions, if a man be not

a hypocrite, it matters not what religion he is of Not
only sincere Quakers, Ranters, Muggletonians, and Fifth

Monarchy men, are as much in the favour of God as

any of the Apostles ; but likewise sincere Jews, Turks,

and Deists, are upon as good a bottom, and as secure

of the favour of God as the sincereist Christian.

Ui- P- 5^J^-] '[i-P-i9i.J
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For your Lordship saith, it is sincerity, as such, that

procures the favour of God. If it be sincerity, as such,

then it is sincerity independent and exclusive of any
particular way of worship : and if the favour of God
equally follows every equal degree of sincerity, then it

is impossible there should be any difference, either as

to merit or happiness, between a sincere martyr, and a

sincere persecutor ; and he that burns the Christian, if

he be but in earnest, has the same title to a reward for

it, as he that is burnt for believing in Christ.

Your Lordship saith, you cannot help it, if people will

charge you with evil intentions and bad views.^ I

intend no such charge : but I wonder, your Lordship

should think it hard, that any one should infer from

these places, that you are against the interest of the

Church of England.^

For, my Lord, cannot the Quakers, Muggletonians,

Deists, Presbyterians, assert you as much in their in-

terest as we can ? Have you said anything for us, or

done anything for us in this " Preservative," but what you

would have equally done for them .'' Your Lordship is

ours, as you fill a bishopric ; but we are at a loss to

discover from this discourse what other interest we have

in your Lordship : for you openly expose our com-

munion, and give up all the advantages of it, by telling

all sorts of people, if they are but sincere in their own
way, they are as much in God's favour as anybody

else. Is this supporting our interest, my Lord .-'

Suppose a friend of King George should declare it to

all Britons whatever, that though they were divided

into five thousand different parties, to set up different

pretenders
;
yet if they were but sincere in their designs,

they would be as much in the favour of God, as those

who are most firmly attached to his Majesty. Does
^ Answer to Dr Snape's Letter, p. 46 [ii. p. 426.] ^ [ii. p. 427.]
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your Lordship think such a one would be thought any

mighty friend to the Government ? And, my Lord, is

not this the declaration you made as to the Church of

England ? Have you not told all parties that their

sincerity is enough ? Have you said so much as one

word in recommendation of our communion ? Or, if it

was not for your church character in the title pages of

this discourse, could any one alive conceive what com-

munion you was of? Nay, a reader that was a stranger,

would imagine, that he who will allow no difference

between communions, is himself of no communion.

Your Lordship, for aught I know, may act according

to the strictest sincerity, and may think it your duty to

undermine the foundations of the Church. I am only

surprised that you should refuse to own the reasonable-

ness of such a charge. Your Lordship hath cancelled

all our obligations to any particular communion, upon

pretence of sincerity.

I hope, my Lord, there is mercy in store for all sorts

of people, however erroneous in their way of worship-

ing God ; but cannot believe, that to be a sincere

Christian, is to be no more in the favour of God, than

to be a sincere deist, or sincere destroyer of Christians.

It will be allowed, that sincerity is a necessary principle

of true religion ; and that without it all the most

specious appearances of virtue are nothing worth : but

still, neither common-sense, nor plain Scripture, will

suffer me to think, that when our Saviour was on earth,

they were as much in the favour of God who sincerely

refused to be His disciples, and sincerely called for

His crucifixion, as those who sincerely left all and

followed Him. If they were, my Lord, where is that

blessedness of believing so often mentioned in the

Scripture } Or where is the happiness of the Gospel

revelation, if they are as well who refuse it sincerely, as

those who embrace it with integrity .-'
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Our Saviour declared, that those who believed, should

be saved ; but those who believed not, should be damned.
Will your Lordship say, that all unbelievers were in-

sincere
; or that though they were damned, they were

)^et in the same favour of God, as those that were saved ?

The Apostle assures us, that " there is no other name
under heaven given unto men, whereby they can be

saved," ^ but Jesus Christ. But your Lordship hath

found out an atonement more universal than that of

His blood ; and which will even make those blessed

and happy who count it an unholy thing. For seeing it

is sincerity, as such, that alone recommends us to the

favour of God, they who sincerely persecute this Name,
are in as good a way as those that sincerely worship it.

Has God declared this to be the only way to salvation }

How can your Lordship tell the world that sincerity

will save them be they in what way they will .-' Is this

all the necessity of Christ's satisfaction } Is this all the

advantage of the Gospel covenant, that those who
sincerely contemn it are in as good a state without it

as those that embrace it }

My Lord, here is no aggravation of your meaning.

If sincerity, as such, be the only thing that recommends
us to God, and every equal degree of it procures an

equal degree of favour, it is a demonstration that

sincerity against Christ is as pleasing to God, as sincerity

for Him. My Lord, this is a doctrine which no words

can enough decry. So I shall leave it, to consider,

what opinion St Paul had of this kind of sincerity. He
did not think, when he persecuted the Church, though

he did it ignorantly, and in unbelief, and out of zeal

cowards God, that he was as much in the favour of God
as when he suffered for Christ. " I am the least," saith

he, "of the Apostles, not fit to be called an Apostle,

' Acts iv. 12.
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because I persecuted the Church of Christ."^ The

Apostle does not scruple to charge himself with guilt,

notwithstanding his sincerity.

A little knowledge of human nature will teach us,

that our sincerity may be often charged \vith guilt

;

not as if we were guilty, because we are sincere ; but

because it may be our fault that we are hearty and

sincere in such or such ill-grounded opinions. It may
have been from some ill-conduct of our own, some
irregularities or abuse of our faculties, that we conceive

things as we do, and are fixed in such or such tenets.

And can we think so much owing to a sincerity in

opinions, contracted by ill habits and guilty behaviour .-*

There are several faulty ways, by which people may
cloud and prejudice their understandings, and throw

themselves into a very odd way of thinking ; or for

some cause or other, " God may send them a strong

delusion, that they should believe a lie." 2 And will

your Lordship say, that those who are thus sunk into

errors, it may be, through their own ill-conduct, or as a

judgment of God upon them, are as much in His favour

as those who love and adhere to the truth .'' This, my
Lord, is a shocking opinion, and has given numbers of

Christians great offence, as contradicting common-sense,

and plain Scripture ; as setting all religion upon the

level as to the favour of God.

§ II. " Vain words of regular and uninterrupted successions"

Ans I. This is disloyal to the Chitrch of England.

Ans. 2. Unless Christ appointed a ministry, all things are common,

anyone may o/)iciate.

Ans. 3. If Christ did send )ninistcrs with authonty to send others,

this autliority can only pass by regular succession.

§ II. The next thing, that according to your Lord-

ship, " we ought not to be concerned at, is vain words

^ I Cor. \v. 9. - 2 Tiiebs. i. II.
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of regular, and uninterrupted successions, as niceties,

trifles and dreams." ^ Thus much surely, is implied

in these words, that no kind of ordination or mission

of the clergy, is of any consequence or moment to us.

For, if the ordination need not be regular, or derived

from those who had authority from Christ to ordain, it

is plain, that no particular kind of ordination can be of

any more value than another. For no ordination what-

ever, can have any worse defects, than as being irregular,

and not derived by a succession from Christ. So that

if these circumstances are to be looked on as trifles and

dreams : all the difference that can be supposed betwixt

any ordinations, comes under the same notion of trifles

and dreams, and consequently are either good alike, or

trifling alike. So that Quakers, Independents, Presby-

terians, according to your Lordship, have as much
reason to think their teachers as useful to them, and as

true ministers of Christ, as those of the Episcopal com-

munion have to think their teachers. For if regularity

of ordination, and uninterrupted succession, be mere

trifles, and nothing; then all the difference betwixt

us and other teachers, must be nothing, for they can

differ from us in no other respects. So that, my Lord,

if Episcopal ordination, derived from Christ, has been

contended for by the Church of England, your Lordship

has in this point deserted her : and you not only give

up Episcopal ordination, by ridiculing a succession, but

likewise by the same argument exclude any ministers

on earth from having Christ's authority. For if there

be not a succession of persons authorised from Christ

to send others to act in His name, then both Episcopal

and Presbyterian teachers are equally usurpers, and as

mere laymen as any at all. For there cannot be any

other difterence between the clergy and laity, but as the

1 Picseiv. [i. 595J.
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one has authority derived from Christ to perform offices,

which the other has not. But this authority cannot

be otherwise had, than by an uninterrupted succession

of men from Christ, empowered to qualify others. For
if the succession be once broken, people must either go
into the ministry of their own accord, or be sent by such

as have no more power to send others, than to go them-

selves. And, my Lord, can these be called ministers of

Christ, or received as His ambassadors "i Can they be

thought to act in His name, who have no authority from

Him .-* If so, your Lordship's servant might ordain and

baptise to as much purpose as your Lordship : for it

could only be objected to such actions, that they had no

authority from Christ. And if there be no succession

of ordainers from Him, every one is equally qualified

to ordain. My Lord, I should think, it might be granted

me, that the administering of a sacrament is an action

we have no right to perform, considered either as men,

gentlemen, or scholars, or members of a civil society

:

who, then, can have any authority to interpose, but he

that has it from Christ t And how that can be had
from Him, without a succession of men from Him, is not

easily conceived. Should a private person choose a

Lord Chancellor, and declare his authority good ; would

there be anything but absurdity, impudence, and pre-

sumption in it .• But why he cannot as well commission

a person to act, sign, and seal in the king's name, as in

the name of Christ, is unaccountable.

My Lord, it is a plain and obvious truth, that no

man, or number of men, considered as such, can any
more make a priest, or commission a person to officiate

in Christ's name, as such, than he can enlarge the means
of grace or add a new sacrament for the conveyance of

spiritual advantages. The ministers of Christ are as

much positive ordinances, as the sacraments; and we

£
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might as well think, that sacraments not instituted by
Him, might be means of grace, as those pass for His

ministers who have no authority from Him.

Once more, all things are either in common in the

Church of Christ, or they are not : if they are, then

every one may preach, baptise, ordain, &c. If all things

are not thus common, but the administering of the

sacrament, and ordination, &c., are offices appropriated

to particular persons ; then I desire to know how, in this

present age, or any other since the Apostles, Christians

can know their respective duties, or what they may, or

may not do, with respect to the several acts of Church

communion, if there be no uninterrupted succession of

authorised persons from Christ : for till authority from

Christ appears, to make a difference between them, we
are all alike, and any one may officiate as well as an-

other. To make a jest, therefore, of the uninterrupted

succession, is to make a jest of ordination, to destroy

the sacred character, and make all pretenders to it, as

good as those that are sent by Christ.

If there be no uninterrupted succession, then there

are no authorised ministers from Christ ; if no such

ministers, then no Christian sacraments ; if no Christian

sacraments, then no Christian Covenant, whereof the

sacraments are the stated and visible seals.

My Lord, this is all your own : here are no con-

sequences palmed upon you, but the first, plain, and

obvious sense of your Lordship's words. And yet,

after all, your Lordship asks Dr Snape, Why all those

outcries against you ? ^ Indeed, my Lord, you have

only taken the main supports of our religion away

;

you have neither left us priests, nor sacraments, nor

Church : or, what is the same thing, you have made
them all trifles' and dreams. And what has your Lord-

^ Answer p. 40 [ii. 424].
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ship given us in the room of all these advantages ?

Why, only sincerity ; this is the great universal atone-

ment for all : this is that, which, according to your
Lordship, will help us to the communion of saints here-

after, though we are in communion with anybody, or

nobody, here.

§ ///. " Vain words of nullity and validity of God's ordinances."

Ans. This is to encourage divisions and to declare there is no need

of uniting.

§ III. The next thing we are not to be afraid of,

are, " the vain words of nullity and validity of God's
ordinances "

—

i.e., whether they are administered by a

clergyman or a layman. This indeed I have shown,

was included in what you said about the trifle of un-

interrupted succession. But, for fear we should have
overlooked it there, you have given it us in express

words in the next line.

Your Lordship tells Dr Snape, that 'you know no
confusion, glorious, or inglorious, that you have en-

deavoured to introduce ' into the Church.^

My Lord, if I may presume to repeat your own
words, lay your hand on your heart, and ask yourself

whether the encouraging all manner of divisions be not

endeavouring to introduce confusion } If there were in

England five thousand different sects, has not your

Lordship persuaded them to be content with them-

selves, not to value what they are told by other com-
munions ; that if they are but sincere, they need not

have regard to anything else } Is not this to introduce

confusion } What, is confusion, but difference and
division ^ And does not your Lordship plainly declare

to the world that there is no need of uniting : that

there is no particular way or method that can recom-

' Answer p. 47 [ii. 426].
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mend us more to the favour of God, than another ? Has
your Lordship so much as given the least hint, that it

is better to be in the communion of the Church of

England, than not ? Have you not exposed her sacra-

ments, and clergy ; and as much as lay in you, broke

down everything in her, that distinguishes her from

fanatical conventicles? What is there in her as a

Church, that you left untouched ? What have you left in

her, that can any way invite others into her communion ?

Are her clergy authorised more than others ? For fear

that should be thought, you make a regular succession

from Christ a trifle. Are her sacraments more regularly

administered ? Lest that should recommend her, you

slight the nullity, or validity of God's ordinances. Is

there any authority in her laws, which enjoin com-

munion with her ? Lest this should be believed, you

tell us that our being or continuing in any particular

method (or particular communion) cannot recommend

us more to the favour of God than another.

I must observe to your Lordship, that these opinions

are very oddly put in a " Preservative from ill principles
;

or an appeal to the consciences and common-sense of

the laity." Are they to be persuaded not to join with

the Non-jurors, because no particular priests, no par-

ticular sacraments, or particular communion is anything

but a dream and trifle, and such things as no way
recommend us to the favour of God more than others }

Are the Non-jurors only thus to be answered } Is the

Established Church thus to be defended ? Your Lord-

ship indeed has not minced the matter ; but, I hope, the

Church of England is to be supported upon better prin-

ciples, or not at all.

If I should tell a person that put a case of conscience

to me, that all cases of conscience are trifles, and

signify nothing ; it would be plain, that I had given
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him a direct answer : but if he had either conscience,

or common-sense, he would seek out a better confessor.

Your Lordship tells Dr Snape, that he saith and un-

saith, to the great diversion of the Roman Catholics.^

But if your Lordship would unsay some things you

have said, it would be a greater mortification to them,

than all that ever you said, or wrote in your life. To
deny the necessity of any particular communion, to

expose the validity of sacraments, and rally upon the

uninterrupted succession of priests, and pull down every

pillar in the Church of Christ, is an errand on which

Rome hath sent many messengers. And the Papists

are no more provoked with your Lordship for these

discourses, than they were angry at William Penn the

Jesuit for preaching up Quakerism. So long as they

rejoice in our divisions, or are glad to see the city of

God made a mere babel, they can no more be angry at

your Lordship than at your advocates.

§ IV. Of authority in the kingdom of Christ.

" As to the affairs of conscience and eternal salvation, Christ hath

left no visible human authority behind Him."

Ans. I. The Bishop's arguments conclude not only against absoltite

but against all degrees of authority.

Ans. 2. Church authority though it is not absolute yet is a real

authority.

§ IV. Dr Snape says, you represent the Church of

Christ as a kingdom in which Christ neither acts Him-

self nor hath invested any one else with authority to act

for Him. At this your lordship cries, p. 22 :
" Lay your

hand upon your heart, and ask, Is this a Christian,

human, honest representation of what your own eyes

read in my sermon." ^

My lord, I have dealt as sincerely with my heart as

^ Answer p. 26 [ii. 418]. * [ii. 417]
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it is possible, and I must confess, I take the doctor's

representation to be Cliristian and honest. For though
you sometimes contend against absolute and indispens-

able authority, yet it is plain, that you strike at all

authority ; and assert, as the Doctor says, that Christ

has not invested any one on earth with an authority

to act for Him.

Page 2 1 : You expressly say, " That as to the affairs

of conscience and eternal salvation, Christ hath left no

visible, human authority behind Him." ^

Now, my Lord, is not this saying, that He has left no

authority at all } For Christ came with no other

authority Himself: but as to conscience and salvation,

He erected a kingdom, which related to nothing but

conscience and salvation ; and therefore they who have

no authority as to conscience and salvation, have no

authority at all in His kingdom. Conscience and

salvation are the only affairs of that kingdom.

Your Lordship denies that any one has authority in

these affairs ; and yet you take it ill to be charged with

asserting, that Christ hath not invested any one with

authority for Him. How can any one act for Him
but in His kingdom } How can they act in His king-

dom if they have nothing to do with conscience and

salvation, when His kingdom is concerned with nothing

else }

Again, p. i6, your Lordship says, that not one of

them (Christians) "any more than another, hath authority

either to make new laws for Christ's subjects, or to

impose a sense upon the old ones ; or to judge, censure,

or punish the servants of another master, in matters

purely relating to conscience." ^

I can meet with no divine, my Lord, either juror

^ Answer [ii. 416.]

* " Sermon on the Nature of the lungdom ol Christ " [ii. p. 405].
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or non-juror, high or low, churchman, or dissenter, that

does not think your Lordship has plainly asserted in

these passages, what the Doctor has laid to your charge,

that no one is invested with authority from Christ to

act for Him.^

I. Your Lordship thinks this is sufficiently answered,

by saying you contend against an absolute authority.

You do indeed sometimes join absolute with that

authority you disclaim. But, my Lord, it is still ti*ue,

that you have taken all authority from the Church : for

the reasons you everywhere give against this authority,

conclude as strongly against any degrees of authority,

as that which is truly absolute.

Firstly, You disown the authority of any Christians

over other Christians ; because they are the " servants of

another master" (p. 16). Now this concludes as strongly

against any authority, as that which is absolute : for

no one can have the least authority over those that

are entirely under another's jurisdiction. A small

authority over another's servant is as inconsistent as

the greatest.

Secondly, You reject this authority, because of the

objects it is exercised upon

—

i.e., matters purely relating

to conscience and salvation. Here this authority is

rejected, because it relates to conscience and salvation

;

which does as well exclude every degree of authority,

as that which is absolute. For if authority and con-

science cannot suit together, conscience rejects authority,

as such, and not because there is this or that degree

of it. So that this argument banishes all authority.

Thirdly, Your Lordship denies any Church authority
;

because Christ doth not " interpose to convey infalli-

bility, or assert the true interpretation of His own

laws.'"- Now this reason concludes as full against all

' " Answer to Dr Snape " [ii. 417]. * " Sermon," p. 15 [ii. 405].
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authority, as that which is absolute. For if infallibility

is necessary to found an obedience upon in Christ's

kingdom, it is plain that nobody in Christ's kingdom

has any right to any obedience from others, nor con-

sequently any authority to command it, no members,

or number of members of it being infallible.

Fourthly, Another reason your Lordship gives against

Church authority is this, " That it is the taking Christ's

kingdom out of His hands, and placing it in their own"

(p. 14).^ Now this reason proves as much against

authority in general, or any degrees of it, as that which

is absolute. For if the authority of others is incon-

sistent with Christ's being King of His own kingdom,

then every degree of authority, so far as it extends, is

an invasion of so much of Christ's authority, and usurp-

ing upon His right.

The reason likewise which your Lordship gives to

prove the Apostles not usurpers of Christ's authority,

plainly condemns every degree of authority which any

Church can now pretend to. " They were no usurpers
;

because He then interposed to convey infallibility ; and

was in all that they ordained : so that the authority

was His in the strictest sense." ^ So that where He
does not interpose to convey infallibility, there every

degree of authority is a degree of usurpation ;
and

consequently, the present Church having no infallibility,

has no right to exercise the least degree of authority

without robbing Christ of His prerogative.

Thus it plainly appears, that every reason you have

offered against Church authority, concludes with as

much strength against all authority, as that which is

absolute. And therefore Dr Snape has done you no

injury in charging you with the denial of all authority.

There happens, my Lord, to be only this difference

1 "Sermon " [ii. 405]. ^ Answer, p. 38 [ii. 423].
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between your sermon and the defence of it, that that is

so many pajjes against Church authority, as such ; and

this a confutation of the Pope's infalHbility. It is very

strange, that so clear a writer, who has been so long

enquiring into the nature of government, should not be

able to make himself be understood upon it : that your

Lordship should be only preaching against the Pope,

and yet all the Lower House of Convocation should

unanimously conceive, that your doctrine therein de-

livered, tended to subvert all government and discipline

in the Church of Christ.^

And, my Lord, it will appear from what follows, that

your Lordship is even of the same opinion yourself ; and

that you imagined you had banished all authority, as

such, out of the Church, by those arguments you had

offered against an absolute authority. This is plain from

the following passage, where you ridicule that which

Dr Snape took to be an authority, though not absolute.

When Dr Snape said, that no Church authority was to

be obeyed in anything contrary to the revealed Will of

God, your Lordship triumphs thus : "Glorious absolute

authority indeed, in your own account, to which Christ's

subjects owe no obedience, till they have examined into

His own declarations ; and then they obey not this

authority, but Him." 2

Here you make nothing of that authority which is

not absolute ; and yet you think it hard to be told, that

you have taken away all Church authority. That
which is absolute, you expressly deny: and here you

say, that which is not absolute is nothing at all. Where
then is the authority you have left .-' Or how is it that

Christ has empowered any one to act in His Name ?

Your Lordship fights safe under the protection of the

' Represent. o( Clergy of Lower House, p. 3, 1717.

- Answer, p. 27 [ii. 419].
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word absolute ; but your aim is at all Church power.

And your Lordship makes too hasty an inference, that

because it is not absolute it is none at all. If you ask,

where you have made this inference, it is on occasion

of the above mentioned triumph ; where your Lordship

makes it an insignificant authority, which is only to be

obeyed so long as it is not contrary to Scripture.

2. Your Lordship seems to think, all is lost as to

Church power, because the Doctor does not claim an

absolute one, but allows it to be subject to Scripture

;

as if all authority was absolute, or else nothing at all.

I shall therefore consider the nature of this Church
power, and show, that though it is not absolute, yet it

is a real authority, and is not such a mere nothing as

your Lordship makes it.

An absolute authority, according to your Lordship,

is, what is to be always obeyed by every individual

that is subject to it, in all circumstances. This is an

authority that we utterly deny to the Church, But, I

presume, there may be an authority inferior to this,

which is nevertheless a real authority, and is to be

esteemed as such ; and that for these reasons :

First, I hope, it will be allowed me, that our Saviour

came into the world with authority. But it was not

lawful for the Jews to receive Him, if they thought His
appearance not agreable to those marks and characters

they had of Him in their Scriptures. May I not here

say, my Lord, " Glorious authority of Christ indeed, to

which the Jews owed no obedience, till they had ex-

amined their Scriptures ; and then they obey, not Him,
but them !

"

Again, the Apostles were sent into the world with

authority: but yet, those who thought their doctrines

unworthy of God, and unsuitable to the principles of

natural religion, were obliged not to obey them.
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" Glorious authority indeed, of the Apostles, to whom
mankind owed no obedience, till they had, first, exam-

ined their own notions of God and religion ; and then

they obeyed, not the Apostles, but them !

"

I hope, my Lord, it may be allowed, that the sacra-

ments are real means of grace : but it is certain, they

are only conditionally so, if those that partake of

them, are endowed with suitable dispositions of piety

and virtue. " Glorious means of grace of the sacra-

ments, which is only obtained by such pious dispositions;

and then it is owing to the dispositions, and not the

sacraments." Now, my Lord, if there can be such a

thing as instituted real means of grace, which are only

conditionally applied, I cannot see, why there may not

be an instituted real authority in the Church, which is

only to be conditionally obeyed.

Your Lordship has written a great many elaborate

pages to prove the English Government limited ; and

that no obedience is due to it, but whilst it preserves

our fundamentals ; and, I suppose, the people are to

judge for themselves, whether these are safe, or not.

" Glorious authority of the English Government, which

is to be obeyed no longer, than the people think it their

interest to obey it !

"

Will your Lordship say there is no authority in the

English Government, because only a conditional obedi-

ence is due to it, whilst we think it supports our funda-

mentals ? Why then must the Church authority be

reckoned nothing at all, because only a rational con-

ditional obedience is to be paid, whilst we think it

not contrary to Scripture? Is a limited, conditional

government in the State, such a wise, excellent, and

glorious constitution .? And is the same authority in

the Church, such absurdity, nonsense, and nothing at all,

as to any actual power ?
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If there be such a thing as obedience upon rational

motives, there must be such a thing as authority that

is not absolute, or that does not require a bHnd, im-

plicit obedience. Indeed, rational creatures can obey
no other authority, they must have reasons for what
they do. And yet because the Church claims only

this rational obedience, your Lordship explodes such

authority as none at all.

Yet it must be granted, that no other obedience was
due to the prophets, or our Saviour and His apostles

:

they were only to be obeyed by those who thought

their doctrines worthy of God. So that if the Church
has no authority, because we must first consult the

Scriptures, before we obey it ; neither our Saviour nor

His apostles had any authority, because the Jews were

first to consult their Scriptures, and the heathen their

reason, before they obeyed them. And yet this is all

that is said against Church authority ; that because

they are to judge of the lawfulness of its injunctions,

therefore they owe it no obedience. Which false con-

clusion, I hope, is enough exposed.

If we think it unlawful to do anything that the

Church requires of us, we must not obey its authority.

So, if we think it unlawful to submit to any temporal

Government, we are not to comply. But, I hope, it

will not follow that the Government has no authority,

because some think it unlawful to comply with it. If

we are so unhappy as to judge wrong in any matter of

duty, we must nevertheless act according to our judg-

ments ; and the guilt of disobedience either in Church

or State is more or less, according as our error is

more or less voluntary, and occasioned by our own
mismanagement.

I believe, I have shown, Firstly, that all your Lord-

ship's arguments against Church authority conclude
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with the same force against all degrees of authority.

Secondly, That though Church authority be not absolute

in a certain sense, yet if our Saviour and His Apostles

had any authority, the Church may have a real

authority : for neither He nor His Apostles had such

an absolute authority, as excludes all consideration

and examination, which is your notion of absolute

authority.

Before I leave this head, I must observe, that in this

very answer to Dr Snape, where you would be thought

to have exposed this absolute authority alone, you ex-

clude all authority along with it. You ask the Doctor

:

" Is this the whole you can make of it, after all your

boasted zeal for mere authority ? " ^ You then say,

" Why may not I be allowed to say, no man on earth

has an absolute authority, as well as you ? " My Lord,

there can be no understanding of this, unless mere

authority and absolute authority be taken for the same
thing by your Lordship.

But, my Lord, is not the smallest particle of matter,

mere matter } And is it therefore the same as the

whole mass of matter } Is an inch of space, because

is mere space, the same as infinite space } How comes

it then, that mere authority is the same as absolute

authority .' My Lord, mere authority implies only

authority, as a mere man implies only a man. But your

Lordship makes no difference between this, and abso-

lute authority ; and therefore has left no authority in

the Church, unless there can be authority, that is, not

mere authority

—

i.e., matter, that is not mere matter ; or

space, that is not mere space.

When the Church enjoins matters of indifference, is

she obeyed for any reason, but for her mere authority .''

But your Lordship allows no obedience to mere

^ Answer, p. 26 [ii. 4ii>J.
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authority ; and therefore no obedience even in indif-

ferent matters.

Thus do these arguments of yours lay all waste in

the Church. And I must not omit one, my Lord, which

falls as heavy upon the State, and makes all civil

government unlawful. Your words are these :
" As

the church of Christ is the kingdom of Christ, He Him-
self is king; and in this it is implied that He is the

sole lawgiver to His subjects, and Himself the sole

judge of their behaviour in the affairs of conscience

and salvation." ^ If there be any truth or force in this

argument, it concludes with the same truth and force

against all authority in the kingdoms of this world.

In Scripture we are told, " The Most High ruleth in

the kingdom of men ;
" 2 « that the Lord is our lawgiver,

the Lord is our king." ^ Now, if because Christ is king

of the Church, it must be in this implied, that He is

sole lawgiver to His subjects ; it is plain to a demon-
stration, that because God is king and lawgiver to the

whole earth, that therefore He is sole lawgiver to His

subjects ; and consequently, that all civil authority, all

human laws, are mere invasions and usurpations upon

God's authority, as king of the whole earth.

Is nobody to have any jurisdiction in Christ's king-

dom, because He is king of it } How then comes any

one to have any authority in the kingdoms of this

world, when God has declared Himself the lawgiver,

and king of the whole world .'' Will your Lordship say

that Christ has left us the Scriptures, as the statute

laws of His kingdom, to prevent the necessity of after

laws .'' It may be answered, That God has given us

reason for our constant guide ; which, if it were as duly

attended to, would as certainly answer the ends of civil

^ Sermon [ii. 404]. Answer to Dr Snape [ii. 416].

' Dan. iv. 17. ^ jg^. xxxiii. 22.
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life, as the observance of the Scriptures would make us

good Christians.

But, my Lord, as human nature, if left to itself, would
neither answer the ends of a spiritual or civil society ; so

a constant visible government in both is equally neces-

sary : and, I believe, it appears to all unprejudiced

eyes that, in this argument at least, your Lordship has

declared both equally unlawful.

§ V. " The exclusion of the Papists frotn the throne was not on account

0/ their religion as such, but of its fatal effects."

Ans. This distinction is prodigious deep.

§ V. Your Lordship says, " The exclusion of the

Papists from the throne, was not upon the account of

their religion." 1 Three lines after, you say, " I have

contended, indeed, elsewhere, that it was their unhappy
religion which alone made them incapable in them-

selves of governing this Protestant nation by the laws

of the land." My Lord, I cannot reconcile these two

passages. Popery alone, you say, was their incapacity.

From which it may be inferred they had no other

incapacity. Yet your Lordship says they were not

excluded upon the account of their religion. A little

after, you say, " The ground of their exclusion was not

their religion, considered, as such; but the fatal, natural,

certain eflect of it upon themselves to our destruction."

As, for instance, your Lordship may mean thus : If a

man of great estate dies, he loses his right to his estate;

not upon the account of death, considered, as such ; but

for the certain, fatal, natural effect of it upon himself.

Or, suppose a person is excluded for being an idiot, it

is not for his idiocy, considered as such ; but for the

certain, fatal, natural effect of it upon himself to our

destruction.

My Lord, this is prodigious deep: I wish it be clear,

' Anbwer to Dr S., p. 25 (ii, 422].
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or that it be not too refined a notion for common use on

this subject. Likewise I do not conceive, my Lord, what
you can call the fatal, natural, certain effects of any one's

religion. I am sure, amongst Protestants, there are no
natural, certain effects of their religion upon them ; that

their practices do not fatally follow their principles

:

neither is there any demonstrative certainty that a

bishop cannot be against Episcopacy.

If the Papists are so unalterably sincere in their

religion, that we can prove their certain observation of

it, it is a pity but they had our principles, and we had

their practice. I have not that good opinion of the

Papists, which your Lordship has ; I believe several of

them sit as loose to their religion as other folks. Does

your Lordship think, that all Papists are alike ? That

natural temper, ambition, and education, do not make
as much difference amongst them, as the same things do

amongst us ? Are all Protestants loose and libertine

alike ? Why should all Papists be the same zealots }

If not, my Lord, then these effects you call fatal,

natural, and certain, may be not to be depended

upon.

Your Lordship knows, that it was generally believed,

that King Charles the Second was a Papist : but I never

heard of any fatal, natural, and certain effects of his

religion upon him. All that one hears of it is, that he

lived like a Protestant, and died like a Papist. I sup-

pose, your Lordship will allow, that several who were

lately Papists, are now true Protestants. I desire there-

fore to know, what is become of the fatal, natural, and

certain effects of their religion }

My Lord, I beg of you to lay your hand again upon

your heart, and ask, whether this be strict reasoning }

Whether it is possible, in the very nature of the thing,

that such fatal, natural, and certain effects should fol-
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low such a giddy, whimsical, uncertain thing, as human
and free choice ? My Lord, is it neither possible for

Papists to change or conceal their religion for interest,

or leave it through a conscientious conviction ? If the

former is impossible, then, according to your Lordship,

it is the safest religion in the world ; because they are

all sure of being sincere, and consequently the first

favourites of God. If the latter is impossible, then a

great many fine sermons and discourses have been

written to as wise purposes, as if they had been directed

to the wind.

§ VI. Ofprayer " as a calm and undisturbed add^-ess to God"
Ans. Caliimess tnay simply mean indifference.

§ VI. I come now to your Lordship's definition of
" Prayer, a calm and undisturbed address to God." ^ It

seems very strange, that so great a master of words, as

your Lordship, should pick out two so very exception-

able, that all your Lordship's skill could not defend

them, but by leaving their first and obvious sense.

Who would not take " calm and undisturbed " to be

very like " quiet and unmoved " .* Yet your Lordship

dislikes those expressions. But if these do not give us

a true idea of prayer, you have made a very narrow

escape, and have given us a definition of prayer, as near

to a wrong one as possible.

Prayer chiefly consists of confession and petition.

Now, to be calm, and free from worldly passions, is a

necessary temper to the right discharge of such duties

:

but why our confession must be so calm and free from

all perturbation of spirit, why our petitions may not

have all that fervour and warmth with which cither

nature or grace can supply, is very surprising.

My Lord, we are advised to be dead to the world
;

and I humbly suppose, no more is implied in it, than to

* Sermon (ii. 403].

F
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keep our affections from being too much engaged in it

;

and that a calm undisturbed

—

i.e., dispassionate use of

the world is very consistent with our being dead to it.

If so, then this calm undisturbed address to heaven, is

a kind of prayer that is very consistent with our being

dead to heaven.

We are forbid to love the world ; and yet no greater

abstraction from it is required, than to use it calm and

undisturbed. We are commanded to set our affections

on things above ; and yet, according to your Lordship,

the same calm, undisturbed temper is enough. Accord-

ing to this therefore, we are to be affected, or rather

unaffected alike, with this, and the next world, since

we are to be calm and undisturbed with respect to

both.

The reason your Lordship offers for this definition

of prayer, is this; because you " look upon calmness and

undisturbedness to be the ornament and defence of

human understanding in all its actions." ^ My Lord,

this plainly supposes, there is no such thing as the right

use of our passions : for if we could ever use them to

any advantage, then it could not be the ornament of

our nature, to be dispassionate alike in all its actions.

It is as much the ornament and defence of our nature,

to be differently affected with things, according to their

respective differences, as it is to understand or conceive

different things according to their real difference. It

would be no ornament or credit to us to conceive no

difference betwixt a mountain and a mole-hill : and our

rational nature is as much disgraced when we are no

more affected with great things than with small. It is

the essential ornament of our nature, to be as sensibly

affected in a different manner with the different degrees

of goodness of things, as it is to perceive exactly the

' Answer to Dr. S., p. il [ii. 413].
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different natures or relations of things. Passion is no

more a crime, as such, than the understanding is, as

such : it is nothing but mistaking the value of objects,

that makes it criminal. An infinite good cannot be too

passionately desired ; nor a real evil too vehemently

abhorred. Mere philosophy, my Lord, would teach us,

that the dignity of human nature is best declared by

a pungent uneasiness for the misery of sin, and a

passionate warm application to heaven for assistance.

Let us now consult the Scripture. S. Paul describes a

godly sorrow something different from your Lordship's

calm and undisturbed temper, in these words :
" When

ye sorrowed after a godly sort, what carefulness it

wrought in you ! yea, what indignation, yea, what

fear, yea, what zeal, yea, what revenge !
" ^ My Lord,

I suppose, these are not so many other words for calm

and undisturbed. Yet as different as they are, the

Apostle makes them the qualities of a godly sorrow.

And all this at the expense of that calmness which

your Lordship terms the ornament of human nature.

Dr Snape pleads for the fervency and ardour of our

devotions, from our Saviour's praying more earnestly

before His passion.

Your Lordship replies, that this can give no direction

as to our daily prayers ; because it was what our Saviour

Himself knew nothing of, but this once. The author of

the Epistle to the Hebrews knew nothing of this way
of reasoning. For as an argument for daily patience,

he bids us look unto Jesus, who endured the cross, be-

cause He died for us, leaving us an example.

Our Saviour, my Lord, suffered and died but once :

yet is it made a reason for our daily patience, and pro-

posed as an example for us to imitate.

If therefore, my Lord, His passion, so extraordinary

' 2 Cor. vii. II.
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in itself, and as much above the power of human
nature to bear, as the intenseness of His devotions

exceeded our capacities for prayer, be yet proposed as

an example to us in the ordinary calamities of life; how
comes it, that His devotion at that time should have no

manner of use or direction in it as to our devotions,

especially in our distress ? How comes it, that His

suffering should have so much of example in it, so

much to be imitated ; but the manner of His devotion

then have nothing of instruction, nothing that need be

imitated by us ? All the reason that is offered, is the

singularity and extraordinariness of it, when the same
may be said of His passion

;
yet that is allowed to be

an example.

Your Lordship is pleased, for the information of your

unwary readers, to reason thus upon the place : If this

be the example of our Saviour, to assure us of His will

about the temper necessary to prayer ;
" it will follow,

that our blessed Lord Himself never truly prayed be-

fore this time : and yet again, if He prayed more

earnestly, it will follow, that He had prayed before

;

and consequently, that this temper in which He now
was, was not necessary to prayer."

My Lord, one would think this elaborate proof was

against something asserted. Here you have indeed a

thorough conquest ; but it is over nobody. For did

anyone ever assert, that such extraordinary earnestness

was necessary to prayer } Does Dr Snape, or any

divines allow of no prayers, except we sweat drops of

blood 1 Will your Lordship say, that the necessity of

this temper is implied in the quotation of this text, as

a direction for prayer } I answer, just as much, as we
are all obliged to die upon the cross, because His suffer-

ings there are proposed to us as an example.

* Answer to Dr. S. [ii. 413].
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The plain truth of the matter, my Lord, I take to be

this : our Saviour's sufferings on the cross were such as

no mortal can undergo
;
yet they are justly proposed as

an example to us to bear with patience such sufferings

as are within the compass of human nature. His

earnest devotion before this passion far exceeded any

fervours which the devoutest of mankind can attain to

:

yet it is justly proposed to us as an example, to excite

us to be fervent as we can ; and may be justly alleged

in our defence, when our warm and passionate addresses

to God in our calamities, are condemned as supersti-

tious folly. My Lord, must nothing be an example
but what we can exactly come up to ? How then can

the life of our Saviour, which was entirely free from sin,

be an example to us } How could it be said in Scrip-

ture, " Be ye holy, for I am holy "
.-' ^ Can any one be

holy as God is .-*

My Lord, one might properly urge the practice of

the primitive Christians, who parted with all they had
for the support of their indigent brethren, as an argu-

ment for charity, without designing to oblige people to

part with all they have ; and he that should in answer

to such an argument, tell the world, that charity is only

a calm undisturbed good-will to all mankind, would
just as much set forth the true doctrine of charity, as

he that defines prayer to be a calm and undisturbed

address to heaven, for no other reason, but because no

certain degrees of fervour or affection are necessarily

required to constitute devotion. My Lord, has charity

nothing to do with the distribution of alms, because no
certain allowance is fixed } Why then must prayer

have nothing to do with heat and fervency, because no

fixed degrees of it are necessary ?

Therefore, my Lord, as I would define charity lo be

^ I Pet. i. i6 ; Lev. xi. 45.



78 Wi/liam Law's Defence

a pious distribution of so much of our goods to the

poor, as is suitable to our circumstance ; so I would
define prayer, an address to heaven, enlivened with

such degrees of fervour and intenseness as our natural

temper, influenced with a true sense of God, could beget

in us.

Your Lordship says, you only desire to strike at the

root of superstitious folly, and establish prayer in its

room ;
^ and this is to be effected by making our ad-

dresses calm and undisturbed ; by which we are to

understand, a freedom from heat and passion, as your

Lordship explains it by an application to yourself.

If therefore, any one should happen to be so disturbed

at his sins, as to offer a broken and contrite heart to

God, instead of one calm and undisturbed ; or, like

holy David, his soul should be athirst for God, or pant

after Him, as the hart panteth after the water-brooks,

this would not be prayer, but superstitious folly.

My Lord, calmness of temper, as it signifies a power

over our passions, is a happy circumstance of a rational

nature, but no further : when the object is well chosen,

there is no danger in the pursuit.

The calmness your Lordship has described is fit for

a philosopher in his study who is solving mathematical

problems. But if he should come abroad into the

world, thus entirely empty of all passion, he would live

to as much purpose as if he had left his understanding

behind him.

What a fine subject, my Lord, would such an one

make, who, when he heard of " plots, invasions, and
rebellions," would continue as calm and undisturbed as

when he was comparing lines and figures : such a calm

subject would scarce be taken for any great loyalist.

Your Lordship in other places, hath recommended
^ Answer, [ii. 410].
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an "open and undisguised zeal,"^ and told us such things

as ought to " alarm the coldest heart." Sure, my Lord,

this is something more than calm and undisturbed

:

and will your Lordship, who hath expressed so much
concern for this ornament and defence of human under-

standing, persuade us to part with the least degree of

it upon any account ? I am, my Lord (with all the

respect that is due to your Lordship's station and

character),

Your most humble and obedient servant,

William Law.

^ Sermon preached at S. Peter's Poor before the Lord Mayor, Nov. 5,

17 15 [iii. 631 and 626]. The quotations are not exact.
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My Lord,

A JUST concern for truth and the first principles

of the Christian religion, was the only motive, that

engaged me in the examination of your Lordship's

doctrines in a former letter to your Lordship. And

the same motive, I hope, will be thought a sufficient

apology for my presuming to give your Lordship the

trouble of a second letter.

Amongst the vain contemptible things, whereof your

Lordship would create an abhorrence in the laity, are,

" the trifles and niceties of authoritative benedictions,

absolutions, excommunications." ^ Again, you say, that

"to expect the grace of God from any hands, but His

own, is to affront Him " .^ And " that all depends

upon God and ourselves; that human benedictions,

human absolutions, human excommunications, have

nothing to do with the favour of God." ^

It is evident from these maxims (for your Lordship

asserts them as such) that whatever institutions are

observed in any Christian society upon this supposition,

that thereby grace is conferred through human hands,

or by the ministry of the clergy, such institutions ought

to be condemned, and are condemned by your Lord-

ship, as " trifling, useless, and aflronting to God."

1 '« Preservative," p. 98 [i. 595]. - P. 89 [i. 592].

'^ P. loi [i. 597].
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§ I . OJ Authoritative Benediction in

1

.

Confirmation.

2. Ordination of Clergy.

3. Consecration in the LorcTs Supper,

The Bishop's doctrine condemns the Apostles, their successors, the

Church of England, and himself.

§ I. I. There is an institution, my Lord, in the yet

Established Church of England, which we call Con-

firmation : it is founded upon the express words of

Scripture, primitive observance, and the universal prac-

tice of all succeeding ages in the Church. The design

of this institution is, that it should be a means of con-

ferring grace, by the prayer and imposition of the bishop's

hands on those who have been already baptized. But

yet against all this authority, both divine and human,

and the express order of our own Church, your Lord-

ship teaches the laity, " that all human benedictions are

useless niceties ; and that to expect God's grace from

any hands but His own, is to affront Him."

If so, my Lord, what shall wc say in defence of the

Apostles .'' We read,i that when Philip the deacon had

baptized the Samaritans, the Apostles sent Peter and

John to them, who having prayed, and " laid their hands

on them, they received the Holy Ghost, who before

was fallen upon none of them ; only they were baptized

in the name of the Lord Jesus."

My Lord, several things are here out of question
;

Firstly, that something else, even in the Apostolical

times, was necessary, besides baptism, in order to

qualify persons to become complete members of the

Body, or partakers of the grace of Christ. They had

been baptized, yet did not receive the Holy Ghost, till the

Apostles' hands were laid upon them. Secondly, That

God's graces arc not only conferred by means of

^ AcU viii. 14,
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human hands ; but of some particular hands, and not

others. Thirdly, That this ofhce was so strictly appro-

priated to the Apostles or chief governors of the

Church, that it could not be performed by inspired

men, though empowered to work miracles, who were

of an inferior order—as Philip the deacon. Fourthly,

That the power of the Apostles for the performance of

this ordinance, was entirely owing to their superior

degree in the ministry, and not to any extraordinary

gifts they were endowed with : for then Philip might

have performed it, who was not wanting in those gifts,

being himself an Evangelist, and worker of miracles

:

which is a demonstration that his incapacity arose from

his inferior degree in the ministry.

And now, my Lord, are all human benedictions

niceties and trifles } Are the means of God's grace in

His own hands alone } Is it wicked, and affronting to

God, to suppose the contrary ? How then comes Peter

and John to confer the Holy Ghost by the imposition

of their hands } How comes it, that they appropriate

this office to themselves .? Is the dispensation of God's

grace in His own hands alone } And yet can it be

dispensed to us by the ministry of some persons, and

not by that of others ?

Were the Apostles so wicked, as to distinguish

themselves by a pretence to vain powers, which God
had reserved to Himself, and which your Lordship

supposes from the title of your Preservative, that it is

inconsistent with common-sense to imagine that God
would or could have communicated to men .'

Had any of your Lordship's well-instructed laity

lived in the Apostles' days, with what indignation must

they have rejected this senseless chimerical claim of the

Apostles .'' They must have said, ' Why do you, Peter

or John, pretend to this blasphemous power.-* Whilst
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we believe the Gospel, we cannot expect the grace of

God from any hands but His own. You give us the

Holy Ghost ! You confer the grace of God ! Is it

not impious to think, that He should make our im-

provement in grace depend upon your ministry; or

hang our salvation upon any particular order of clergy-

men ? We know, that " God is just, and good, and true,"

and that all depends upon Him and ourselves ; and
that human benedictions are trifles. Therefore, whether
you Peter, or you Philip, or both, or neither of you lay

your hands upon us, we are neither better nor worse

;

but just in the same state of grace as we were before.'

This representation, has not one syllable in it, but

what is founded in your Lordship's doctrine, and per-

fectly agreable to it.

The late most pious and learned Bishop Beveridge

has these remarkable words upon Confirmation :
" How

any bishops in our age dare neglect so considerable a

part of their office^ I know not ; but fear, they will

have no good account to give of it, when they come to

stand before God's tribunal." 1

But we may justly, and therefore I hope with

decency, ask your Lordship how you dare perform
this part of your office .'' For you have condemned it

as trifling and wicked ; as trifling, because it is a
human benediction ; as wicked, because it supposes
grace conferred by the hands of the Bishop. If there-

fore any baptized persons should come to your Lord-
ship for Confirmation, if you are sincere in what you
have delivered, your Lordship ought, I humbly con-

ceive, to make them this declaration :

" My friends, for the sake of decency and order, I

have taken upon me the episcopal character ; and,

^ First volume of Sermons. " On the True Nature of the Christian

Church," Sermon I. p. 23; 2nd ed. 1709.
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according to custom, which has long prevailed against

common-sense, am now to lay my hands upon you :

but, I beseech you, as you have any regard to the

truth of the Gospel or to the honour of God, not to

imagine there is anything in this action, more than a

useless empty ceremony: for if you expect to have any

spiritual advantage from human benedictions, or to

receive grace from the imposition of a bishop's hands,

you affront God, and in effect, renounce Christianity."

Pray, my Lord, consider that passage in the Scrip-

ture, where the Apostle speaks of " leaving the prin-

ciples of the doctrine of Christ, and going on unto

perfection ; not laying again the foundation of repent-

ance from dead works, of faith towards God, of the

doctrine of baptisms, and of laying on of hands, and

of the resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judg-

ment." ^

My Lord, here it is undeniably plain, that this laying

on of hands (which is with us called Confirmation) is so

fundamental a part of Christ's religion, that it is called

one of the first principles of the doctrine of Christ

;

and is placed amongst such primary truths, as the resur-

rection of the dead, and of eternal judgment.

S. Cyprian, speaking of this Apostolical imposition

of hands, says :
" The same is now practised with us

;

they who have been baptized in the Church are brought

to the presidents of the Church, that by our prayer and
imposition of hands, they may receive the Holy Ghost,

and be consummated with the Lord's seal." ^

And must we yet believe that all human benedictions

are dreams, and the imposition of human hands trifling

and useless ; and that to expect God's graces from

them, is to affront Him : though the Scriptures ex-

pressly teach us, that God confers His grace by means
^ Heb. vi. 12. 2 Epistle Ixxiii. 9.
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of certain particular human hands, and not of others
;

though they tell us, this human benediction, this laying

on of hands, is one of the first principles of the religion

of Christ, and as much a foundation doctrine as the resur-

rection of the dead, and eternal judgment ; and though
every age since that of the Apostles, has strictly observed

it as such, and the authority of our own Church still

requires the observance of it ?

2. I come now, my Lord, to another sacred and
divine institution of Christ's Church, which stands ex-

posed and condemned by your Lordship's doctrine;

and that is, the Ordination of the Christian clergy

;

where, by means of a human benediction and the im-

position of the Bishop's hands, the Holy Ghost is

supposed to be conferred on persons towards consecrat-

ing them for the work of the ministry.

We find it constantly taught by the Scriptures, that

all ecclesiastical authority, and the graces whereby the

clergy are qualified and enabled to exercise their func-

tions to the benefit of the Church, are the gifts and
graces of the Holy Spirit. Thus the Apostle exhorts

the elders " to take heed unto the flock, over which the

Holy Ghost hath made them overseers."^ But how,

my Lord, had the Holy Ghost made them overseers,

but by the laying on of the Apostles' hands } They
were not immediately called by the Holy Ghost ; but

being consecrated by such human hands as had been

authorised to that purpose, they were as truly called by
Him, and sanctified with grace for that employment,

as if they had received an immediate or miraculous

commission. So again, S. Paul puts Timothy in mind
" to stir up the gift of God that was in him, by laying

on of his hands." -

And now, my Lord, if human benedictions be such

* Eph. iv. 7. ^2 Tiui. ii. 6.
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idle dreams and trifles ; if it be affronting to God, to

expect His graces from them, or through human hands
;

do we not plainly want new Scriptures ? Must we not

give up the Apostles as furious high-church prelates,

who aspired to presumptuous claims, and talked of con-

ferring the graces of God by their own hands ? Was
not this doctrine as strange and unaccountable then, as

at present ? Was it not as inconsistent with the attri-

butes and sovereignty of God at that time, to have

His graces pass through other hands than His own, as

in any succeeding age ? Nay, my Lord, where shall

we find any Fathers or councils, in the primitive Church,

but who owned and asserted these powers ? They

that were so ready to part with their lives rather than

do the least dishonour to God or the Christian name,

yet were all guilty of this horrid blasphemy, in imagin-

ing that they were to bless in God's name ; and that

by the benediction and laying on of the bishop's hands,

the graces of the Holy Ghost could be conferred on

any persons.

Agreeable to the sense of Scripture and antiquity,

our Church uses this form of Ordination :
" The Bishop

laying his hands on the person's head, says, Receive the

Holy Ghost, for the office and work of a priest in the

Church of God, committed unto thee, by the imposition

of our hands." From this form, it is plain

—

Firstly^

that our Church holds that the reception of the Holy

Ghost is necessary to constitute a person a Christian

priest. Secondly, That the Holy Ghost is conferred

through human hands. Thirdly, That it is by the

hands of a Bishop that the Holy Ghost is conferred.

If therefore your Lordship is right in your doctrine,

the Church of England is evidently most corrupt. For

if it be dishonourable and affronting to God, to expect

His grace from any human hands, it must of necessity
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be dishonourable and affronting to Him, for a Bishop to

pretend to confer it by his hands. And can that

Church be any ways defended that has estabHshed such

an iniquity by law, and made the form of it so neces-

sary ? How can your Lordship answer it to your laity,

for taking the character or power of a Bishop from such

a form of words ? You tell them, it is affronting to God,

to expect His grace from human hands
;
yet to qualify

yourself for a bishopric, you let human hands be laid

on you, after a manner which directly supposes you

thereby receive the Holy Ghost ! Is it wicked in them

to expect it from human hands ? And is it less so in

your Lordship, to pretend to receive it from human
hands ? He that believes it is affronting to God to

expect His grace from human hands, must likewise

believe that our form of Ordination, which promises the

Holy Ghost by the bishop's hands, must be also affront-

ing to God. Certainly, he cannot be said to be very

jealous of the honour of God, who will submit himself

to be made a Bishop by a form of words derogatory,

upon his own principles, to God's honour.

Suppose your Lordship was to have been consecrated

to the office of a Bishop by these words, " Take thou

power to sustain all things in being, given thee by my
hands." I suppose, your Lordship would think it

entirely unlawful to submit to the form of such an

Ordination. But, my Lord, " Receive thou the Holy

Ghost," &c., is as impious a form, according to your

Lordship's doctrine, and equally injurious to the Eternal

Power and Godhead, as the other. For if the grace of

God can only be had from His own hands, would it

not be as innocent in the Bishop to say, " Receive thou

power to sustain all things in being," as to say,

" Receive the Holy Ghost by the imposition of my
hands".'' And would not a compliance with cither
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form be equally unlawful ? According to your doc-

trine, in each of them God's prerogative is equally

invaded ; and therefore the guilt must be the same.

It may also well be wondered, how your Lordship

can accept of a character, which is, or ought to be

chiefly distinguished by the exercise of that power
which you disclaim, as in the offices of Confirmation

and Ordination. For, my Lord, where can be the

sincerity of saying, " Receive the Holy Ghost by the

imposition of our hands," when you declare it affronting

to God, to expect it from any hands but His own ?

Suppose your Lordship had been preaching to the

laity against owning any authority in the Virgin Mary
;

and yet should acquiesce in the conditions of being

made a Bishop in her name, and by recognising her

power : could such a submission be consistent with

sincerity ? Here you forbid the laity to expect God's

grace from any hands but His
;
yet not only accept of

an office, upon supposition of the contrary doctrine

;

but oblige yourself, according to the sense of the

Church wherein you are ordained a Bishop, to act

frequently in direct opposition to your own principles.

So that, I think, it is undeniably plain, that you have

at once, my Lord, by these doctrines condemned the

Scriptures, the Apostles, their martyred successors, the

Church of England, and your own conduct ; and have

hereby given us some reason (though I wish there were

no occasion to mention it) to suspect, whether you,

who allow of no other Church but what is founded in

sincerity, are yourself really a member of any Church,

3. I shall now proceed to say something upon the

consecration of the Lord's Supper, which is as much
exposed as a trifle, by your Lordship's doctrine, as the

other institutions, S. Paul says, " The cup of blessing

which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood
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of Christ ?"i My Lord, is not this cup still to be blessed ?

Must there not therefore be such a thing as a human

benediction ? And are human benedictions to be all

despised, though by them the bread and wine become

means of grace, and are made the spiritual nourishment

of our souls ? Can any one bless this cup ? If not,

then there is a difference between human benedictions :

some are authorised by God, and their blessing is

effectual, whilst others, only are vain and presumptuous.

If the prayer over the elements, and the consecration,

be only a trifle and a dream, and it be offensive to

God to expect they are converted into means of grace

by a human benediction, why then did S. Paul pretend to

bless them ? Why did he make it the privilege of the

Church ? Or, why do we keep up the same solemnity?

But if it be to be blessed only by God's ministers, then

how can your Lordship answer it to God for ridiculing

and abusing human benedictions, and telling the world,

that a particular ^order of the clergy are not of any

necessity, nor can be of any advantage to them. For

if the Sacrament can only be blessed by God's ministers,

then such ministers are as necessary as the sacraments

themselves.

S. Paul says, the cup must be blessed . if you say

any one may bless it, then, though you contemn the

benedictions of the clergy, you allow of them by every-

body else : if everybody cannot bless it, then, you must

confess, that the benedictions of some persons are

effectual, where others are not.

^ I Cor. X. 16.
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§ //. Scripture evidence for a human ministry sJiotus that it has always

been God's ordinary method to dispense His blessings and judg-

ments by the hands of men. At the same time, He has given the

clergy no arbitrary potvers.

§ II. My Lord, the great sin against the Holy Ghost

was the denial of His operation in the ministry of our

Saviour. And how near does your Lordship come to

it, in denying the operation of that same Spirit in the

ministers whom Christ hath sent .-• They are employed

in the same work that He was. He left His authority

with them; and promised, that the Holy Spirit should

remain with them to the end of the world ; that whatso-

ever they should bind on earth, should be bound in

heaven; and whatsoever they should loose on earth,

should be loosed in heaven ; that whosoever despises

them, despises Him, and Him that sent Him. And yet

your Lordship tells us, we need not to trouble our heads

about any particular sort of clergy ; that all is to be

transacted between God and ourselves ; that human
benedictions are insignificant trifles.

But pray, what proof has your Lordship for all this .?

Have you any Scripture for it.-* Has God anywhere

declared, that no men on earth have any authority to

bless in His name .' Has He anywhere said that it is

a wicked, presumptuous thing for anyone to pretend

to it ? Has He anywhere told us, that it is inconsistent

with His honour, to bestow His graces by human hands ?

Has He anywhere told us, that he has no ministers, no

ambassadors on earth ; but that all His gifts and graces

are to be received immediately from His own hands .-*

Have you any antiquity, Fathers, or councils on your

side? No. The whole tenor of Scripture, the whole

current of tradition is against you. Your novel doctrine

has only this to recommend it to the libertines of the

age, who universally give into it, that it never was the
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opinion of any church or any churchman. It is your

Lordship's proper assertion, " That we offend God in

expecting His graces from any hands but His own."

Now, it is strange that God should be offended with

His own methods ; or that your Lordship should find

us out a way of pleasing Him, more suitable to His

nature and attributes than what He has taught us in

the Scriptures. I call them His own methods : for what
else is the whole Jewish dispensation, but a method of

God's providence, where His blessings and judgments
were dispensed by human hands } What is the Christian

religion, but a method of salvation, where the chief means
of grace are offered and dispensed by human hands ? Let

me here recommend to your Lordship the excellent

words of a very learned and judicious prelate on this

occasion

—

"This will have no weight with any reasonable man,

against the censures of the Church, or any other ordin-

ance of the Gospel, that they make the intervention of

other men necessary to our salvation ; since it has always

been God's ordinary method, to dispense His blessings

and judgments by the hands of men." 1

Your Lordship exclaims against your adversaries, as

such romantic strange sort of men, for talking of bene-

dictions and absolutions, and of the necessity of receiv-

ing God's ordinances from proper hands : yet, my
Lord, here is an excellent bishop, against whose learn-

ing, judgment, and Protestantism, there can be no

objection ; who says, if a person have but the use of his

reason, he will have nothing to object to any ordinances

of the Gospel, which make the intervention of other

men necessary towards the conveyance of them, since

that has always been God's ordinary method. The

bishop does not say it is necessary, a man should be a

^ Dr I'uUcr's "Church Government," chap. v. p. j5j, 2mJ. Kd. 1711.
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great divine to acknowledge it ; so he be but a reason-

able man, he will allow it. Yet your Lordship is so

far from being this reasonable man, that you think

your adversaries void both of reason and common-sense

for teaching it. You expressly exclude all ^persons

from having anything to do with our salvation, and

say it wholly depends upon God and ourselves.

You tell us, that " authoritative benediction is another

of the terms of art used by your Protestant adversaries,

in which they claim a right, in one regular succession,

of blessing the people."^ An ingenious author, my
Lord (in the opinion of many, if not of most of your

friends), calls the consecration of the elements conjura-

tion ;
2 your Lordship calls the sacerdotal benediction

"a term of art"; too plain an intimation, though in more

remote and somewhat softer terms, that in the sense of

a certain Father of the Church, her clergy are little

better than so many jugglers.

Your Lordship says, "If they only meant hereby to

declare upon what terms God will give His blessings

to Christians, or to express their own hearty wishes for

them, this might be understood." So it might, my
Lord, very easily ; and, I suppose, everybody under-

stands that they may do this, whether they be clergy

or laity, men or women : for I presume anyone may

declare what he takes to be the terms of the Gospel,

and wish that others may faithfully observe them. But

I humbly presume, my Lord, that the good bishop

above mentioned, meant something more than this, when

he spoke of ordinances, which make the intervention of

other men necessary to our salvation, and of God's dispens-

ing His blessings in virtue of them through their hands.

1 Page 91 [i. 5933-
2 "Rights of the Christian Church," by Matthew Tindal, Lellowof

All Souls, Oxford ; one of the Deists. See Leslie Stephen, " English

Thought in Eighteenth Century,'' ii. Ii ; x. 2(3,
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There is a superstitious custom (in your Lordship's

account it must be so) yet remaining in most places, of

sending for a clergyman to minister to sick persons in

imminent danger of death : even those who have abused

the clergy all their lives long, are glad to beg their

assistance when they apprehend themselves upon the

confines of another world. There is no reason, my
Lord, to dislike this practice, but as it supposes a differ-

ence between the sacerdotal prayers and benedictions,

and those of a nurse.

We read, my Lord, that God would not heal Abim-
elech, though He knew the integrity of his heart, till

Abraham had prayed for him. " He is a prophet,"

said God, "he shall pray for thee, and thou shalt live."i

Pray, my Lord, was not God "just, and good, and

true," in the days of Abraham, as He is now } Yet you

see, x^bimelech's integrity was not available itself. He
was to be pardoned by the prayer of Abraham, and

his prayer was effectual, and so represented, because it

was the prayer of a prophet.

Suppose, my Lord, that Abimelech had said with

your Lordship, " That it is affronting to God, that we
should expect His graces from any hands but His own;

that all is to be transacted between God and ourselves;"

and so had rejected the prayer of Abraham, as a mere

essay of prophet-craft ; he had then acted with as

much prudence and piety as your Lordship's laity

would do, if you could persuade them to despise bene-

dictions and absolutions, to regard no particular sort of

clergy, but entirely depend upon God and themselves,

without any other assistance whatever.

We read also, that "Joshua was full of the spirit of

wisdom; for Moses had laid his hands upon him."'^

Was it not as absurd, my Lord, in the days of Joshua,

^ Gen. XX. 7.
- Dcui. xwiv, 9.
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for human hands to bless, as it is now ? Did there not

then lie the same objection against Moses, that there

does now against the Christian clergy? Had Moses

any more natural power to give the spirit of wisdom,

&c., by his hands, than the clergy have to confer grace

by theirs ? They are both equally weak and insufficient

for these purposes, of themselves, and equally powerful

when it pleases God to make them so.

Again, when Eliphaz and his friends had displeased

God, they were not to be reconciled to God by their

own repentance, or transact that matter only betwixt

God and themselves ; but they were referred to apply

to Job, " My servant Job shall pray for you ; for him

will I accept."'^ Might not Eliphaz here have said,

'Shall I so far affront God as to think I cannot be

blessed without the prayers of Job ? Shall I be so

weak or senseless, as to imagine my own supplications

and repentance will not save me ; or that I need apply

to anyone but God alone, to qualify me for the recep-

tion of His grace?'

Again, " The Lord spake unto Moses, saying, speak

unto Aaron and his sons, saying, on this wise shall ye

bless the children of Israel, saying unto them, the Lord

bless and keep thee, &c., and I will bless them."^

Again, " The priests of the sons of Levi shall come
near ; for them hath the Lord thy God chosen to

minister unto him, and to bless in the name of the

Lord."^

Now, my Lord, this is what we mean by the authori-

tative administrations of the Christian clergy ; whether

they be by way of benediction or of any other kind.

We take them to be persons whom God has chosen to

minister unto Him, and to bless in His name. We
imagine that our Saviour was a greater priest and

^ Job xlii. 8. - Num. vi. 22. ^ Deut. xxi. 5.
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mediator than Aaron, or any of God's former ministers.

We are assured that Christ sent His Apostles, as His

Father had sent Himj^ and that therefore they were

His true successors. And since they did commission

others to succeed them in their office, by the imposi-

tion of hands, as Moses commissioned Joshua to

succeed him, the clergy who have succeeded the

Apostles have as divine a call and commission to their

work, as those who were called by our Saviour ; and
are as truly His successors as the Apostles themselves

were.

From the places of Scripture above mentioned, it is

evident, and indeed from the whole tenor of Sacred

Writ, that it may consist Vv^ith the goodness and justice

of God to depute men to act in His name, and be

ministerial towards the salvation of others ; and to lay

a necessity upon His creatures of qualifying themselves

for His favour and receiving His graces, by the hands

and intervention of mere men.

But, my Lord, if there be any set of men upon earth

that are more peculiarly God's ministers than others,

and through whose administrations, prayers, and bene-

dictions, God will accept of returning sinners, and receive

them to grace
;
you have done all you can, to prejudice

people against them : you have taught the laity that

all is to be transacted between God and themselves,

and that they need not value any particular sort of

clergy in the world.

I leave it to the Great Judge and Searcher of Hearts,

to judge, from what principles, or upon what motives,

your Lordship has been induced to teach these things
;

but must declare, that for my own part, if I had the

greatest hatred to Christianity, I should think it could

not be more expressed than by teaching what your

' John XX. 21.
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Lordship has publicly taught. If I could rejoice in the

misery and ruin of sinners, I should think it sufficient

matter of triumph, to drive them from the ministers of

God, and to put them upon inventing new schemes of

saving themselves, instead of submitting to the ordinary

methods of salvation appointed by God.

It will not follow from anything I have said, that the

laity have lost their Christian liberty ; or that nobody
can be saved but whom the clergy please to save ; that

they have the arbitrary disposal of happiness to man-
kind. Was Abimelech's happiness in the disposition

of Abraham, because he was to be received by means
of Abraham's intercession .• Or could Job damn
Eliphaz, because he was to mediate for him and pro-

cure his reconciliation to God ?

Neither, my Lord, do the Christian clergy pretend to

this despotic empire over their flocks. They do not

assume to themselves a power to damn the innocent,

or to save the guilty ; but they assert a sober and just

right to reconcile men to God, and to act in His name
in restoring them to His favour. They received their

commission from those whom Christ sent with full

authority to send others, and with a promise that He
would be with them to the end of the world.^ From
this they conclude, that they have His authority; and
that in consequence of it, their administrations are

necessary, and effectual to the salvation of mankind

;

and that none can despise them, but who despise Him
that sent them ;

^ and are as surely out of the covenant

of grace when they leave such. His pastors, as when
they openly despise or omit to receive His sacraments.

And what is there in this doctrine, my Lord, to

terrify the consciences of the laity } What is there

here, to bring the profane scandal of priestcraft upon
^ iVlatl. xwiii. 20. - Luke .\. 16.
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the clergy ? Could it be any ground of Abimelech's

hating Abraham, because that Abraham was to recon-

cile him to God ? Could Eliphaz justly have any

prejudice against Job, because God would hear Job's

intercession for him ? Why then, my Lord, must the

Christian priesthood be so horrid and hateful an in-

stitution, because the design of it is to restore men to

the grace and favour of God ? Why must we be so

abused and insulted, for being sent upon the errand of

salvation, and made ministers of eternal happiness to

our brethren ? There is a woe due to us if we preach

not the Gospel ; or neglect those ministerial offices that

Christ has entrusted to us. We are to watch for their

souls, as those who are to give an account. Why then

must we be treated as arrogant priests or popishly

affected, for pretending to have anything to do, in the

discharge of our ministry, with the salvation of men ?

Why must we be reproached with blasphemous claims

and absurd senseless powers, for assuming to bless

in God's name, or thinking our administrations more

effectual than the office of a common layman }

% III. OhjccHon UJiat the clergy are subject to the common frailties oj man-

kini/.'

Atis. It is to God's i^lory that the treasure is in earthen vessels.

If natural frailty incapacitate for being a channel of gj-ace^

theft the sacraments and all positive Christian institutions fall.

But if inanimate things can convey grace, much more can

men.

§ III. But further, to what purpose does your Lord-

ship except against these powers in the clergy, from

their common frailties and infirmities with the rest of

mankind t ^ Was not Abraham, and Job, and the

Jewish priests, men of like passions with us? Did not

our Saviour command the Jews to apply to their priests,

^ [i. 5^5. 5yj]-



98 William Laids Defence

notwithstanding tlieir personal faults ; because they sat

in Moses' chair ? Did not the Apostles assure their

followers, that they were men of like passions with

them ? But did they therefore disclaim their mission,

or Apostolical authority ? Did they teach, that their

natural infirmities made them less the ministers of

God, or less necessary to the salvation of men? Their

personal defects did not make them depart from the

claim of those powers they were invested with ; or desert

their ministry : but indeed, gave S. Paul occasion to say,

"We have this treasure in earthen vessels {i.e., this

authority committed to mere men) that the excel-

lency of it may be of God, and not of men."i The
Apostle happens to differ very much from your

Lordship. He says, ' Such weak instruments were

made use of, that the glory might redound to God:'

your Lordship says, ' To suppose such instruments

to be of any benefit to us, is to lessen the sovereignty

of God, and in consequence. His glory.'

Your Lordship imagines you have sufficiently de-

stroyed the sacerdotal powers,by showing, that the clergy

are only men, and subject to the common frailties of

mankind. My Lord, we own the charge, and do not

claim any sacerdotal powers from our personal abilities,

or to acquire any glory to ourselves. But, weak as we
are, we are God's ministers ; and if we are either afraid

or ashamed of our duty, we must perish in the guilt.

But is a prophet therefore proud, because he insists

upon the authority of his mission .-' Cannot a mortal

be God's messenger, and employed in His affairs, but

he must be insolent and assuming, for having the reso-

lution to own it .-* If we are to be reproved, for pretend-

ing to be God's ministers, because we are but men, the

reproach will fall upon Providence; since it has pleased

' 2 Cor, iv. 7.
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God chiefly to transact His affairs with mankind by

the ministry of their brethren.

Your Lordship has not one word from Scripture

against these sacerdotal powers ; no proof, that Christ

has not sent men to be effectual administrators of His

graces : you only assert, that there can be no such

ministers, because they are mere men.

Now, my Lord, I must beg leave to say, that if the

natural weakness of men makes them incapable of

being the instruments of conveying grace to their

brethren ; if the clergy cannot be of any use or

necessity to their flocks, for this reason ; then it un-

deniably follows, that there can be no positive institu-

tions in the Christian religion, that can procure any

spiritual advantages to the members of it ; then the

sacraments can be no longer any means of grace.

For, I hope, no one thinks, that bread and wine have

any natural force or efficacy to convey grace to the

soul. The water in baptism has the common qualities

of water, and is destitute of any intrinsic power to

cleanse the soul, or purify from sin. But your Lord-

ship will not say, because it has only the common
nature of water, that therefore it cannot be a means

of grace. Why then may not the clergy though they

have the common nature of men, be constituted by God
to convey His graces, and to be ministerial to the salva-

tion of their brethren.'' Can God consecrate inanimate

things to spiritual purposes, and make them the means

of eternal happiness } And is man the only creature

that He cannot make subservient to His designs, the

only being, who is too weak for an omnipotent God

to render eftectual towards attaining the ends ot his

grace }

Is it just and reasonable, to reject and despise the

ministry and benedictions ol men, because they arc men
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like ourselves ? And is it not as reasonable, to despise

the sprinkling of water, a creature below us, a senseless

and inanimate creature ?

Your Lordship therefore, must either find us some

other reason for rejecting the necessity of human ad-

ministrations, than because they are human ; or else give

up the sacraments, and all positive institutions along

with them.

Surely, your Lordship must have a mighty opinion of

Naaman the Syrian ; who, when the prophet bid him go

wash in Jordan seven times, to the end he might be

clean from his leprosy, very wisely remonstrated, " Are

not Abana and Pharpar, rivers of Damascus, better than

all the waters of Israel ? "
^

This, my Lord, discovered Naaman's great liberty of

mind ; and it is much that this has not been produced

before, as an argument of his being a free-thinker. He
took the water of Jordan to be only water; as your

Lordship justly observes a clergyman to be only a

man : and if you had been with him, you could have

informed him that the washing seven times was a mere

nicety and trifle of the prophet ; and that since it is God
alone who can work miraculous cures, we ought not to

think, that they depend upon any external means, or

any stated number of repeating them.

This, my Lord, is the true scope and spirit of your

argument : If the Syrian was right in despising the

water of Jordan, because it was only water
;
your Lord-

ship may be right in despising any particular order of

clergy ; because they are but men. Your Lordship is,

certainly, as right or as wrong as he was.

And now, my Lord, let the common-sense of man-

kind here judge whether, if the clergy are to be

esteemed as having no authority, because they are

'' 2 Kings V, 12.
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1

mere men ; it does not plainly follow that everything

else, every institution that has not some natural force

and power to produce the effects designed by it, is not

also to be rejected as equally trifling and ineffectual.

The sum of the matter is this : It appears from many
express facts, and indeed, from the whole series of God's

providence, that it is not only consistent with His attri-

butes, but also agreable to His ordinary methods of

dealing with mankind, that He should substitute men
to act in His name, and be authoritatively employed in

conferring His graces and favours upon mankind. It

appears that your Lordship's argument against the

authoritative administrations of the Christian clergy,

does not only contradict those facts, and condemn the

ordinary method of God's dispensation ; but likewise

proves the sacraments, and every positive institution of

Christianity, to be ineffectual, and as mere dreams and

trifles as the several offices and orders of the clergy.

This, I hope, will be esteemed a sufficient confuta-

tion of your Lordship's doctrine, by all who have any

true regard or zeal for the Christian religion, and only
'

expect to be saved by the methods of divine grace

proposed in the Gospel.

^ IV. Ecclesiastical character is sacred becatise derivedJrom the Holy Ghost.

It ivas He who consecrated the Saviour, and instituted the order

of clergy. The Sacratiieiits and the Scriptures stand only by the

same authority ; therefore 2i>e could as well make new sacraments,

07 a new Bible, cts a new priesthood. The order of the cleri^y

is ofas necessary obligation as the sacraments, and as unalterable

an the Holy Scriptures.

§ IV. 1 shall now in a word or two set forth the

sacredness of the ecclesiastical character, as it is founded

in the New Testament ; with a particular regard to the

power of conferring grace, and the efficacy Oi human

benedictions.
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It appears therein, that all sacerdotal power is derived

from the Holy Ghost. Our Saviour Himself took not

the ministry upon Him till He had His consecration

:

and during the time of His ministry He was under the

guidance and direction of the Holy Ghost. Through
the Holy Spirit He gave commandment to the Apostles

whom He had chosen. When He ordained them to

the work of the ministry, it was with these words,
" Receive the Holy Ghost." ^ Those whom the Apostles

ordained to the same function it was by the same
authority : they laid their hands upon the elders, ex-

horting them to take care of the flock of Christ, over

which the Holy Ghost had made them overseers.

Hereby they plainly declared that however this office

was to descend from man to man through human hands,

that it was the Holy Ghost which consecrated them

to that employment, and gave them authority to execute

it.

From this it is also manifest, that the priesthood is a

grace of the Holy Ghost ; that it is not a function

founded in the natural or civil rights of mankind

;

but is derived from the special authority of the Holy
Ghost ; and is as truly a positive institution as the

sacraments. So that they who have no authority to

alter the old sacraments and substitute new ones, have

no power to alter the old Order of the clergy, or intro-

duce any other Order of them.

For why can we not change the sacraments } Is it

not, because they are only sacraments, and operate as

they are instituted by the Holy Ghost "i Because they

are useless, ineffectual rites without His authority,?

And does not the same reason hold as well for the Order

of the clergy .* Does not the same Scripture tell us, they

are equally instituted by the Holy Ghost, and oblige

^ John XX. 22.
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only by virtue of His authority? How absurd is it

therefore, to pretend to aboHsh, or depart from the

settled Order of the clergy, to make new orders, and

think any God's ministers, unless we had His authority

and could make new sacraments or a new religion ?

My Lord, how comes it that we cannot alter the

Scriptures ? Is it not because they are divinely in-

spired, and dictated by the Holy Ghost ? And since

it is express Scripture, that the priesthood is instituted

and authorised by the same Holy Spirit, why is not the

Holy Ghost as much to be regarded in one institution,

as in another ? Why may we not as well make a

Gospel, and say it was written by the Holy Ghost, as

make a new Order of clergy, and call them His, or

esteem them as having any relation to Him ?

From this it likewise appears, that there is an abso-

lute necessity of a strict succession of authorised or-

dainers, from the Apostolical times, in order to constitute

a Christian priest. For since a commission from the

Holy Ghost is necessary for the exercise of this office,

no one can now receive it, but from those who have

derived their authority in a true succession from the

Apostles. We could not, my Lord, call our present

Bibles the Word of God, unless we knew the copies

from which they are taken, were taken from other true

ones, till we come to the originals themselves. No
more could we call any true ministers, or authorised

by the Holy Ghost, who have not received their com-

mission by an uninterrupted succession of lawful

ordainers.

What an excellent divine would he be, who should

tell the world, it was not necessary that the several

copies and manuscripts, through which the Scriptures

have been transmitted through different ages and

languages, should be all true ones and none of tiicni
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forged; that "this was a thing subject to so great

uncertainty, that God could not hang our salvation on
such niceties." Suppose, for proof of this, he should

appeal to the Scriptures, and ask, where any mention is

made of ascertaining the truth of all the copies ? Would
not this be a way of arguing very theological ? The
application is very easy.

Your Lordship has not one word to prove the unin-

terrupted succession of the clergy a trifle or dream ; but

that it is subject to so great uncertainty, and is never

mentioned in the Scriptures. As to the uncertainty of

it, it is equally as uncertain, as whether the Scriptures

be genuine. There is just the same sufficient historical

evidence for the certainty of one, as the other. As to

its not being mentioned m the Scripture, the doctrine

upon which it is founded plainly made it unnecessary

to mention it. Is it needful for the Scriptures to tell

us, that if we take our Bible from any false copy, that

it is not the Word of God } Why then need they tell

us, that if we are ordained by usurping false pretenders

to ordination, not deriving their authority to that end
from the Apostles, that we are no priests } Does not

the thing itself speak as plain in one case, as in the

other } The Scriptures are only of use to us, as they are

the Word of God : we cannot have this Word of God,

which was written so many years ago, unless we receive

it from authentic copies and manuscripts.

The clergy have their commission from the Holy
Ghost : the power of conferring this commission of the

Holy Ghost was left with the Apostles : therefore the

present clergy cannot have the same commission or

call, but from an order of men who have successively

conveyed this power from the Apostles to the present

time. So that, my Lord, I shall beg leave to lay it

down as a plain, undeniable. Christian truth, that the



of Church Principles. 105

order of the clergy is an order ot as necessary obliga-

tion, as the sacraments ; and as unalterable as the Holy
Scriptures ; the same Holy Ghost being as truly the

author and founder of the priesthood, as the institutor

of the sacraments, or the inspirer of those divine oracles.

And when your Lordship shall offer any fresh argu-

ments to prove that no particular sort of clergy is

necessary ; that the benedictions and administrations

of the present clergy of our most excellent Church, are

trifling niceties
; if I cannot show that the same argu-

ments will conclude against the authority of the sacra-

ments and the Scriptures, I faithfully promise your
Lordship to become a convert to your doctrine.

What your Lordship charges upon your adversaries,

as an absurd doctrine, in pretending the necessity of

one regular, successive, and particular order of the

clergy, is a true Christian doctrine ; and as certain from
Scripture, as that we are to keep to the institution of

particular sacraments, or not to alter those particular

Scriptures, which now compose the canon of the Old
and New Testament.

§ V. Priestly benediction is atithoritative and effectual, not by natural

powers of men, but by commission from God. It operates not to

the injury of the laity but for their benefit.

The Deist lindal, like the Bishop, woiihl preserve order, yet denies

any particular order. But order cannot be enforced on theseprinciples.

% V. By authoritative benediction, we do not mean any
natural or intrinsic authority of our own : but a commis-
sion from God, to be effectual administrators of His

ordinances, and to bless in His name. Thus, a person

who is sent from God, to foretell things of which he had

before no knowledge or notion, or to denounce judg-

ments, which he has no natural power to execute, may
be truly said to be an authoritative propiict, because

he has the authority of God for what he docs. Thus,

U
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when the bishop is said to confer grace in confirmation,

this is properly an authoritative benediction, because

he is then as truly doing what God has commissioned

him to do, as when a prophet declares upon what

errand he is sent.

It is in this sense, my Lord, that the people are said

to be authoritatively blessed by the regular clergy
;

because they are God's clergy, and act by His commis-

sion ; because by their hands the people receive the

graces and benefits of God's ordinances, which they

have no more reason to expect from other ministers of

their own election, or if the word may be used in an

abusive sense, of their own consecration, than to receive

grace from sacraments of their own appointment. The
Scriptures teach us, that the Holy Ghost has instituted

an order of clergy : we say, a priesthood so authorised,

can no more be changed by us, than we can change the

Scriptures, or make new sacraments, because they are

all founded on the same authority, without any power

of a dispensation delegated to us in one case more than

in another. If therefore we have a mind to continue

in the Covenant of Christ, and receive the grace and

benefit of His ordinances, we must receive them through

such hands as He has authorised for that purpose, to

the end we may be qualified to partake the blessings of

them. For, as a true priest cannot benefit us by ad-

ministering a false sacrament, so a true sacrament is

nothing, when it is administered by a false uncom-

missioned minister. Besides this benediction which

attends the ordinances of God, when they are thus per-

formed by authorised hands, there is a benediction of

prayer, which we may justly think very effectual, when
pronounced or dispensed by the same hands.

Thus, when the bishop or priest intercedes lor the

congregation, or pronounces the Apostolical benediction
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upon them, we do not consider this barely as an act of

charity and humanity, of one Christian praying for

another, but as the work of a person who is commis-
sioned by God to bless in His name, and be effectually

ministerial in the conveyance of His graces ; or as the

prayer of one who is left with us in Christ's stead, to

carry on His great design of saving us, and whose bene-

dictions are ever ratified in heaven, but when we render

ourselves, in one respect or other, incapable of them.

Now, my Lord, they are these sacerdotal prayers,

these authorised sacraments, these commissioned pas-

tors whom the Holy Ghost has made overseers of the

flock of Christ, that your Lordship encourages the

laity to despise. You bid them "contemn the vain

words of validity or invalidity of God's ordinances ; to

heed no particular sort of clergy, or the pretended

necessity of their administrations." ^

Your Lordship sets up in this controversy for an
advocate for the laity, against the arrogant pretences,

and false claims of the clergy. My Lord, we are no
more contending for ourselves in this doctrine, than

when we insist upon any article in the Creed. Neither

is it any more our particular cause, when we assert our

mission, than when we assert the necessity of the sacra-

ments.

Who is to receive the benefit of tiuit commission
which we assert, but they } Who is to sufter, if we
pretend a false one, but ourselves .<* Sad injury, indeed,

offered to the laity ! That we should affect to be
thought ministers of God for their sakes ! If wc really

are so, they are to receive the benefit ; if not, we arc to

bear the punishment.

But your Lordship comes too late in this glon'ous

undertaking, to receive the reputation of it : the work

'
L». 593].
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has been already, in the opinion of most people, better

done to your Lordship's hands. The famous author of

the " Rights of the Christian Church," ^ has carried this

Christian liberty to as great heights as your Lordship.

And though you have not one notion, I can recollect,

that has given offence to the world, but what seems

taken from that pernicious book
;
yet your Lordship is

not so just, as ever once to cite or mention the author

;

who, if your Lordship's doctrine be true, deserves to

have a statue erected to his honour, and receive every

mark of esteem which is due to the greatest reformer

of religion.

Did not mine own eyes assure me, that he has cast

no contempt upon the Church, no reproach upon the

evangelical institutions, or the sacred function, but what

has been seconded by your Lordship, I would never

have placed your Lordship in the same view with so

scandalous a declaimer against the ordinances of Christ.

Whether I am right or not in this charge, I freely leave

to thejudgment of thoseto determine,who are acquainted

with both your works. Yet this author, my Lord, has

been treated by the greatest and best part of the nation

as a free-thinking infidel. But for what, my Lord ?

Not that he has declared against the Scriptures ; not

that he has rejected revelation (we are not, blessed be

God, still so far corrupted with the principles of in-

fidelity) ; but because he has reproached every par-

ticular Church, as such, and denied all obligation to

communion ; because he has exposed benedictions,

absolutions, and excommunications ; denied the divine

right of the clergy, and ridiculed the pretended sacred-

ness and necessity of their administrations, as mere

niceties and trifles, though commonly in more distant,

I was going to say, more decent ways : in a word,

^ Tiadal, see p. l6 iupra.
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because he made all Churches, all priests, all sacra-

ments however administered, equally valid, and denied

any particular method necessary to salvation. Yet

after all this profane declamation, he allows, my Lord,

that " religious offices may be appropriated to particular

men, called clergy, for order sake only ; and not on the

account of any peculiar spiritual advantages, powers,

or privileges, which those who are set apart for them,

have from heaven." ^

Agreable to this, your Lordship owns, that you are

not against the order, or decency, or sub-ordination

belonging to Christian societies.^

But, pray, my Lord, do you mean any more by this,

than the above-mentioned author } Is it for anything

but the sake of a little external order or convenience .-'

Is there any Christian law that obliges to observe this

kind of order? Is there any real essential difference

between persons ranked into this order? Is it a sin for

anybody, especially the civil magistrate, to leave this

order, and make what other orders he prefers to it .-*

This your Lordship cannot resolve in the affirmative

;

for then you must allow, that some communions are

safer than others, and that some clergy have more
authority than others.

Will your Lordship say, that no particular order can

be necessary
;
yet some order necessary, which may be

different in different communions } This cannot hold

good upon your Lordship's principles : for since Christ

has left no law about any order, no members of any

particular communion need submit to that order ; since

it is confessed by your Lordship, that in religion no

laws, but those of Christ, are of any obligation. So that,

though you do not disclaim all external order and

^ "Rights," chap. iv. p. 131, edition 1706.

2 " Answer to Dr Snape," p. 48 [ii. 427].
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decency yourself, yet you have taught other people to

do it if they please, and as much as they please.

Suppose, my Lord, some layman, upon a pretence of

your Lordship's absence, or any other, should go into

the diocese of Bangor, and there pretend to ordain

clergymen ; could your Lordship quote one text of

Scripture against him ? Could you allege any law of

Christ, or His Apostles, that He had broken ? Could

you prove him guilty of any sin ? No, my Lord, you
would not do that, because this would be acknowledging

such a thing as a sinful ordination ; and if there be

sinful ordinations, then there must be some law con-

cerning ordinations : for sin is the transgression of the

law : and if there be a law concerning ordinations, then

we must keep to the clergy lawfully ordained ; and
must confess after all your Lordship has said, or can

say, that still some communions are safer than others.

If you should reprove such a one, as an Englishman,

for acting in opposition to the English laws of decency

and order ; he would answer, that he has nothing to do

with such trifles ; that Christ was sole lawgiver in His

kingdom ; that He was content to have His kingdom
as orderly and decent as Christ had left it ; and since

He had instituted no laws in that matter, it was pre-

suming for others to take upon them to add anything

by way of order or decency, by laws of their own

:

that as he had as much authority from Christ, to ordain

clergy, as your Lordship, he would not depart from his

Christian liberty.

If he should remonstrate to your Lordship in these,

or words to the like effect, he would only reduce your

Lordship's own doctrine to practice. This, my Lord, is

part of that confusion the learned Dr Snape has charged

you with being the author oi, in the Church of God.

And all persons, my Lord, whom you have taught not
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to regard any particular sort of clergy, must know (if

they have the common-sense to which you appeal) that

then no clergy are at all necessary, and that it is as

lawful for any man to be his own priest as to solicit

his own cause. For to say that no particular sort of

clergy are necessary, and yet that in general, the clergy

are necessary, is the same as to say that truth is neces-

sary to be believed, yet the belief of no particular truth

is necessary.

§ VI. Of Absolution.

Obj. (a. )
' Authoritative absolution must be infallible ; hut as men

are not i7ifallible they cannot absolve.^

Ans. I. Authoritative absolution need not be infallible.

Ans. 2. The Christian religion and the sacraments are not infallible

in their effects, yet are authoritative.

Olij. (b. )
' Not all Apostolic powers have descended to ministers in all

ages, therefore pnwer of absolution need fiof.'

Ans. The clergy have not claimed all Apostolic powers, but have

always claitncd this one.

Obj. {c. ) ' It is blasphemy to claim to bless or iwt bless absolutely, for

it supposes God has put a set of men above HimselJ.^

Ans. I. None ever claimed to bless or withhold blessing absolutely.

The clergy are utterly and continually dependent on God lor all

effectiveness.

Ans. 2. The sacraments are necessary to salvation, yet they do not

dethrone God, nor do they benefit except conditionally.

Ans. 3. Afistaken or unjust use of absolution is visited not on the

people but on the clergy.

§ VI. (^.) The next thing to be considered, my
Lord, is your doctrine concerning absolutions. You
begin thus :

" The same you will find a sufficient reply

to their presumptuous claim to an authoritative absolu-

tion. An infallible absolution cannot belong to fallible

men. But no absolution can be authoritative, which is

not infallible. Therefore no authoritative absolution

can belong to any man living." ^

^ Preservative, p. 92 [i. 393].
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I. I must observe here, your Lordship does not

reject this absolution, because the claim of it is not

founded in Scripture, but by an argument drawn from

the nature of the thing : because you imagine such

absolution requires infallibility for the execution of it,

therefore it cannot belong to men. Should this be

true, it would prove, that if our Saviour had really so

intended, He could not have given this power to His

ministers. But, my Lord, who can see any repug-

nance in the reason of the thing itself.? Is it not as

easy to conceive, that our Lord should confer His grace

of pardon by the hands of His ministers, as by means

of the sacraments.? And may not such absolution be

justly called authoritative, the power of which is granted

and executed by his authority .-'

Is it impossible for men to have this authority from

God, because they may mistake in the exercise of it ?

This argument proves too much, and makes as short

work with every institution of Christianity as with this

power of absolution.

For if it is impossible, that men should have authority

from God to absolve in His name because they are not

infallible ; this makes them equally incapable of being

entrusted with any other means of grace, and con-

sequently, supposes the whole priest's office to imply a

direct impossibility in the very notion of it.

Your Lordship's argument is this : Christians have

their sins pardoned upon certain conditions ; but fallible

men cannot certainly know these conditions ; therefore

fallible men cannot have authority to absolve.

From hence I take occasion to argue thus : Persons

are to be admitted to the sacraments on certain con-

ditions; but fallible men cannot tell, whether they come
qualified to receive them according to these conditions

;

therefore fallible men cannot have authority to ad-

minister the sacraments.
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2. This argument subverts all authority of the Chris-

tian religion itself, and the reason of every instituted

means of grace. For if nothing can be authoritative,

but what a man is infallibly assured of, then the Chris-

tian religion cannot be an authoritative method of

salvation ; since a man, by being a Christian, does not

become infallibly certain of his salvation : nor does

grace infallibly attend the participation of the sacra-

ments. So that though your Lordship has formed this

argument only against this absolving power, yet it has

as much force against the sacraments and the Christian

religion itself For if it be absurd to suppose that the

priest should absolve anyone, because he cannot be

certain that he deserves absolution, does it not imply

the same absurdity, to suppose that he should have the

power of administering the sacraments, when he cannot

be infallibly certain that those who receive them are

duly qualified .' If a possibility of error destroys the

power in one case, it as certainly destroys it in the

other. Again, if absolution cannot be authoritative

unless it be infallible, then, it is plain that the Christian

religion is not an authoritative means of salvation ; be-

cause all Christians are not infallibly saved. Nor can

the sacraments be authoritative means of grace, because

all who partake of them do not infallibly obtain grace.

{b.) Your Lordship proceeds with your laity by way
of expostulation : "If they amuse you with that power

which Christ left with His Apostles, whose soever sins

ye remit, they are remitted unto them ; and whose

soever sins ye retain, they are retained unto

them." 1

But why amuse, my Lord? Arc the texts of Holy

Scripture to be treated as only matter of amusement.''

Or does your Lordship know of any age in the Church,

' Page 93 [i. 594].
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when the very same doctrine which we now teach, has

not been taught from the same texts ?

Do you know any successors of the Apostles that

thought the power there specified did not belong to

them ? But, however, your Lordship has taught your

laity to believe what we argue from this text, all

amusement ; and told them, "they may securely answer,

that it is impossible for them to depend upon this right

as anything certain, till they can prove to you, that

everything spoken to the Apostles, belongs to ministers

in all ages." ^ The security of this answer, my Lord, is

founded upon this false presumption—viz., that the

clergy can claim no right to the exercise of any part of

their ofiice, " as successors of the Apostles," till they can

prove that everything that was spoken to the Apostles,

belongs to them.

This proposition must be true; or else there is no

force or security in the objection you here bring for the

instruction of the laity. If it is well founded, then the

clergy cannot possibly prove, they have any more right to

the exercise of any part of their office than the laity.

Do they pretend to ordain, confirm, to admit or exclude

men from the sacraments .'' By what authority is all

this done ? Is it not, because the Apostles, whose suc-

cessors they are, did the same things? 'But then,' say

your Lordship's well-instructed laity, 'this is nothing to

the purpose : prove yourselves apostles
;
prove that

everything said to the Apostles, belongs to you ; and
then it will be allowed, that you may exercise these

powers because they exercised them. But as this is

impossible to be done ; so it is impossible for you to

prove, that you have any powers or authorities, because

they had them.'

And now, my Lord, it the case be thus, what apology

» Page 94 [i. 593].
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shall we make for Christianity, as it has been practised

in all ages ? How shall we excuse the noble army
of martyrs, saints, and confessors, who have boldly

asserted the right to so many Apostolical powers ?

Could any men in those ages pretend, "that every-

thing that was spoken to the Apostles, belonged to

themselves " ? False then, was their claim, and pre-

sumptuous their authority ; who should pretend to any

Apostolical powers, because the Apostles had them
;

when they could not prove, "that everything that

was spoken to the Apostles, belonged to them."

{c) Further, to prove, that the above-mentioned text

does not confer the power of absolution in the clergy,

you reason thus :
" Whatever contradicts the natural

notions of God, and the design and tenor of the Gospel,

cannot be the true meaning of any passage in the

Gospel : but to make the absolution of weak and

fallible men, so necessary, or so valid, that God will

not pardon without them ; or that all are pardoned

who have them pronounced over them, is to contradict

those notions, as well as the plain tenor of the Gospel." ^

Be pleased, my Lord, to point out your adversary

:

name any one Church of England man that ever

taught this romantic doctrine which you are confuting.

Whoever taught such a necessity of absolutions, that

God will pardon none without them .•' Whoever de-

clared that all are pardoned, who have them pronounced

over them? We teach the necessity and validity of

sacraments ; but do we ever declare that all are saved

who receive them } Is there no medium between two

extremes } No such thing, my Lord, as moderation .-'

Must everything be thus absolute and extravagant, or

nothing at all ?

' I'agc 94 [i. 594].
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In another page, we have more of this same colour-

ing :
*' But to claim a right to stand in God's stead, in

such a sense, that they can absolutely and certainly

bless, or not bless, with their voice alone : This is the

highest absurdity and blasphemy, as it supposes God
to place a set of men above Himself; and to put out

of His own hands the disposal of His blessings and

curses." ^

I. If your Lordship had employed all this oratory

against worshipping the sun or moon, it had just

affected your adversaries as much as this. For whoever

taught that any set of men could absolutely bless, or with-

hold blessing, independent of God .-• Whoever taught

that the Christian religion, or sacraments, or absolution

saved people on course, or without proper dispositions ?

Whoever claimed such an absolving power, as to set

himself above God, and to take from Him the disposal

of His own blessings and curses ">. What has such

extravagant descriptions, such romantic characters of

absolution, to do with that power the clergy justly

claim .-• Cannot there be a necessity in some cases

of receiving absolution from their hands, except they

set themselves above God ? Is God robbed of the

disposal of His blessings, when in obedience to His own

commands, and in virtue of His own authority, they

admit some as members of the Church, and exclude

others from the communion of it } Do they pretend to

be channels of grace, or the means of pardon, by any

rights or powers naturally inherent in them ? Do they

not in all these things consider themselves as instru-

ments of God, that are made ministerial to the edifica-

tion of the Church, purely by His will, and only so far as

they act in conformity to it .<• Now if it has pleased God

to confer the Holy Ghost in ordination, confirmation, &c.,

1 Page 91 [i. 593].
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only by them, and to annex the grace of pardon to the

imposition of their hands on returning sinners ; is it any

blasphemy for them to claim and exert their power ?

Is the prerogative of God injured because His own
institutions are obeyed ? Cannot He dispense His

graces by what persons, and on what terms He pleases ?

Is He deprived of the disposal of His blessings, because

they are bestowed on persons according to His order,

and in obedience to His authority? If I should

affirm, that bishops have the sole power to ordain and

confirm, would this be robbing God of His disposal of

those graces that attend such actions ? Is it not rather

allowing and submitting to God's own disposal, when
we keep close to those methods of it which Himself

has prescribed ?

2. Pray, my Lord, consider the nature of sacra-

ments. Are not they necessary to salvation ? But is

God, therefore, excluded from any power of His own ?

Has He for that reason, set bread and wine in the

Eucharist, or water in baptism, above Himself? Has
He put the salvation of men out of His own power, be-

cause it depends on His own institutions ? Is the salva-

tion of Christians less His own act and deed, or less

the effects of His own mercy, because these sacraments

in great measure contribute to effect it ? Why then,

my Lord, must that imposition of hands, that is attended

with His grace of pardon, and which has no pretence to

such grace, but in obedience to His order, and in virtue

of His promise, be thus destructive of His prerogative ?

Where is there any diminution of Hishonour or authority,

if such actions of the clergy are made necessary to the

salvation of souls in some circumstances, as their wash-

ing in water, or their receiving bread and wine ? Cannot

God institute means of grace, but those means mu^t
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needs be above Himself? They owe all their power
and efficacy to His institution, and can operate no

further than the ends for which He instituted them.

How then is He dethroned for being thus obeyed ?

My Lord, you take no notice of Scripture ; but in a new
way of your own contend against this power, from the

nature of the thing : yet I must beg leave to say, this

power stands upon as sure a bottom, and is as consistent

with the goodness and majesty of God, as the sacraments.

If the annexing grace to sacraments, and making
them necessary means of salvation, be a reasonable in-

stitution of God ; so is His annexing pardon to the

imposition of hands by the clergy on returning sinners.

The grace or blessing received in either case, is of His

own giving and in a method of His own prescribing

;

and how this should be an injury to God's honour, or

affront to His majesty, cannot easily be accounted

for.

The clergy justly claim a power of reconciling men
to God, from express texts of Scripture; and of deliver-

ing His pardons to penitent sinners. Your Lordship

disowns this claim, as making fallible men the absolute

dispensers of God's blessings, and putting it in their

power to damn and save as they please. But, my
Lord, nothing of this extravagance is included in it.

They are only entrusted with a conditional power,

which they are to exercise according to the rules

God has given ; and it only obtains its effect when
it is so exercised. Every instituted means of grace

is conditional; and is only then effectual, when it is

attended with such circumstances as are required by

God. If the clergy, through weakness, passion, or pre-

judice, exclude persons from the Church of God, they

injure only themselves. But, my Lord, are these powers

nothing, because they may be exercised in vain .-' Have
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the clergy no right at all to them, because they are not

absolutely infallible in the exercise of them.

Can you prove, my Lord, that they are not necessary,

because they have not always the same effect ? May
not that be necessary to salvation, which is only effectual

on certain conditions ? Is not the Christian religion

necessary to salvation, though all Christians are not

saved ? Are not the sacraments necessary means of

grace, thougii the means of grace obtained thereby is

only conditional ? Is every one necessarily improved

in grace, who receives the sacrament ? or is it less neces-

sary, because the salutary effects of it are not more

universal ? Why then must the imposition of hands

be less necessary, because the grace of it is conditional

and only obtained in due and proper circumstances ?

Is absolution nothing, because if withheld wrongfully, it

injures not the person who is denied it ; and if given

without due dispositions in the penitent, it avails no-

thing ? Is not this equally true of the sacraments, if

they are denied wrongfully, or administered to unpre-

pared receivers ? But do they therefore cease to be

standing and necessary means of grace ?

3. The argument therefore against this power, drawn
from the ignorance or passions of the clergy, whereby

they may mistake or pervert the application of it, can

be of no force, since it is as conditional as any other

Christian institution. The salvation of no man can be

endangered by the ignorance or passions of any clergy-

man in the use of this power : if they err in the exercise

of it, the consequences of their error only affect them-

selves. The administration of the sacraments is certainly

entrusted to them : but will any one say, that the sacra-

ments are not necessary to salvation, because they may,

through ignorance or paaiiuii.make an ill use of this tru^l?
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There is nothing in this doctrine to gratify the pride

of clergymen, or encourage them to lord it over the flock

of Christ. If you could suppose an Atheist or a Deist

in orders, he might be arrogant, and domineer in the

exercise of his powers : but who, that has the least

sense of religion, can think it matter of triumph, that

he can deny the sacraments, or refuse his benediction

to any of his flock ? Can he injure or offend the least

of these ; and will not God take account ? Or, if they

fall through his offence, will not their blood be required

at his hands ?

Neither is there anything in it that can enslave the

laity to the clergy, or make their salvation depend upon

their arbitrary will. Does any one think his salvation

in danger, because the sacraments (the necessary means

of it) are only to be administered by the clergy ? Why
then must the salvation of penitents be endangered, or

made dependent on the sole pleasure of the clergy,

because they alone can reconcile them to the favour of

God ? If persons are unjustly denied the sacraments,

they may humbly hope that God will not lay the want

of them to their charge. And if they are unjustly kept

out of the Church and denied admittance, they have no

reason to fear, but God will, notwithstanding, accept

them, provided they be in other respects proper objects

of His favour.

§ VII. The commission to the Apostles to remit or retain sins.

Obj. («.) ' They might possibly understand by this the power oflaying

hands on the sick.'

Ans. " Whomsoever ye shall heal on earth I will heal in heaven"

which is absurd.

Obj. {b.) ^ If the Apostles absolved particular persons it was by in-

fallible communication of God's will. But they did not absolve.'

Ans. They absolved in baptism, and there is no reason to suppose

infallibly.

§ VIII. But to proceed, your Lordship says, " The

Apostles might possibly understand the power of
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remitting and retaining sins, to be that power of laying

their hands upon the sick." ^

1. Is this possible, my Lord ? Then it is possible the

Apostles might think, that in the power here intended

to be given them, nothing at all was intended to be

given them. For the power of healing the sick was
already conferred upon them. Therefore if no more

was intended to be given them in this text, it cannot

be interpreted as having entitled them properly to any

power at all.

2. The power mentioned here, was something that

Jesus promised He would give them hereafter : which

plainly supposes, they had it not then : but they then

had the power of healing ; therefore something else

must be intended here.

3. The power of the keys has always been looked

upon as the highest in the Apostolical order. But if

it related only to the power of healing, it could not be

so : for the Seventy, who were inferior to the Apostles,

had this power.

4. The very manner of expression in this place, proves,

that the power here intended to be given, could not

relate to healing the sick, or to anything of that nature
;

but to some spiritual power whose effects should not

be visible, but be made good by virtue of God's pro-

mise. Thus, " Whomsoever ye shall heal on earth, I will

heal in heaven," borders too near upon an absurdity.

There is no occasion to promise to make good such

actions as are good already, and have antecedently pro-

duced their effects. Persons who were restored to

health, to their sight, or the use of their limbs, did not

want to be assured that the Apostles, by whom they

were restored, had a power to that end, the exercise

of which power, i)roved and confirmed itself. There

' [i. 594]; John XX. 23 ; Matt, xviii. it>.

I
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was no need therefore of a divine assurance, that a

person who was healed, was actually healed in virtue

of it. But when we consider this promise, as relating

to a power whose effects are not visible, as the pardon

of sins, the terms whereby it is expressed, are most

proper : and it is very reasonable to suppose God
promising, that the spiritual powers exercised by His

ministers on earth, though they do not here produce

their visible effects, shall yet be made good and effectual

by Him in heaven.

These reasons, my Lord, I should think, are suffi-

cient to convince any one, that the Apostles could not

possibly understand these words in the sense of your

Lordship.

Let us now consider the commission given to Peter.

Our Saviour said to him, " Thou art Peter, and upon

this rock I will build My Church, and the gates of hell

shall not prevail against it : and I will give unto thee

the keys of the kingdom of heaven ; and whatsoever

thou shalt bind on earth, shall be bound in heaven
;

and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth, shall be

loosed in heaven."

Now, my Lord, how should it enter into the thoughts

of Peter, that nothing was here intended or promised

by our Saviour, but a power of healing ; which he not

only had before, but also many other disciples who
were not Apostles } " I will give unto thee the keys of

the kingdom of heaven
;

" that is, according to your

Lordship, " I will give thee power to heal the sick." Can
anything be more contrary to the plain obvious sense

of the words .-* Can any one be said to have the keys

of the kingdom of heaven, because he may be the

instrument of restoring people to health ? Are persons

members of Christ's kingdom, with any regard to

^ Matt. xvi. 1 8, 19.



of Church Principles. 1 23

health ? How then can he have any powers in that

kingdom, or be said to have the keys of it, who is only

empowered to cure distempers ? Could any one be

said to have the kej-s of a temporal kingdom, who
had no temporal power given him in that kingdom ?

Must not he therefore who has the keys of a spiritual

kingdom, have some spiritual power in that kingdom ?

Christ has told us that His kingdom is not of this

world. Your Lordship told us that it is so foreign to

everything of this world, that no worldly terrors or

allurements, no pains or pleasures of the body, can have

anything to do with it.^ Yet here your Lordship teaches

us, that he may have the keys of this spiritual kingdom,

who has only a power over diseases. My Lord, are not

sickness and health, sight and limbs, things of this

world ? Have they not some relation to bodily

pleasures and pains ? How then can a power about

things wholly confined to this world, be a power in a

kingdom that is not of this world ? The force of the

argument lies here : Our Saviour has assured us that

His kingdom is not of this world : your Lordship

takes it to be of so spiritual a nature that it ought

not, nay, that it cannot be encouraged or established

by any worldly powers. Our Saviour gives to His

Apostles the keys of this kingdom. Yet you have so

far forgotten your own doctrine, and the spirituality of

this kingdom, that you tell us, He here gave them a

temporal power of diseases ; though He says, they were

the keys of His kingdom which He gave them. Sup-

pose any successor of the Apostles should from this

text pretend to the power of the sword, to make people

members of this kingdom : must not the answer be,

that he mistakes the power, by not considering that

they are only the keys of a spiritual, not of a tem-

1 Sermon, " Nature of Chriil's Kingdom " [i. 4^0-7].
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poral kingdom, which were here delivered to the

Apostles.

I humbly presume, my Lord, that this would be as

good an answer to your Lordship's doctrine, as to theirs,

who claim the right of the sword, till it can be shown
that health and sickness, sight and limbs, do not as

truly relate to the things of this world as the power of

the sword.

If this power of the keys must be understood, only

as a power of inflicting or curing diseases, then the

words, in the proper construction of them, must run

thus :
" Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build

My Church,"

—

i.e., a peculiar society of healthful people;
" and the gates of hell shall never prevail against it,"

—

i.e., they shall always be in a state of health ;
" I will

give unto thee, the keys of this kingdom of Heaven,"

—

i.e., thou shalt have the power of inflicting and curing

distempers ;
" and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth,

shall be bound in heaven,"

—

i.e., on whomsoever thou

shalt inflict the leprosy on earth, he shall be a leper in

heaven ;
" and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth,

shall be loosed in heaven,"

—

i.e., whomsoever thou shalt

cure of that disease on earth, shall be perfectly cured

of it in heaven.

This, without putting any force upon the words, is

your Lordship's own interpretation ; which exposes the

honour and authority of Scriptures as much as the

greatest enemy to them can wish. If our Saviour could

mean by these words only a power of healing dis-

tempers ; or if the Apostles understood them in that

sense, we may as well believe, that when He said,

" His kingdom was not of this world," ^ that He meant,

it was of this world, and that the Apostles so under-

stood Him too.

' John xviii. 36.
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(^.) But however, for the benefit and edification of

the laity, your Lordship has another interpretation for

them : you say, " if they (the Apostles) did apply this

power of remitting sins to the certain absolution of

particular persons, it is plain they could do it upon no

other bottom but this ; that God's will and good

pleasure about such particular persons was infallibly

communicated to them." ^

Pray, my Lord, how, or where is this so plain ? Is it

plain that they never baptised persons, till God had
" infallibly communicated His good pleasure to them

about such particular persons ?
" Baptism is an institu-

tion equally sacred with this other, and puts the person

baptised in the same state of grace, that absolution

does the penitent. Baptism is designed for the re-

mission of sin. It is an ordinance to which absolution

is consequent, but I suppose persons may be baptised

without such infallible communication promised, as

your Lordship contends for. If therefore it be not

necessary for the exercise of absolution by baptism,

why must it be necessary for absolution by the imposi-

tion of hands }

Can pastors without infallibility, baptise heathens,

and absolve, or be the instruments of absolving them

thereby from their sins .'' Are they not as able to

absolve Christian penitents, or restore those who have

apostatised ? If human knowledge, and the common
rules of the Church, be sufficient to direct the priest to

whom he ought to administer the sacraments, they are

also sufficient for the exercise of this other part of the

sacerdotal office.

But your Lordship proceeds thus :
" Not that they

themselves absolved any."
'-'

No, my Lord, no more than water in baptism of itself

' [i. 594]- ' ['• 595]'
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purifies the soul from sin. This baptismal water is,

notwithstanding necessary for the remission of our sins.

Again you say, " Not that God was obliged to bind

and loose the guilt of men, according to their declara-

tions, considered as their own decisions and their own
determinations." ^ No, my Lord ; whoever thought so .'

God is not obliged to confer grace by the baptismal

water, considered only as water ; but He is, considered

as His own institution for that end and purpose. So,

if these declarations are considered only as the declara-

tions of men, God is not obliged by them : but when
they are considered as the declarations of men whom
He has especially authorised to make such declarations

in His name, then they are as effectual with God, as

any other of His institutions whatever.

§ VIII. Remission of sins in out Lord's case.

Obj. (a.) ^ He meant a power oj miraculously releasing manfrotn
his afflictions.

'

Ans. His words are express : " TAe Son of Man hath power on

earth to forgive sins." His kingdom was founded for the

remission of si7is.

Obj. (b.) ^ His expression was, ''2'hy sins are forgiven thee;" thus

acknowledging that God aloneforgiveth sin.^

Ans. I. The expression does not forbid that it was Christ who
forgave.

Ans. 2. Christ claims also other prerogatives peculiar to God.

Atis. 3. The Apostles ascribe to Christ the attributes of God.

Ans. 4. But the Bishop here declares against the divinity oj Christ,

§ Vni. I proceed now to a paragraph that bears as

hard upon our Saviour, as some others have done upon
His Apostles and their successors ; where your Lord-

ship designs to prove, that though Christ claimed a

power of remitting sins Himself, or in His own person,

yet that He had really no such power.

You go upon these words :
" If we look back upon

1 Ibid.
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our Saviour Himself, we shall find, that when He
declares that the Son of Man had power upon earth to

forgive sins, even He Himself either meant by it, the

power of a miraculous releasing man from his affliction;

or if it related to another more spiritual sense of the

words, the power of declaring that the man's sins were

forgiven by God." ^

(a.) The words of our Saviour, which we are to look

back upon, are these :
" Whether is it easier to say, ' Thy

sins are forgiven thee '
; or to say, ' Arise, take up thy bed

and walk ' ? But that ye may know, the Son of Man
hath power on earth to forgive sins." 2 As if He had

said, "Is not the same divine authority and power

required ? Is it not a work as peculiar to God, to

perform miraculous cures, as to forgive sins? The
reason therefore, why I now choose to declare My
authority rather by saying, ' Thy sins are forgiven thee,'

than by saying, ' Arise and walk,' was, purely to teach

you this truth, that the power of the Son of Man is not

confined to bodily cures, but that He has power on

earth to forgive sins."

This, my Lord, is the first obvious sense of the

words ; and therefore I take it to be the true sense.

But your Lordship can look back upon them, till you

find that Christ has not this power, though He claims it

expressly ; but that He only intends a power of doing

something or other, which no more imports a power of

forgiving sins, than of remitting any temporal debt or

penalty.

If our blessed Saviour had intended to teach the

world, that He was invested with this power, I would

gladly know how He must have expressed Himself, to

have satisfied your Lordship that He really had it?

He must have told you, that He had not this power

;

1 " Preservative," p. 94 [i. 594]-
'"' ^""^ ''• 9. 'O-
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and then possibly, your Lordship would have taught

us that He had this power. For no one can discover

any reason why you should deny it Him, but because

He has in express words claimed and asserted it I

hope your Lordship has not so low an opinion of our

Saviour's person, as to think it unreasonable in the

nature of the thing, that He should have this power.

Where does it contradict any principle of reason, to

say, that a king should be able to pardon his subjects ?

Since there is no absurdity then in the thing itself;

and it is so expressly asserted in Scripture ; it is just

matter of surprise, that your Lordship should carry

your reader from a plain consistent sense of the words,

to either this or that something or other, the origin

whereof is only to be sought for in your Lordship's

own invention ; rather than not exclude Christ from a

power which He declared He had, and declared He
had it for this very reason, that we might know that

He had it. Our Saviour has told us, that the way to

heaven is narrow. Your Lordship might as reason-

ably prove from hence, that He meant, it was broad,

as that He did not mean He could forgive sins, when
He said, "that ye may know, that the Son of Man
hath power on earth to forgive sins."

Your Lordship has rejected all Church authority, and
despised the pretended powers of the clergy, for this

reason ; because Christ is the " sole King, sole Law-
giver, and Judge in His kingdom."^ But, it seems,

your Lordship, notwithstanding, thinks it now time to

depose Him : and this sole King in His own kingdom,
must not be allowed to be capable of pardoning His

own subjects.

This doctrine, my Lord, is delivered, I suppose, as

your other doctrines, out oi a hearty concern and

' Sermon, " Nature, &c." [ii. 409].
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Christian zeal for the privileges of the laity; and to

show, that your Lordship is not only able to limit as

you please the authority of temporal kings ; but also

to make Christ Himself sole King, and yet no King,

in His spiritual kingdom. For, my Lord, the kingdom
of Christ is a society, founded in order to the recon-

ciliation of sinners to God. If therefore Christ could

not pardon sins, to what end could He either erect, or

how could He support His kingdom, which is only in

the great and last design of it, to consist of absolved

sinners .'' He that cannot forgive sins in a kingdom
that is erected for the remission of sins, can no more
be sole king in it, than he that has no temporal

power, can be sole king in a temporal kingdom.
Therefore your Lordship has been thus mighty service-

able to the Christian laity, as to teach them, that

Christ is not only sole King, but no King in His
kingdom.

This is not the first contradiction your Lordship has

unhappily fallen into, in your attempts upon kingly

authority. Nor is it the last; which I shall presume
to observe to the common-sense of your laity.

Again, in this account of our Blessed Saviour, your
Lordship has made no difference between Him and
His Apostles, as to this absolving authority. For you
say, the great commission given to them, implied cither

a power of releasing men from their bodily afflictions

;

or of declaring such to be pardoned, whom God had
assured them that He had pardoned : and this is all

that you here allow to Christ Himself

Your Lordship's calling Him so often King, and sole

King, &c., in His kingdom, and yet making Him a

mere creature in it, is too like the insult and designed

sarcasm of the Jews, who, when they had nailed Him
to the cross, wrote over His head, " This is tlic King of

the Jews."
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{b.) But to proceed : your Lordship proves, that our

Saviour had not the power of forgiving sins ; because
" His way of expression was, ' Thy sins are forgiven

thee.' This was plainly to acknowledge, and keep up
that true notion, that God alone forgiveth sins." ^

1. Let us therefore put this argument in form.

Christ has afifirmed, that He had power to forgive sins :

but His way was, to say, "Thy sins are forgiven thee :"

therefore Christ had not power to forgive sins. Q.E.D.

It is much, your Lordship did not recommend this

to your laity as another invincible demonstration. For

by the help of it, my Lord, they may prove, that our

Saviour could no more heal diseases, than forgive sins.

As thus ; Christ indeed pretends to a power of healing

diseases ; but His usual way of speaking to the diseased

person, was, "Thy faith hath made thee whole" ; therefore

He had not the power of healing diseases. The argu-

ment has the same force against one power, as against

the other. If He did not forgive sins, because He said,

" Thy sins are forgiven thee "
; no more did He heal

diseases, because He said, " Thy faith hath made thee

whole."

I have a claim of several debts upon a man : I forgive

him them all, in these words, " Thy debts are remitted

thee." A philosophical wit stands by, and pretends to

prove, that I had not the power of remitting these

debts, because I said, " Thy debts are remitted thee."

What can come up to, or equal such profound philo-

sophy, but the divinity of one who teaches our Saviour

could not forgive sins, because He said, " Thy sins are

forgiven thee " }

2. But your Lordship says, the reason why our

* [i. 594].
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Saviour thus expressed Himself, " Thy sins are forgiven

thee," was plainly to keep up that true notion, that God
alone forgiveth sins. Therefore, my Lord, according to

this doctrine, our Saviour was obliged not to claim any

power that was peculiar or appropriated to God alone.

For if this be an argument why He should not forgive

sins, it is also an argument that He ought not to claim

any other power, any more than this ; which is proper

to God, and only belongs to Him. But, my Lord, if

He did express Himself thus, that He might not lay

claim to anything that was peculiar to God, how came
He in so many other respects to lay claim to such

things as are truly as peculiar to God, as the forgiveness

of sins .-• How came He in so many instances to make
Himself equal to God } How came He to say, " Ye
believe in God, believe also in Me "

.-• ^ " And that men
should worship the Son, even as the Father "

.'' ^ That

He was the Son of God ; that He was "the Way, the

Truth, and the Life"?3

Are not evangelical faith, worship and trust, duties

that are solely due to God ? Does He not as much
invade the sovereignty of God, who lays claim to these

duties, as He that pretends to forgive sins } Did not

Christ also give His disciples power and authority over

devils and unclean spirits, and power to heal all manner
of diseases .''

Now, if Christ did not assume a power to forgive sins,

because God alone could forgive sins, it is also as un-

accountable, that He should exercise other authorities

and powers which are as strictly peculiar to God, as

that of forgiving sins. As if a person should disown

that Christ is omniscient, because omniscience is an

attribute of God alone, and yet confess His omni-

potence, which is an attribute equally divine.

^ John xiv. I. * Ibid. v. 23. ' Ihid. .xiv. 6.
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But farther, my Lord : Did our Saviour thus de-

signedly express Himself, lest He should be thought

to assume any power which was divine, then it is certain

(according to this opinion) that if He had assumed any

such power, or pretended to do what was peculiar to

God, He had been the occasion of misleading men into

error. For if this be a plain reason, why He expressed

himself so as to disown this power, it is plain, that if

He had owned it, He had been condemned by this

argument, as teaching false doctrine.

3. Now if this would have been interpretatively false

doctrine in Christ, to take upon Himself anything

that was peculiar to God, the Apostles were guilty of

propagating this false doctrine; For there is scarce any

known attribute or power of God, but they ascribe it to

our Saviour. They declare Him eternal, omnipotent,

omniscient, &c. Is it not a true notion, that God alone

can create, and is governor of the universe 1 Yet the

Apostles expressly assure us of Christ, that all things

were created by Him,^ and that God hath put all things

in subjection under His feet.^ It is very surprising,

that your Lordship should exclude Christ from this

power of forgiving sins, though He has expressly said

He could forgive sins, because such a power belongs

to God ; when it appears through the whole Scripture,

that there is scarce any divine power which our Saviour

Himself has not claimed, nor any attribute of God but

what His Apostles have ascribed to Him. They have

made Him the creator, the preserver, the governor of the

universe, the author of eternal salvation to all that obey

Him ; and yet your Lordship tells us, that He did not

pretend to forgive sins, because that was a power

peculiar to God.

1 Col. i, 16. 2 I Cor. XV. 27.
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Here is then (to speak in your Lordship's elegant

style) ' an immovable resting-place ' for your laity to set

their feet upon ; here is an argument that will last them
for ever ; they must believe that our Saviour did not

forgive sins, because this was a power that belonged to

God, though the Scriptures assure us that every other

divine power belonged to Christ. That is, they must
believe, that though our Saviour claimed all divine

powers, yet not this divine power, because it is a divine

power. And, my Lord, if they have the common-sense
to believe this, they may also believe that though our

Saviour took human nature upon Him, yet that He
had not a human soul, because it is proper to man.
They may believe, that any person who has all kingly

power, cannot remit or reprieve a malefactor, because

it is an act of kingly power to do it ; or that

a bishop cannot suspend any offender of his diocese,

because it is an act of episcopal power to do it. All

these reasons are as strong and demonstrative as that

Christ, who claimed all divine powers, could not forgive

sins, because it was a divine power.

4. Lastly, in this argument your Lordship has plainly

declared against the divinity of Christ, and ranked Him
in the order of creatures. Your Lordship says, Christ did

not forgive sins because it is God "alone Who can forgive

sins
;

" as plain an argument as can be offered, that in

your Lordship's opinion, Christ is not God : for if you
believed Him, in a true and proper sense, God, how
could you exclude Him from the power of forgiving

sins, because God alone can forgive sins ? It is incon-

sistent with sense and reason to deny this power to

Christ because it is a divine power, but only because

you believe Him not to be a divine Person. If Christ

was God, then He might forgive sins, though God alone
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can forgive sins : but you say, Christ cannot forgive

sins, because God alone can forgive sins ; therefore it is

plain, that according to your Lordship's doctrine, Christ

is not truly, or in a proper sense, God.

Here, my Lord, I desire again to appeal to the com-
mon-sense of your laity ; let them judge betwixt the

Scriptures and your Lordship. The Scriptures plainly

and frequently ascribe all divine attributes to Christ :

they make Him the Creator and governor of the

world, God over all, blessed for ever. Yet your Lord-

ship makes Him a creature, and denies him such a

power, because it belongs only to God.

You yourself, my Lord, have allowed Him to be

absolute ruler over the consciences of men ; to be an

arbitrary dispenser of the means of salvation to man-

kind ; than which powers, none can be more divine

:

and yet you hold, that He cannot forgive sins, be-

cause pardon of sin can only be the effect of a divine

power.

Is it not equally a divine power (even according to

your Lordship), to rule over the consciences of men, to

give laws of salvation, and to act in these affairs with

an uncontrollable power, as to forgive sins }

My Lord, let their common-sense here discover the

absurdity (for I must call it so) of your new scheme of

government in Christ's kingdom. Christ is absolute

Lord of it (according to yourself), and can make or un-

make laws relating to it, can dispense or withhold

grace as He pleases in this spiritual kingdom, all which

powers are purely divine
;
yet you say He cannot for-

give sins, though every express power which you have

allowed Him over the consciences of men, be as truly a

divine power as that of forgiving sins. Has not Christ

a proper and personal power to give grace to His sub-

jects? Is He not Lord over their consciences .!* And
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are not these powers as truly appropriated to God ?

And has not your Lordship often taught them to be so,

as that of forgiveness of sins ? Is it not as much the

prerogative of God to have any natural intrinsic power

to confer grace, or any spiritual benefit to the souls of

men, as to forgive sins ? Has not your Lordship de-

spised all the administrations of the clergy, because

God's graces can only come from Himself, and are

only to be received from His own hands ? The con-

clusion therefore is this, either Christ has a personal

intrinsic power to confer grace in His kingdom, or He
has not ; if you say He has not, then you are chargeable

with the collusion of making Him a king in a spiritual

kingdom, where you allow Him no spiritual power

:

if you say He has, then you fall into this contradiction,

that you allow Him to have divine powers, though He
cannot have divine powers ; that is, you allow Him to

give grace, though it is a divine power, and not to for-

give sins, because it is a divine power. My Lord, I

wish your laity (if there be any to whom you can

render it intelligible) much joy of such profound

divinity. Or if there are others who are more taken

with your Lordship's sincerity, I desire them not to

pass by this following remarkable instance of it : your

Lordship has here as plainly declared, as words can

consequentially declare anything, that you do not be-

lieve Christ to be God, yet profess yourself bishop of a

Church, whose liturgy in so many repeated testimonies

declares the contrary doctrine, and which obliges you

to express your assent and consent to such doctrine.

My Lord, I here call upon your sincerity, either de-

clare Christ to be perfect God, and then show wiiy Me
could not forgive sins ; or deny Him to be perfect God,

and then show how you can sincerely declare your assent

and consent to the doctrines of the Church of England.
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This, my Lord, has an appearance of prevarication,

which you cannot, I hope, charge upon any of your

adversaries ; who if they cannot think, that to be

sincere is the only thing necessary to recommend men
to the favour of God, yet may have as much, or

possibly more sincerity, than those who do think so.

§ IX. ' If Church commzmion were necessary, conscientious men who can-

not accept it are out of Gotfs favour ; but if theyJoined against

their conscience, they would be equally out ofHis favour \ mkich is

absurd.

'

Ans. Conscience may be erroneous. Such men must follow their

conscience and be left to God's uiuovenanted mercies. But
Church comfiiunion, as well as Christian truth in general, do

not cease to be binding because some do not believe in it.

% IX. Before I take leave of your Lordship, I must

take notice of *a resting-place,' 'a strong retreat,' 'a

lasting foundation '

—

i.e., ' a demonstration in the

strictest sense' of the words, that all Church com-
munion is unnecessary.

Your Lordship sets it out in these words

—

" I am not now going to accuse you of a heresy

against charity, but of a heresy against the possibility

and nature of things." As thus, Mr Nelson ^ (for in-

stance) " thinks himself obliged in conscience to com-

municate with some of our Church. Upon this you

declare he has no title to God's mercy ; and you and

all the world allow, that if he communicates with you

whilst his conscience tells him it is a sin, he is self-con-

* A Non-juror, author of the famous " Festivals and Fasts." He agreed

with Dodwell, who in his "Case in View," 1705, had contended that in

the event of the resignation or death of the deprived bishops, the Non-

jurors ought to recognise the bishops in possession and close the schism.

At last two only survived; Bishop Ken resigned, and in 1710 Bishop

Lloyd died, upon which Dodwell, Nelson, Brokesby, and others returned

to their parisli churches. But the majority of the Non-jurors was against

re-union, and gave their allegiance to Hickes and Wagstaffe, who had been

consecrated by non-juring bishops.
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demned and out of God's favour. That notion (viz.,

the necessity of church communion), therefore, which
implies this great invincible absurdity, cannot be true."^

Pray, my Lord, what is this wondrous curiosity of a

demonstration, but the common case of an erroneous

conscience ? - Did the strictest contenders for church

communion ever teach, that any terms are to be com-
plied with against conscience ? But it is a strange con-

clusion to infer from thence, that there is no obligation

to communion, or that all things are held to be in-

different, because they are not to be complied with

against one's conscience.

The truths of the Christian religion have the same
nature and obligation, whatever our opinions are of

them, and those that are necessary to be believed, con-

tinue so, whether we can persuade ourselves to believe

them or not. I suppose your Lordship will not say, that

the articles of faith and necessary institutions of the

Christian religion, are no othcrways necessary, than be-

cause we believe them to be so, that our persuasion is

the only cause of the necessity ; but if their necessity

be not owing merely to our belief of them, then it is

certain that our disbelief of them cannot make them less

necessary. If the ordinances of Christ and the articles

of faith are necessary, because Christ has made them

so, that necessity must continue the same, whether we

believe and observe them or not.

So that, my Lord, we may still maintain the necessity

of church communion, and the strict observance of

Christ's ordinances, notwithstanding that people have

different persuasions in these matters, presuming that

our opinions can no more alter the nature or necessity

of Christ's institutions, than we can believe error into

truth, God into evil, or light into darkness. I shall

' [i. 592]-
'•'

Cf. " Repres. of Convocation," p. 7, 8.

K
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think myself no heretic against the nature of things,

though I tell a conscientious Socinian, that the divinity

of Christ is necessary to be believed, or a conscientious

Jew, that it is necessary to be a Christian in order to

be saved. But if your Lordship's demonstration was

accepted, we should be obliged to give up the necessity

of every doctrine and institution to every disbeliever

that pretended conscience. We must not tell any party

of people, that they are in any danger for being out of

communion with us, if they do but follow their own
persuasion.

Your Lordship's invincible demonstration proceeds

thus

—

"We must not insist upon the necessity of joining

with any particular church, because then conscientious

persons will be in danger either way ; for if there be a

necessity of it, then there is a danger if they do not join

with it, and if they comply against their consciences,

the danger is the same."

What an inextricable difficulty is here ! How shall

divinity or logic be able to relieve us !

Be pleased, my Lord, to accept of this solution in lieu

of your demonstration.

I will suppose the case of a conscientious Jew ; I tell

him that Christianity is the only covenanted method of

salvation, and that he can have no title to the favour of

God, until he professes the faith of Christ. "What," re-

plies he, "would you direct me to do.'' If I embrace
Christianity against my conscience, I am out of God's

favour, and if I follow my conscience, and continue a

Jew, I am also out of His favour." The answer is this,

my Lord ; The Jew is to obey his conscience, and to be

left to the uncovenanted, unpromised terms of God's

mercy, whilst the conscientious Christian is entitled to

the express and promised favours of God.
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There is still the same absolute necessity of believing

in Christ, Christianity is still the only method of salva-

tion, though the sincere Jew cannot so persuade him-

self ; and we ought to declare it to all Jews and unbe-

lievers whatsoever, that they can only be saved by

embracing Christianity. That a false religion, does not

become a true one, nor a true one false, in consequence

of their opinions ; but that if they are so unhappy, as

to refuse the covenant of grace, they must be left to

such mercy as is without any covenant. And now, my
Lord, what is become of this mighty demonstration ?

Does it prove that Christianity is not necessary, because

the conscientious Jew may think it is not so } It may
as well prove that the moon is no larger than a man's

head, because an honest ignorant countryman may think

it no larger.

Is there any person of 'common-sense,' who would

think it a demonstration, that he is not obliged to go

to Church, because a conscientious Dissenter will not?

Could he think it less necessary to be a Christian, be-

cause a sincere Jew cannot embrace Christianity } Could

he take it to be an indifferent matter, whether he be-

lieved the divinity of Christ, because a conscientious

Socinian cannot .<• Yet this is your Lordship's invincible

demonstration, that we ought not to insist upon the

necessity of church communion, because a conscientious

disbeliever cannot comply with it.

A small degree of common-sense, would teach a man
that true religion, and the terms of salvation must have

the same obligatory force, whether we reason rightly

about them or not ; and that they who believe and

practise according to them, are in express covenant

with God, which entitles them to His favour ; whilst

those who are sincerely erroneous, have nothing but the

sincerity of their errors to plead, and are left to such
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mercy of God as is without any promise. Here, my
Lord, is nothing frightful or absurd in this doctrine,

they who are in the Church which Christ has founded,

are upon terms which entitles them to God's favour;

they who are out of it, fall to His mercy.

But your Lordship is not content with the terms of

the Gospel, or a doctrine that only saves a particular

sort of people ; this is a narrow view, not wide enough

for your notions of liberty. Particular religions, and

particular covenants, are demonstrated to be absurd,

because particular persons may disbelieve, or not

submit to them.

Your Lordship must have doctrines that will save all

people alike, in every way that their persuasion leads

them to take : but, my Lord, there needs be no greater

demonstration against your Lordship's doctrine, than

that it equally favours every way of worship ; for an

argument which equally proves everything, has been

generally thought to prove nothing ; which happens to

be the case of your Lordship's important demonstra-

tion.

Your Lordship indeed only instances in a particular

person, Mr Nelson ; but your demonstration is as ser-

viceable to any other person who has left any other

church whatever. The conscientious Quaker, Muggle-

tonian. Independent, or Socinian, &c., have the same

right to obey conscience, and blame any church that

assumes a power of censuring them, as Mr Nelson had
;

and if they are censured by any church, that church is

as guilty of the same 'heresy against the nature of

things,' as that church which censured Mr Nelson, or

any church that should pretend to censure any other

person whatever.

I am not at all surprised, that your Lordship should

teach this doctrine, but it is something strange, that such
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an argument should be obtruded upon the world as an

unheard-of demonstration, and that in * an appeal to

common-sense,' Suppose some body or other in defence

of your Lordship, should take upon him to demon-

strate to the world, that there is no such thing as colour,

because there are some people who cannot see it ; or

sounds, because there are some who do not hear them
;

he would have found out the only demonstrations in

the world that could equal your Lordship's, and would

have as much reason to call those heretics against the

nature of things, who should disbelieve him, and insist

upon the reality of sounds, as your Lordship has to call

your adversaries so.

For, is there no necessity of church communion,

because there are some who do not conceive it ? Then

there are no sounds, because there are some who do not

near them ; for it is certainly as easy to believe away

the truth and reality, as the necessity of things.

Some people have only taught us the innocency of

error, and been content with setting forth its harmless

qualities ; but your Lordship has been a more hearty

advocate, and given it a power over every truth and

institution of Christianity. If we have but an erroneous

conscience, the whole Christian dispensation is can-

celled ; all the truth and doctrines in the Bible are

demonstrated to be unnecessary, if we do not believe

them.

How unhappily have the several parties of Christians

been disputing for many ages, who if they could but

have found out this intelligible demonstration (from

the case of an erroneous conscience), would have seen

the absurdity of pretending to necessary doctrines, and

insisting upon church communion ; but it must be

acknowledged your Lordship's new invented ei^qinc for

the destruction ol churches ; and it may be expected
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the good Christians of no church will return your Lord-

ship their thanks for it.

§ X. His Lordship's nine propositions, which make it impossible to convert

any Quaker, Socinian, or Jew.

Your Lordship has thought it a mighty objection to

some doctrines in the Church of England, that the

Papists might make some advantage of them : but yet

your own doctrine defends all communions alike, and

serves the Jew and Socinian, &c., as much as any other

sort of people. Though this sufficiently appears from

what has been already said, yet that it may be still

more obvious to the common-sense of every one, I shall

reduce these doctrines to practice, and suppose for once,

that your Lordship intends to convert a Jew, a Quaker,

or Socinian.

Now in order to make a convert of any of them,

these preliminary propositions are to be first laid down
according to your Lordship's doctrine.

Some Propositions for the Improvement of True Religion.

Proposition I. That we are neither more or less in

the favour of God, for living in any particular method

or way of worship, but purely as we are sincere.—Pre-

serv., p. 90.

Proposition 11. That no church ought to unchurch

another, or declare it out of God's favour.— Preserv.,

p. 85.

Proposition III. That nothing loses us the favour of

God, but a wicked insincerity.

—

Ibid.

Propositioft IV. That a conscientious person can be

in no danger for being out of any particular church.

—

Preserv., p. 90.^

Proposition V. That there is no such thing as any real

U'- 592.] -[1.591-] ^['-Sgj-]
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perfection or excellency in any religion, that can justify

our adhering to it, but that all is founded in our per-

sonal persuasion. Which your Lordship thus proves,

When we left the Popish doctrines, was it because they

were actually corrupt ? No ; the reason was, because

we thought them so. Therefore if we might leave the

Church of Rome, not because her doctrines were cor-

rupt, but because we thought them so, then the same
reason will justify any one else in leaving any church,

how true soever its doctrines are ; and consequently

there is no such thing as any real perfection or excel-

lency in any religion considered in itself, but it is right

or wrong according to our persuasions about it.—Pre-

serv., p. 85.1

Proposition \ 1. That Christ is sole king and law-

giver in His kingdom, that no men have any power of

legislation in it ; that if we would be good members of

it, we must shov/ ourselves subjects of Christ alone,

without any regard to man's judgment.'^

Proposition VII. That as Christ's kingdom is not

of this world, so when worldly encouragements are

annexed to it, these are so many divisions against

Christ and His own express word.—Sermon, p. 20.-'

Proposition VIII. That to pretend to know the hearts

and sincerity of men, is nonsense and absurdity.*

Proposition IX. That God's graces are only to be

received immediately from Himself.—Preserv., p. 89.^

These, my Lord, are your Lordship's own propositions,

expressed in your own terms without any exaggeration.

And now, my Lord, begin as soon as you please,

either with a Quaker, Socinian, or Jew ; use any argu-

ment whatsoever to convert them, and you shall have a

sufficient answer from your own propositions.

* [•• 590.] Surmun, "Christ's Kingtloin," [ii. 408].

^ [ii. 407.] •• Preserv. [i. 593] ; Sermon, p. 14. ^ [''• SySJ
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Will you tell the Jew that Christianity is necessary

to salvation ? He will answer from Proposition I.

" That we are neither more or less in the favour of

God, for living in any particular method or way of

worship, but purely as we are sincere."

Will your Lordship tell him, that the truth of

Christianity is so well asserted, that there is no excuse

left for unbelievers ? He will answer from Proposition

V. " That all religion is founded in personal persuasion
;

that as your Lordship does not believe that Christ is

come, because He is actually come, but because you

think He is come ; so he does not disbelieve Christ

because He is not actually come, but because he thinks

He is not come." So that here, my Lord, the Jew

gives as good a reason why he is not a Christian, as

your Lordship does why you are not a Papist.

If your Lordship should turn the discourse to a

Quaker, and offer him any reasons for embracing the

doctrine of the Church of England, you cannot possibly

have any better success ; anyone may see from your

propositions, that no argument can be urged but what

your Lordship has there fully answered. For since

you allow nothing to the truth of doctrines, or the

excellency of any communion as such, it is demon-

strable that no church or communion can have any

advantage above another, which is absolutely necessary

in order to persuade any sensible man to exchange any

communion for another.

Will your Lordship tell a Quaker that there is any

danger in that particular way that he is in }

He can answer from Propositions I., HI., and IV.
" That a conscientious person cannot be in any danger

ior being out of any particular church."

Will your Lordship tell him that his religion is con-

demned by the universal Church ?
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He can answer from Proposition II., "That no

church ought to unchurch another, or declare it out

of God's favour."

Will you tell him that Christ has instituted sacra-

ments as necessary means of grace, which he neglects

to observe ?

He will answer you from Proposition IX, "That
God's graces are only to be received immediately from

Himself." And to think that bread and wine, or the

sprinkling of water is necessary to salvation, is as

absurd, as to think any order of the clergy, is necessary

to recommend us to God.

Will your Lordship tell him that he displeases God,

by not holding several articles of faith which Christ has

required us to believe .''

He can reply from Proposition III. "That nothing

loses us the favour of God but a wicked insincerity."

And from Proposition V. " That as your Lordship be-

lieves such things, not because they are actually to be

believed, but because you think so ; so he disbelieves

them, not because they are actually false, but because

he thinks so."

Will your Lordship tell him he is insincere ?

He can reply from Proposition VI. " That to assume
to know the hearts and sincerity oi men, is nonsense

and blasphemy."

Will your Lordship tell him that he ought to conform
to a church established by the laws of the land }

He can answer from Proposition VIII. "That this

very establishment is an argument against conformity,

for as Christ's kingdom is not of this world, so when
worldly encouragements arc annexed to it, they are so

many decisions against Christ, and His own express

words." And from Proposition VII. "That seeing

Christ is sole king and lawgiver in His own kingdom,
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and no men have any power of legislation in it, they

who would be good members of it, must show them-

selves subjects to Christ alone, without any regard to

man's judgment."

I am inclined to think, my Lord, that it is now

demonstrated to the common-sense of the laity, that

your Lordship cannot urge any argument, either from

the truth, the advantage, or necessity of embracing the

doctrines of the Church of England, to either Jew,

heretic, or schismatic, but you have helped him to a

full answer to any such argument, from your own

principles.

Are we, my Lord, to be treated as Popishly affected

for asserting some truths, which the Papists join with

us in asserting > Is it a crime in us not to drop some

necessary doctrines, because the Papists have not dropped

them .? If this is to be Popishly affected, we own the

charge, and are not for being such true Protestants as

to give up the Apostle's Creed, or lay aside the sacra-

ments, because they are received by the Church of

Rome. I cannot indeed charge your Lordship with

being well affected to the Church of Rome or of

England, to the Jews, the Quakers, or Socinians, but

this I have demonstrated, and will undertake the de-

fence of it, that your Lordship's principles equally serve

them all alike, and do not give the least advantage to

one church above another, as has sufficiently appeared

from your principles.

I will no more say your Lordship is in the interest of

the Quakers, or Socinians, or Papists, than I would

charge you with being in the interest of the Church of

England, for as your doctrines equally support them

all, he ought to ask your Lordship's pardon, who should

declare you more a friend to one than the other.
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§ XI. The obligation to church communion and the powers of the ministry

no more infringe the rights of the laity than do the claims of the

Ten Commandments, the Sacraments, or the Scriptures.

§ XI. I intended, my Lord, to have considered an-

other very obnoxious article in your Lordship's doctrines,

concerning the " Repugnancy of temporal encourage-

ments to the nature of Christ's kingdom " ; but the

consistency and reasonableness of guarding this spiritual

kingdom with human laws, has been defended with so

much perspicuity and strength of argument, and your

Lordship's objections so fully confuted by the judicious

and learned Dean of Chichester,^ that I presume this

part of the controversy is finally determined.

I hope, my Lord, that I have delivered nothing here,

that needs any excuse or apology to the laity, that they

will not be persuaded, through any vain pretence of

liberty, to make themselves parties against the first

principles of Christianity ; or imagine, that whilst we
contend for the positive institutions of the Gospel, the

necessity of church communion, or the excellency of

our own, we are robbing them of their natural rights, or

interfering with their privileges. Whilst we appear in

the defence of any part of Christianity, we are engaged

for them in the common cause of Christians, and I am
persuaded better things of the laity, than to believe

that such labours will render either our persons or

professions hateful to them. Your Lordship has indeed

endeavoured to give an invidious turn to the contro-

versy, by calling upon the laity to assert their liberties,

as if they were in danger from the principles of Chris-

tianity.— But, my Lord, what liberty does any layman

lose, by our asserting that church communion is

necessary } What privilege is taken from them by our

' "Considerations occasioned by a Postsciiiit Irom Rt. Rev. The Hishop

of Bangor to the Dean of Chichester," by Thomas Sherlock, \}.V)., 1717
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teaching the danger of certain ways and methods of

religion ? Is a man made a slave because he is

cautioned against the principles of the Quakers, against

fanaticism, Popery, or Socinianism ? Is he in a state of

bondage, because the sacraments are necessary, and

none but Episcopal clergy ought to administer them ?

Is his freedom destroyed because there is a particular

order of men appointed by God to minister in holy

things, and be serviceable to him in recommending him

to the favour of God ? Can any persons, my Lord,

think these things breaches upon their liberty, except

such as think the commandments a burden ? Is there

any more hardship in saying, thou shalt keep to an

Episcopal Church, than thou shalt be baptised ? Or in

requiring people to receive particular sacraments, than

to believe particular books of Scripture to be the Word
of God ? If some other advocate for the laity, should,

out of zeal for their rights, declare that they need not

believe one half of the Articles in the Creed ; if they

would but assert their liberty, he would be as true a

friend, and deserve the same applause, as he who
should assert the necessity of church communion is

inconsistent with the natural rights and liberties of

mankind.—I am, my Lord, your Lordship's most

humble servant, William Law.

POSTSCRIPT.
I HOPE your Lordship will not think it unnatural or

impertinent, to offer here a word or two in answer to

some objections against my former letter.

To begin with the doctrine of the uninterrupted

succession of the clergy.



of Church Principles 149

I have, as I think, proved that there is a divine com-

mission required to qualify any one to exercise the

priestly office, and that seeing this divine commission

can only be had from such particular persons as God

has appointed to give it, therefore it is necessary that

there should be a continual succession of such persons,

in order to keep up a commissioned order of the clergy.

For if the commission itself be to descend through

ages, and distinguish the clergy from the laity, it is

certain the persons who alone can give this commission,

must descend through the same ages; and consequently

an uninterrupted succession is as necessary, as that the

clergy have a divine commission. Take away this

succession, and the clergy may as well be ordained by

one person as another ; a number of women may as

well give them a divine commission, as a congregation

of any men ; they may indeed appoint persons to officiate

in holy orders, for the sake of decency and order, but

then there is no more in it, than an external decency

and order ; they are no more the priests of God, than

those that pretended to make them so. If we had lost

the Scriptures, it would be very well to make as good

books as we could, and come as near them as possible
;

but then it would be not only folly, but presumption,

to call them the Word of God. But I proceed to

the objections against the doctrine of an uninterrupted

succession.

Firstly, It is said, that there is no mention made of

it in Scripture, as having any relation to the being of a

Church.

Secondly, That it is subject to so great uncertainty,

that if it be necessary, we cannot now be sure we are in

the Church.

Thirdly, That it is a I'opish docUinc, and gives thcni

great advantage over us.
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§ I. ' That the unintei'rupted succession of the clergy is not mentioned in

Scripture as tiecessary.
'

Ans. Neither is the Bible expressly mentioned in Scripture as the

permanent rule of faith, nor the Sacraments expressly declared

to be ^nerally necessary andperpetual means of grace, nor any
government at all as essential. But these truths and the

doctritie of the order of clergy also, with its three degrees and
constant succession, may be gatheredfrom Scripture and con-

firmed by the universalpractice ofthe Church in all ages.

§ I. I begin with the first objection, that there is no

mention made of it in the Scriptures, which though I

think I have sufficiently answered in this letter, I shall

here farther consider.

Pray, my Lord, is it not a true doctrine, that " the

Scriptures contain all things necessary to salvation " ?
^

But, my Lord, it is nowhere expressly said, that " the

Scriptures contain all things necessary to salvation." It

is nowhere said, that no other articles of faith need be

believed. Where does it appear in Scripture, that the

Scriptures were written by any divine command '{ Have

any of the gospels or epistles this authority to recom-

mend them } Are they necessary to be believed, be-

cause there is any law of Christ concerning the necessity

of believing them ?

May I reject this uninterrupted succession, because it

is not mentioned in Scripture .* And may I not as well

reject all the gospels ? Produce your authority, my
Lord, mention your texts of Scripture, where Christ

has hung the salvation of men upon their believing,

that St Matthew or St John wrote such a book seven-

teen hundred years ago. These, my Lord, are niceties

and trifles which are not to be found in Scripture, and

consequently have nothing to do with the salvation of

men.

Now if nothing be to be held as necessary, but what

» XXXIX. Alt. No. 6.
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is expressly required in so many words in Scripture,

then it can never be proved that the Scriptures them-

selves are a standing rule of faith in all ages, since it is

nowhere expressly asserted, nor is it anywhere said, that

the Scriptures should be continued as a rule of faith in

all ages. Is it an objection against the necessity of a

perpetual succession of the clergy, that it is not men-

tioned in the Scriptures ? And is it not as good a one

against the necessity of making Scripture the standing

rule of faith in all ages, since it is never said, that they

were to be continued as a standing rule in all ages? If

things are only necessary for being said to be so in

Scripture, then all that are not thus taught are equally

unnecessary ; and consequently it is no more necessary

that the Scripture should be a fixed rule of faith in all

ages, than that there should be bishops to ordain in all

ages.

Again, where shall we find it in Scripture, that the

sacraments are to be continued in every age of the

Church? Where is it said, that they shall always be

the ordinary means of grace necessary to be observed ?

Is there any law of Christ, any text of Scripture, that

expressly asserts, that if we leave the use of the sacra-

ments, we are out of covenant with God ? Is it any-

where directly said, that we must never lay them aside,

or that they will be perpetually necessary ? No, my
Lord, this is a nicety and trifle not to be found in

Scripture :
" There is no stress laid upon this matter,

but upon things of a quite different nature."^

I now presume, my Lord, that every one who has

common-sense plainly sees, that if this succession of the

clergy be to be despised, because it is not expressly re-

required in Scripture, it undeniably follows, that we

may reject the Scriptures, as not being a standing rule

* Preseiv. [i. 592].
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of faith in all ages ; we may disuse the sacraments, as

not the ordinary means of grace in all ages ; since this

is no more mentioned in the Scriptures, or expressly

required, than this uninterrupted succession.

If it be a good argument against the necessity of

Episcopal ordainers, that it is never said in Scripture,

that there shall always be such ordainers; it is certainly

as conclusive against the use of the sacraments in every

age, that it is nowhere said in Scripture they shall be

used in all ages.

If no government or order of the clergy be to be held

as necessary, because no such necessity is asserted in

Scripture; it is certain this concludes as strongly against

government, and the order itself, as against any par-

ticular order. For it is no more said in Scripture, that

there shall be an order of clergy, than that there shall

be any particular order ; therefore if this silence proves

against any particular order of clergy, it proves as much
against order itself.

Should therefore any of your Lordship's friends have

so much church zeal as to contend for the necessity of

some order, though of no particular order ; he must fall

under your Lordship's displeasure, and be proved as

mere a dreamer and trifler, as those who assert the

necessity of Episcopal ordination. For if it be plain,

that there need be no Episcopal clergy, because it is

not said there shall always be Episcopal clergy ; it is

undeniably plain, that there need be no order of the

clergy, since it is nowhere said, there shall be an order

of clergy : therefore whoever shall contend for an order

of clergy, will be as much condemned by your Lord-

ship's doctrine, as he that declares for the Episcopal

clergy.

The truth of the matter is this, if nothing is to be

esteemed of any moment, but counted as mere trifle
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and nicety among Christians, which is not expressly

required in the Scriptures ; then it is a trifle and nicety,

whether we beheve the Scripture to be a standing rule

of faith in all ages, whether we use the sacraments in

all ages, whether we have any clergy at all, whether we
observe the Lord's Day, whether we baptise our children,

or whether we go public worship ; for none of these

things are expressly required in so many words in

Scripture. But if your Lordship, with the rest of the

Christian world, take these things to be of moment
and well proved, because they are founded in Scripture,

though not in express terms, or under plain commands;
if you will acknowledge these matters to be well asserted,

because they may be gathered from Scripture, and are

confirmed by the universal practice of the Church in

all ages (which is all the proof that they are capable of),

I do not doubt but it will appear, that this successive

order of the clergy is founded on the same evidence,

and supported by as great authority, so that it must be
thought of the same moment with these things, by all

unprejudiced persons.

For, my Lord, though it be not expressly said, that

there shall always be a succession of Episcopal clergy,

yet it is a truth founded in Scripture itself, and asserted

by the universal voice ol tradition in the first and
succeeding ages of the Church.

It is thus founded in Scripture : there we are taught

that the priesthood is a positive institution ; that no

man can take this office unto himself;^ that neither

our Saviour Himself, nor His Apostles, nor any other

person, however extraordinarily endowed with gifts

from God, could, as such, exercise the priestly office,

till they had God's express commission for that purpose.

Now how does it appear, that the sacraments arc

1 Ileb. V. 4.

L
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positive institutions, but that they are consecrated to

such ends and effects, as of themselves they were no way
qualified to perform ? Now as it appears from Scrip-

ture, that men, as such, however endowed, were not

qualified to take this ofifice upon them without God's

appointment ; it is demonstratively certain, that men
so called are as much to be esteemed a positive institu-

tion, as elements so chosen can be called a positive

institution. All the personal abilities of men conferring

no more authority to exercise the office of a clergyman,

than the natural qualities of water to make a sacra-

ment : so that the one institution is as truly positive as

the other.

Again, the order of the clergy is not only a positive

order instituted by God, but the dififerent degrees in

this order is of the same nature. For we find in Scrip-

ture, that some persons could perform some offices in

the priesthood, which neither deacons nor priests could

do, though those deacons and priests were inspired

persons, and workers of miracles. Thus Timothy was

sent to ordain elders,^ because none below his order,

who was a bishop, could perform that office. Peter and

John laid their hands on baptised persons,^ because

neither priests nor deacons, though workers of miracles,

could execute that part of the sacerdotal ofifice.

Now can we imagine that the Apostles and bishops

thus distinguished themselves for notning .-' That there

was the same power in deacons and priests to execute

those offices, though they took them to themselves.^

No, my Lord ; if three degrees in the ministry are

instituted in Scripture, we are obliged to think them as

truly distinct in their powers, as we are to think that

the priesthood itself contains powers that are distinct

from those of the laity. It is no more consistent with

' I Tim. V. 22, &c. - Acts viii. 518.
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Scripture, to say that deacons or priests may ordain,

than that the laity are priests or deacons. The same

divine institution making as truly a difference betwixt

the clergy, as it does betwixt clergy and laity.

Now if the order of the clergy be a divine positive

institution, in which there are different degrees of power,

where some alone can ordain, &c., whilst others can only

perform other parts of the sacred office ; if this (as it

plainly appears) be a doctrine of Scripture, then it is a

doctrine of Scripture, that there is a necessity of such a

succession of men as have power to ordain. For do

the Scriptures make it necessary that Timothy (or some
bishop) should be sent to Ephesus to ordain priests,

because the priests who were there could not ordain .-'

And do not the same Scriptures make it as necessary,

that Timothy's successor be the only ordainer, as

well as he was in his time .-• Will not priests in the

next age be as destitute of the power of ordaining, as

when Timothy was alive } So that since the Scriptures

teach, that Timothy, or persons of his order, could

alone ordain in that age ; they as plainly teach, that

the successors of that order can alone ordain in any

age, and consequently the Scriptures plainly teach a

necessity of an Episcopal succession.

The Scriptures declare there is a necessity of a divine

commission to execute the office of a priest ; they also

teach, that this commission can only be had from par-

ticular persons : therefore the Scriptures plainly teach,

there is a necessity of a succession of such particular

persons, in order to keep up a truly commissioned clergy.

Suppose when Timothy was sent to Ephesus to

ordain elders, the Church had told him. We have chose

elders already, and laid our hands upon them : that if

he alone was allowed to exercise this power, it niit^ht

seem as if he alone had it ; or that ministers were the
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better for being ordained by his particular hands ; and

that some persons might imagine they could have no
clergy, except they were ordained by him, or some of

his order ; and that seeing Christ had nowhere made
an express law, that such persons should be necessary

to the ordination of the clergy, therefore they rejected

this authority of Timothy, lest they should subject

themselves to niceties and trifles.

Will your Lordship say, that such a practice would

have been allowed of in the Ephesians? Or that

ministers so ordained, would have been received as the

ministers of Christ? If not, why must such practice

or such ministers be allowed of in any after ages?

Would not the same proceeding against any of

Timothy's successors, have deserved the same censure,

as being equally unlawful. If therefore the Scripture

condemns all ordination but what is Episcopal ; the

Scriptures make a succession of Episcopal ordainers

necessary. So that I hope, my Lord, we shall be no

more told that this is a doctrine not mentioned in

Scripture, or without any foundation in it.

§ //. * The Episcopal order of clergy is only an apostolic practice ; but not

all apostolic practices bind us,'

Ans. I. Not all apostolic practices are necessary ; yet some may be.

Which these are we distinguish by the nature of the things, by

the tenor of Scripture, and by the testimony of antiquity.

Ans. 2. The divine right of Episcopacy is not founded merely on

apostolic practice. A positive Christian institution, such as

the priesthood, can only be continued by the method God

appointed. Apostolic practice tells that Episcopacy is the

divine method, but the obligation is God's command.

§ II. The great objection to this doctrine is, that

this Episcopal order of the clergy is only an apostolical

practice ; and seeing all apostolical practices are not

binding to us, sure this need not.i

^ "Preservative" [i. 594].
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In answer to this, my Lord, I shall first show, that

though all apostolical practices are not necessary, yet

some may be necessary. Secondly, That the divine

unalterable right of Episcopacy is not founded merely

on apostolical practice.

I. To begin with the first; the objection runs thus,

"All apostolical practices, are not unalterable or obli-

gatory to us, therefore no apostolical practices are."

This, my Lord, is just as theological, as if I should say

all Scripture truths are not articles of faith, or funda-

mentals of religion, therefore no Scripture truths are

:

is not the argument full as just and solid in one case

as the other .' May there not be that same difference

between some practices of the Apostles and others,

that there is betwixt some Scripture truths and others ?

Are all truths equally important that are to be found

in the Bible ? V/hy must all practices be of the same
moment that were apostolical ? Now if there be any

way, either divine or human, of knowing an article ot

faith from the smallest truth or most indifferent matter

in Scripture, they will equally assist us in distinguish-

ing what apostolical practices are of perpetual obliga-

tion, and what are not. But it is a strange way of

reasoning that some people are fallen into, who seem

to know nothing of moderation, but jump as constantly

out of one extreme into another, as if there was no

such thing as a middle way, or any such virtue as

moderation. Thus either the Church must have an

absolute uncontrollable authority, or none at all ; we

must either hold all apostolical practices necessary, or

none at all.

Again, if no apostolical practices can be unalterable,

because all are not, then no apostolical doctrines are

necessary to be taught in all ages, because all apos
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tolical doctrines are not ; and we are no more obliged

to teach the death, satisfaction and resurrection of

Jesus Christ, than we are obliged to forbid the " eating

of blood and things strangled." If we must thus

blindly follow them in all their practices, or else be at

liberty to leave them in all, we must for the same
reason implicitly teach all their doctrines, or else have

a power of receding from them all.

For if there be anything in the nature of doctrines,

in the tenor of Scripture, or the sense of antiquity,

whereby we can know the difference of some doctrines

from others, that some were occasional temporary

determinations, suited to particular states and condi-

tions in the Church, whilst others were such general

doctrines as would concern the Church in all states and

circumstances ; if there can be this difference betwixt

apostolical doctrines, there must necessarily be the

same difference betwixt apostolical practices, unless we
will say, that their practices were not suited to their

doctrines. For occasional doctrines must produce occa-

sional practices.

Now may not we be obliged by some practices of

the Apostles, where the nature of the thing, and the

consent of antiquity show it to be equally necessary

and important in all ages and conditions of the Church,

without being tied down to the strict observance of

everything which the Apostles did, though it plainly

appears, that it was done upon accidental and mutable

reasons. Can we not be obliged to observe the Lord's

Day from apostolical practice, without being equally

obliged to lock the doors where we are met, because

in the Apostles' times they locked them for fear of their

enemies.

My Lord, we are to follow the practices of the

Apostles, as we ought to follow everything else, with
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discretion and judgment, and not run headlong into

everything they did, because they were Apostles, or

yet think that because we need not practise after

them in everything, we need do it in nothing. We
best imitate them, when we act upon such reasons as

they acted upon, and neither make their occasional

practices perpetual laws, nor break through such

general rules as will always have the same reason to

be observed.

If it be asked, how we can know what practices must

be observed, and what may be laid aside ? I answer,

as we know articles of faith from lesser truths ; as we

know occasional doctrines from perpetual doctrines

;

that is, from the nature of the things, from the tenor of

Scripture, and the testimony of antiquity.

2. Secondly, It is not true, that the divine unalter-

able right of Episcopacy is founded merely upon

apostolical practice.

We do not say that Episcopacy cannot be changed,

merely because we have apostolical practice for it

;

but because such is the nature of the Christian priest-

hood, that it can only be continued in that method,

which God has appointed for its continuance. Thus,

Episcopacy is the only instituted method of continuing

the priesthood ; therefore Episcopacy is unchangeable,

not because it is an apostolical practice, but because

the nature of the thing requires it : a positive institu-

tion being only to be continued in that method which

God has appointed ; so that it is the nature of the priest-

hood, and not the ai)().stolical practice alone, that makes

it necessary to be continued. The apostolical practice

indeed shows that Episcopacy is the order that is ap-

pointed, but it is the nature of the priesthood that

assures us that it is the unalterable: and that because
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an office which is of no significance, but as it is of

divine appointment, and instituted by God, can not
otherwise be continued, but in that way of continuance
which God has appointed.

The argument proceeds thus ; The Christian priest-

hood is a divine positive institution, which as it could
only begin by the divine appointment, so it can only
descend to after ages in such a method as God has been
pleased to appoint.

The Apostles (and your Lordship owns, Christ was in

all that they did) ^ instituted Episcopacy alone, there-

fore this method of Episcopacy is unalterable, not
because an apostolical practice cannot be laid aside,

but because the priesthood can only descend to after

ages in such a method as is of divine appointment.
So that the question is not fairly stated, when it is

asked whether Episcopacy, being an apostolical prac-
tice, may be laid aside ? But it should be asked,
whether an instituted particular method of continuing
the priesthood be not necessary to be continued ?

Whether an appointed order of receiving a commission
from God be not necessary to be observed, in order to

receive a commission from Him .? If the case was thus
stated, as it ought to be fairly stated, anyone would
soon perceive, that we can no more lay aside Episco-
pacy, and yet continue the Christian priesthood, than
we can alter the terms of salvation, and yet be in cove-

nant with God.

^ •' Answer to Dr Snape."
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§ ///. ^Tkat this uninterrupted succession is so uncertain that we could not

be sure we are in the Church.
'

Ans. I. It rests on historical evidence, as do the canon of Scrip-

ture and Christianity itself, and is never known to have been

broken.

Ans. 2. A break is morally impossible owing to the beliefin all ages of

the Church that only Episcopal ordination is valid.

Ans. 3. The Bishop allows the succession to have been preserved in

the Church of Rome.

§ III. I come now, my Lord, to the second objection,

"That this uninterrupted succession is subject to so

great uncertainty, that if it be necessary, we can never

say that we are in the Church."^

I. I know no reason, my Lord, why it is so uncertain,

but because it is founded upon historical evidence. Let

it therefore be considered, my Lord, that Christianity

itself, is a matter of fact, only conveyed to us by his-

torical evidence.

That the canon of Scripture is only made known to

us by historical evidence ; that we have no other way
of knowing what writings are the Word of God ; and

yet the truth of our faith, and every other means of

grace depends upon our knowledge and belief of the

Scriptures. Must we not declare the necessity of this

succession of bishops, because it can only be proved

by historical evidence, and that for such a long tract of

time ?

Why then do we declare the belief of the Scrip-

tures necessary to salvation .'' Is not this equally put-

ting the salvation of men upon a matter of fact, sup-

ported only by historical evidence, and making it

depend upon things done seventeen hundred years

ago .<* Cannot historical evidence satisfy us in one

point, as well as in the other."* is there anything in

' " I'lcscivalive " [i, 588-592].
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the nature of this succession, that it cannot be as well

asserted by historical evidence, as the truth of the

Scriptures ? Is there not the same bare possibility in

the thing itelf, that the Scriptures may in some im-

important points be corrupted, as that this succession

may be broken ? But is this any just reason why we
should believe, or fear, that the Scriptures are corrupted,

because there is a physical possibility of it, though there

is all the proof that can be required of the contrary ?

Why then must we set aside the necessity of this suc-

cession from a bare possibility of error, though there is

all the proof that can be required, that it never was

broken, but strictly kept up ?

And though your Lordship has told the world so

much of the improbability, nonsense, and absurdity of

this succession, yet I promise your Lordship an answer

whenever you shall think fit to show, when, or how, or

where this succession broke, or seemed to break, or was

likely to break.

2. And till then, I shall content myself with offering

this reason to your Lordship, why it is morally im-

possible it ever should have broken in all that term ot

years, from the Apostles to the present times.

The reason is this ; it has been a received doctrine in

every age of the Church, that no ordination was valid

but that of bishops : This doctrine, my Lord, has been

a constant guard upon the Episcopal succession ; for

seeing it was universally believed that bishops alone

could ordain, it was morally impossible that any persons

could be received as bishops, who had not been so

ordained.

Now is it not morally impossible that in our Church

any one should be made a bishop without Episcopal

ordination } Is there any possibility of forging orders,
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or stealing a bishopric by any other stratagem ? No, it

is morally impossible, because it is an acknowledged

doctrine amongst us, that a bishop can only be ordained

by bishops ? Now as this doctrine must necessarily

prevent any one being a bishop without Episcopal

ordination in our age, so it must have the same effect

in every other age as well as ours ; and consequently it

is as reasonable to believe that the succession of bishops

was not broken in any age since the Apostles, as

that it was not broken in our own kingdom within

these forty years. For the same doctrine which pre-

serves it forty years, may as well preserve it forty

hundred years, if it was equally believed in all this

space of time. That this has been the constant doctrine

of the Church, I presume your Lordship will not deny
;

I have not here entered into the historical defence of it,

this, and indeed every other institution of the Christian

Church having been lately so well defended from the

ecclesiastical records by a very excellent and judicious

writer.^

We believe the Scriptures are not corrupted, because

it was always a received doctrine in the Church, that

they were the standing rule of faith, and because the

providence of God may well be supposed to preserve

such books as were to convey to every age the means

of salvation. The same reasons prove the great im-

probability that this succession should ever be broken,

both because it was always against a received doctrine

' "Original Draught of the Primitive Church, in answer to a dis-

course intituled ' An inquiry into the constitution, discipline, &c., of the

Primitive Church.'" This is the answer by Sclater, a Non-juror, in 17 17,

to King's *' Enquiry," published in 1691. King, afterwards Lord Chan-

cellor, tries to show that a definite government is not part of the Christian

tradition, and appears to have influenced John Wesley amongst others.

But Lord King himself was convinced by Sclater's answer, and changwl

his position. Lathbury, "Hist. Non-jurors," p. 303, cd. 1S45.
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to break it, and because we may justly hope the pro-

vidence of God would keep up His own institution.

3. I must here observe, that though your Lordship

often exposes the impossibility of this succession, yet at

other times, even you yourself and your advocates

assert it. Thus you tell us, " That the Papists have one

regular appointment or uninterrupted succession of

bishops undefiled with the touch of lay hands." ^

Is this succession then such an improbable, impos-

sible thing, and yet can your Lordship assure us that

it is at Rome ; and though it be seventeen hundred

years old there, yet that it is a true one } Is it

such absurdity, and nonsense, and everything that is

ridiculous when we lay claim to it ; and yet can your

Lordship assure us that it is not only possible to be,

but actually is in being in the Church of Rome ? What
arguments or authority can your Lordship produce to

show that there is a succession there, that will not

equally prove it to be here }

You assert expressly, that there is a true succession

there
;
you deny that we have it here ; therefore your

Lordship must mean, that we had not Episcopal ordina-

tion when we separated from the Church of Rome.

And here the controversy must rest betwixt you and

your adversaries, whether we had Episcopal ordination

then ; for as your Lordship has expressly affirmed,

that there is this uninterrupted succession in the Church

of Rome, it is impossible that we should want it, unless

we had not Episcopal ordination at the Reformation.

Whenever your Lordship shall please to appear in

defence of the " Nagg's-head Story," or any other

pretence against our Episcopal ordination when we de-

parted from Rome, we shall beg leave to show ourselves

1 " Preservative " p. 80 [i. 589].
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so far true Protestants as to answer any Popish argu-

ments your Lordship can produce.

Here let the common-sense of the laity be once

more appealed to
;
your Lordship tells them that an

uninterrupted succession is improbable, absurd, and,

morally speaking, impossible, and, for this reason, they

need not trouble their heads about it; yet in another

place you positively affirm, that this true uninterrupted

succession is actually in the Church of Rome : that is,

they are to despise this succession, because it never

was, or ever can be, yet are to believe that it really is

in the Romish Church. My Lord, this comes very near

"saying and unsaying, to the great diversion of the

Papists." Must they not laugh at your Lordship's

Protestant zeal, which might be much better called the

spirit of Popery t Must they not be highly pleased

with all your banter and ridicule upon an uninterrupted

succession, when they see you so kindly except theirs,

and think it only nonsense and absurdity, when
claimed by any other church .-• Surely, my Lord, they

must conceive great hopes of your Lordship, since you

have here rather chose to contradict yourself, than not

vouch for their succession : for you have said it is

morally impossible, yet affirm that it is with them.

§ /F. * That it is a Popish doctrine, and givesPapists an advantage over us.'

Ans. 7'/iere is the same degree of Popery in asserting the necessity of

Christianity and a rightfaith,

§ IV. The third objection against this uninterrupted

succession, is this, that it is " a Popish doctrine, and

gives Papists advantage over us." ^

The objection proceeds thus, we must not assert the

necessity of this succession, because the Papists say it

1 " Preservative " [i. 58b].
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is only to be found with them. I might add, because

some mighty zealous Protestants say so too.

But if this be good argumentation, we ought not to

tell the Jews, or Deists, &c., that there is any necessity

of embracing Christianity, because the Papists say

Christians can only be saved in their Church.

Again we ought not to insist upon a true faith,

because the Papists say, that a true faith is only in

their communion. So that there is just as much Popery

in teaching this doctrine, as in asserting the necessity

of Christianity to a Jew, or the necessity of a right

faith to a Socinian, &c.

§ V. Additional remarks upon the Bishopss doctrine of ' Sincerity.
'

§ V. I shall only trouble your Lordship with a

word or two concerning another point in my former

letter. I there proved that your Lordship has put the

whole of our title to God's favour upon sincerity, as

such, independent of everything else. That no purity

of worship, no excellence of order, no truth of faith,

no sort of sacraments, no kind of institutions, or any
church, as such, can help us to the least degree of

God's favour, or give us the smallest advantage above

any other communion. And consequently that your

Lordship has set sincere Jews, Quakers, Socinians,

Muggletonians, and all heretics and schismatics upon
the same bottom, as to the favour of God, with sincere

Christians.

Upon this, my Lord, I am called upon to prove that

these several sorts of people can be sincere in your

account of sincerity. To which, my Lord, I make this

answer, either there are some sincere persons amongst

Jews, Quakers, Socinians, or any kind of heretics and

schismatics, or there are not ; if there are, your Lord-
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ship has given them the same title to God's favour,

that you have to the sincerest Christians ; if you will

say, there are no sincere persons amongst any of them,

then your Lordship damns them all in the gross, for

surely corruptions in religion, professed with insincerity,

will never save people.

I have nothing to do to prove the sincerity of any of

them ; if they are sincere, what I have said is true ; if

you will not allow them to be sincere, you condemn
them all at once.

Again, I humbly supposed a man might be sincere in

his religious opinions, though it might be owing to some

ill habits, or something criminal in himself, that he was

fallen into such or such a way of thinking. But it seems

this is all contradiction ; and no man can be sincere

who has any faults, or whose faults have any influence

upon his way of thinking.

Your Lordship tells all the Dissenters, that they may
be easy, if they are sincere ; and that it is the only

ground for peace and satisfaction. But pray, my Lord,

if none are to be esteemed sincere, but those who have

no faults, or whose faults have no influence upon their

persuasions, who can be assured that he is sincere, but

he that has the least pretence to it, the proud Pharisee.^

If your Lordship or your advocates were desired to

prove your sincerity either before God or man, it must

be for these reasons, because you have no ill passions

or habits, no faulty prejudices, no past or present vices

that can have any effect upon your minds. My Lord,

as this is the only proof that any of you could give of

your own sincerity in this meaning of it, so the very

pretence to it would prove the want of it.



LETTER III.

My Lord,

I BEG leave to trouble your Lordship and the

world once more with my remarks upon the doctrines

you have lately delivered. Your Sermon and " Pre-

servative " I have already considered in the most im-

partial manner I could ; and shall now examine your

answer to the representation of the learned committee,

both as it is an answer to that, and as it contains

opinions contrary to the fundamental articles of Christ-

ianity.

I have less need of excusing to your Lordship this

third address, since you can so easily acquit yourself

from the trouble of making any reply to whatever

comes from me. It seems I have too small a reputation

to deserve your notice ; but if the Dean of Chichester
" would but declare for the doctrines delivered in my
Letters, and put but a little of his reputation upon the

issue, then, you say, you would submit to the employ-

ment of an answer." i

My Lord, I readily confess that I have neither

reputation nor learning, nor any title to recommend
me to your Lordship's notice ; but I must own that I

thought the very want of these would, in your opinion,

qualify me to make better inquiries into religious truths,

and raise your esteem of me as a correspondent in

' "Answer to Dr Sherlock's 'Condit. of our Saviour vindicated,'" p.

ti2 [ii. 695].
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these matters. For you expressly declare, that if learn-

ing or literature " is to be interested in this debate,

then the most learned man has certainly a title to be

the universal judge." ^ So that no man ought to show
any regard to learning, as a qualification in religious

disputes, unless he will own that the most learned man
has a title to be a Pope, or as you express it, the uni-

versal judge. Yet your Lordship in spite of this Pro-

testant doctrine so lately delivered, has despised and

overlooked all my opinions in religion merely for my
want of character and learning, and has promised to

undertake the needless task of examining those opinions

with another gentleman merely upon account of his

character and reputation. So that though it is perfect

Popery, and making the most learned man the universal

judge, to allow anything to learning
;
yet your Lord-

ship is so true a Protestant, and pays so great a regard

to learning, that you will not so much as examine a

doctrine with a person of no character for learning.

Again you say ;
" Nothing has been seen to ad-

minister so many doubts and differences (in religion)

as learning, and that none are seen to be less secure

from error than learned men." ^

Now is it not strange, my Lord, that after this noble

declaration against learning as the greatest cause of

doubts and differences, this extraordinary preference

given to ignorance as a more likely guide to truth, you

should despise anyone as below your notice in religious

disputes, because he wants that learning which so blinds

the understanding } Can you ascribe thus much honour

to learning, which in your opinion does so much dis-

honour to religion ? Will you interest those qualities

in this debate, whi' h if they arc allowed to have any

' " Auswer tu Keprcs. ofConvoc," \k 99 [ii. 4iiSJ.

» ibid. p. 98 [ii. 488].

M
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interest in it, will make the man of the greatest abilities

the universal judge.

Again, as a farther reason why you have taken no
notice of me, you say, " as considerable a writer as Mr
Law is, I hope the committee, as a body, are much
more considerable in the Dean's eyes ; I am sure, they

are in mine : and the Dean himself I have thought a

much more considerable writer than Mr Law, and so

have spent all my time upon him and the committee." ^

Now, my Lord, though I readily acknowledge this

to be exceeding true, and have so far at least a just

opinion of myself, as to be afraid to be compared to

much less persons than the Dean or any of the learned

committee, yet, my Lord, this reason which, if urged

by anyone else, might pass for a good one, cannot be

urged by you, without contradicting a principal doctrine

maintained in your " Answer to the Representation."

For there you bid us " look into the Popish countries
;

and see whether one illiterate honest man be not as

capable of judging for himself in religion, as all their

learned men united ; even supposing them met together

in a general council, with all possible marks of solemnity

and grandeur."^

Here we see a person merely for his want of literature

made as good a judge in religion, as a general council

of the most learned men, acting with the utmost

solemnity. We see a council in its utmost perfection

contemptuously compared to, and even made less con-

siderable than a private illiterate person. And this we
may fairly suppose was intended to show your contempt

of the English Convocation. But a few weeks after,

when you had another design in your head, you tell us

to this purpose, that you disregarded the writings of a

^ " Answer tu Dr Sherlock " [ii. 694].

* ''Answer to Repres. ot Convoc," p. 98 [ii. 488],
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single person of no figure in the learned world, to pay
your respect to the committee as a body, which, as such,

is much more considerable in your eyes. So that here

an illiterate person is made a great judge in religion

in regard to a body of learned men, because he is

illiterate ; and here that same person is made of no

consideration in points of religion in regard to a body of

learned men, merely because he is private and illiterate.

It will be of no advantage to your Lordship, to say

that you have only replied to the Dean, in relation to

me ; in the same words that he used to you, in relation

to Mr Sykes.i

For, my Lord, that reply might be proper enough

from the Dean, if he judged right of Mr Sykes' per-

formance ; it being very reasonable to overlook an

adversary that has neither truth, abilities, or reputation

to support his cause.

But though this might be right in the Dean, who
pays a true regard to the authority and learning of

great men, yet it cannot be defended by your Lord-

ship. For though my learning or reputation were ever

so low, they are so far from unqualifying me for

religious inquiries, that if you would sincerely stand to

what you have said, you ought, for the want of these

very accomplishments, to esteem me the more, and

even choose me out as a correspondent in this debate.

But however, without any farther regard to the

opinion your Lordship has either of me or my abilities,

I shall proceed to the most impartial examination of

your book that I possibly can.

' Sherlock, " Aiibwcr to a letter sent to him (by A. A. Sykts, M..\.

)

relating to his sermon before the Lord Mayor, November 5th 171 2,"

"proving the doctrines maintained in his sermon to be the same with

those charged upon the Bishop of Bangor." To Sykes' second letter was

added a ' Postscript to the Rev. Dr Sherlock, Dean ol Chichcsier, by

Benjamin, Bishop of Bangor.'
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Chapter I.—Of the Nature of the Church.

§ I. (Obj. ) ' The Church or Kingdom of Christ means the universal invisible

Church, which consists of the number ofmen dispersed or united

who are truly subjects to Christ.' Hoadly, " Ans. to Repres.

of Convoc."

Ans. This doctrine of the invisible Church contradicts (i. ) Scripture

;

(ii.) Article xix. ; (iii.) Does not concern the question at

issue.

(i.) Scripture : The Church on earth is a visible Kingdom, a Net,

a Feast ; containinggood and bad.

§ I. To begin with your Lordship's description of a

church ;
" The number of men, whether small or great,

whether dispersed or united, who truly and sincerely

are subjects to Christ alone in matters of salvation." ^

The learned committee calls this your Lordship's

description of a church.

Your Lordship answers; "I wonder to hear this

called my description of a church ;
whereas I pretend

in those words to describe no other but the Universal

invisible church. It is a description, not of a church, in

our modern way of speaking ; but of THE CHURCH,

the invisible Church of Christ.''
^

May not we also wonder, my Lord, that you should

so describe the Church, that it will not bear being

called a church .? If I should say it is a description

of no church, I have your Lordship's confession, that it

is not a church; so that it is something betwixt a

church and no church, that is, it is the Church.

(i.) Suppose, my Lord, somebody or other should

have a mind to be of your church, if he betakes himself

to a church, he is wrong
;
you don't mean a church,

but the Church. Your Lordship owns that this is not

1 " Sermon on the Nature of Christ's Kingdom," p. 17 [ii. 406].

^ " Ans. to Repres." p 70 § 12 [ii. 477].
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a description of a church in the modern way of speak-

ing
; I humbly presume to call upon your Lordship to

show that it is a description according to the ancient

way of speaking. To call the number of believers the

invisible church, is a way of speaking, no more to be
found in the Scriptures, than the company of pre-

Adamites.

There is, no doubt of it an invisible church

—

i.e.,

a number of beings that are in covenant with God,
who are not to be seen by human eyes ; and we may
be said to be members of this invisible church, as we
are entitled to the same hopes and expectations. But
to call the number of men and women who believe in

Christ and observe His institutions, whether dispersed

or united in this visible world, to call these the invisible

OmrcJi, is as false and groundless as to call them the

order of angels, or the Church of Seraphims. The pro-

fession of Christians is as visible as any other profession,

and as much declared by visible external acts. And it

is as proper to call a number of men practising law or

physic, an invisible society of lawyers or physicians, as

to call the Church on earth the invisible Church. For

all those acts and offices which prove people to be Chris-

tians, or the Church of Christ, are as visible and

notorious, as those which prove them to be of any par-

ticular secular employment. Would it be proper to

call the number of infidels and idolaters the invisible

church of the devil ? Are they not visibly under

the dominion of the powers of darkness } Are they

not visibly out of Christ's Church >. Must it not there-

fore be as visible who is in this Church, as who is

not in it }

If anyone should tell us that we arc to believe in-

visible Scriptures and observe invisible sacraments, he

would have just as much reason and Scripture oi his
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side as your Lordship has for this doctrine. And it

would be of the same service to the world to talk of

these invisibilities, if the canon of Scripture was in

dispute, as to describe this invisible Church, when

the case is, with what visible Church we ought to unite.

Our Saviour Himself tells us, that " the kingdom of

heaven is like unto a net that was cast into the sea,

and gathered of every kind ; which, when it was full,

they drew to shore and sat down, and gathered the

good into vessels, but cast the bad away." And then

says, " so shall it be at the end of the world." ^

This, my Lord, is a description of the state of Christ's

Church given us by Himself. Is there anything in this

description that should lead us to take it for an invisible

kingdom, that consists of one particular sort of people

invisibly united to Christ? Nay, is it not the whole

intent of this similitude to teach us the contrary, that

His kingdom is to consist of a mixture of good and
bad subjects till the end of the world } The kingdom
of Christ is said here to gather its members, as a net

gathers all kinds of fish ; it is chiefly compared to it in

this respect, because it gathers of all kinds ; which I

suppose is a sufficient declaration, that this kingdom
consists of subjects good and bad, as that the net that

gathers of every kind of fish, takes good and bad fish.

Let us suppose that the Church of Christ was this

invisible number of people united to Christ by such

internal invisible graces ; is it possible that a kingdom
consisting of this one particular sort of people invisibly

good, should be like a net that gathers of every kind of

fish? If it was to be compared to a net, it ought to be
compared to such a net as gathers only of one kind

—

viz., good fish, and then it might represent to us a
Church that has but one sort of members.

^ Matt. xiii. 47,
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But since Christ, who certainly understood the nature

of His own kingdom, has declared that it is like a net

that gathers of every kind of fish ; it is as absurd to

say, that it consists only of one kind of persons (viz.,

the invisibly good) as to say, that the net which gathers

of every kind, has only of one kind in it. Farther;

" when it was full they drew it to shore, and gathered

the good into vessels, but cast the bad away ; so shall

it be at the end of the world." Now as it was the bad

as well as the good fish which filled the net, and the

Church is compared to the net in this respect ; so it is

evident that bad men as well as good are subjects of

this kingdom. And I presume they are members of

that kingdom which they fill up, as surely as the fish

must be in the net before they can fill it. All these

circumstances plainly declare that the Church or king-

dom of Christ shall consist of a mixture of good and

bad people to the end of the world.

Again ; Christ declares " that the kingdom of heaven

is like to a certain king which made a marriage for his

son," and sent his servants out into the highways, who
"gathered together all as many as they found, both

good and bad, and the wedding was filled with guests."^

Nothing can be more evident than that the chief

intent of this parable is to show that the Church of

Christ is to be a mixture of good and bad people to

the end of the world. It is like a feast where good and

bad guests are entertained ; but can it bo like such a

feast if only the invisibly virtuous are members of it }

If the subjects of this kingdom are of one invisible

kind, how can they bear any resemblance to a feast

made up of all kinds of guests ? Nay, what could be

thought of, more unlike to this kingdom, if it was such

a kingdom as you have represented it
.-'

^ Matt. xxii. 2.
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How could our blessed Saviour have more directly

guarded against such a description of His kingdom as

your Lordship has given us, than He has done in these

parables ? He compares it to a quantity of good and

bad fish in a net, to a number of good and bad guests

at a feast. Are there any words that could more fully

declare His meaning to be, that His kingdom consisted

of good and bad subjects? Could anyone more directly

contradict this account of our Saviour, than by saying

that His kingdom is an invisible kingdom consisting of

a particular sort of people invisibly virtuous ?

Your Lordship professes a mighty regard for the

Scriptures, and a great dislike to all doctrines that are

not delivered there
;
pray, my Lord, produce but so

much as one text of Scripture ; tell us the Apostle or

Evangelist that ever declared the " number of believers

whether dispersed or united on earth," to be " the uni-

versal invisible Church ;

" show us any one passage in

Scripture which teaches us, that none are of the Church

of Christ, but those who have such invisible virtues, and

cannot be known to be so.

There is as much authority from Scripture to prove

that the Church is a kingdom without any subjects, as

that they are only of it, who have such invisible graces.

And it is as easy to prove from those sacred writings,

that neither Christ or His Apostles were ever visible

on earth, as that the number of people on earth who
believe in Christ constitute the invisible Church.

In the parables above mentioned it is out of all doubt

that our Saviour describes His universal kingdom or

Church : it is also certain that the universal invisible

Church, which you call Christ's Church, cannot be this

universal Church that is made up of a mixture of good

and bad members. I therefore beg of your Lordship

to let us know where Christ has taught us, that He has
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two universal Churches on earth ; for if you cannot
show that He has declared that He has these two
universal Churches, you must allow that this which you
have described, is a Church of your own setting up, not

only without any authority, but even against the express

word of Scripture.

§ //. The Bishop asks ^ if his doctrine hurts the universal invisible Church,
or the universal visible Church, or some particular visible

Church.'

Ans. There is but one Church on earth, and that external and
visible. An invisible Church would be in tu> danger.

§ H. Your Lordship says that the doctrines which the

learned committee have condemned, if they be of that

evil tendency, must be so " either with regard to the
universal invisible Church, made up of all those who
sincerely in their hearts believe in Christ ; or with
respect to the universal visible Church made up of all,

who in all countries (whether sincerely or insincerely)

openly profess to believe in Christ, or with respect to

some particular visible Church." 1

It may be justly expected, my Lord, that you should
show us some grounds for this distinction. Where does
our blessed Lord give us so much as the least hint that

He has founded two universal Churches on earth }

Did He describe His Church by halves when He
likened it to a net full of all kinds of fish? Has He
anywhere let us know that He has another universal

kingdom on earth besides this, which in the variety of

its members is like a net full of all sorts of good and
bad fish.

Let your lordship, if you can, show any subtilties in

Popery which are more of human invention, or more
contrary to Scripture than this refined distinction. The
opus opcratuin in the sacraments, the temporal satislac-

' Answer to Rcpr., p. 5, § i [li. 452J.



178 William Lat&s Defence

tion for sins, works of supererogation, or any of the nicest

arts of Jesuitism are not less founded in Scripture than

this nice distinction, of injuring either the universal

invisible, or the universal visible, or a particular visible

Church. For, my Lord, the Church of Christ is as

truly one and the same Church, as the sacrament of

baptism is one and the same baptism ; and He no more

instituted several sorts of Churches than He instituted

several kinds of baptism.

Pray, my Lord, therefore be no longer angry at

human arts in religion ; why may not Popery have its

peculiarities in doctrine as well as your Lordship ; the

Church of Rome, with all its additions and corruptions

and pompous ornaments, is as much like the Church as

it was in the Apostles' times, as your invisible Church is

like that which Christ declared to be His Church.

When they set out the Church as infallible, they do but

reason like your Lordship, when you describe it as

invisible.

That there are good and bad Churchmen, is past all

doubt ; but that people are of the Church by means of

invisible virtues, is as false as that only good men came

to the feast in the Gospel. We are assured that many

are called, but few are chosen

—

i.e., that many shall be

made members of Christ's Church, but few shall be

saved ; and who these few are that truly work out their

salvation, may be invisible to us ; but those many that

were called, that is, who were in the Church, though

they did not live up to all the intents of Church com-

munion, yet were as truly of the Church, as the bad

fish were really in the net.

But to proceed ; I shall illustrate this reply of your

Lordship concerning an universal visible, and universal

invisible, and particular visible Church, with the follow-

ing instances.
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Let us suppose any one was charged with writing

against the sacraments ; if he should with your Lordship

reply, that this charge against him must either relate to

universal visible sacraments, or universal invisible sacra-

ments, or particular visible sacraments, he would have

just as much Scripture or reason to support that dis-

tinction, as your Lordship has for dividing the Church

into universal visible and universal invisible, and par-

ticular visible. For the profession of Christianity,

or Church membership, is as external and visible a

thing, as the sacraments are external visible institutions.

So that it is as contrary to Scripture, and as mere an

human invention to make pretence of an universal in-

visible Church, when the dispute is concerning Christ's

Church on earth, as it is to have recourse to invisible

sacraments, if the question was concerning Christ's

sacraments.

They are both equally external and visible ; and as

the sacraments may be received without any spiritual

advantage, so persons may be of the Church and yet

not be saved. And as the sacraments are not less

sacraments, though they may not convey the designed

benefits to the receiver ; so neither are such a number
of people not of the Church, though they do not obtain

that salvation which is the intended consequence of

Church communion.

Your Lordship cannot give any one reason for intro-

ducing this distinction with regard to the Church,

which will not equally hold for the same distinction in

regard to the sacraments
; and there is exactly the

same Quakery and fanaticism in one doctrine as the

other.

For as it is the sacraments which chiefly constitute

the Church, so no distinctions or divisions can with

any tolerable propriety be applied to the Ciiurch, but
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such as may be also applied to the sacraments that

constitute the Church. And therefore the terms uni-

versal and particular, visible and invisible, have no

more to do with Christ's Church which He has insti-

tuted in this world, than with the two sacraments which

He also instituted, baptism, and the Supper of the

Lord,

Again, if anyone was accused of writing against the

Christian revelation, he might answer with your Lord-

ship, if this accusation be true, it must be so either with

regard to God's universal visible revelation in all the

canonical books, or with regard to His universal invis-

ible revelation whereby He speaks inwardly to all

sincere people, or with respect to some particular part

of His visible revelation. Let all the world judge

whether if a person so accused should make this reply,

it would not plainly appear, either that he was a down-

right enthusiast, or a crafty dealer in cant and artificial

words. I am sure your Lordship cannot show that

you have more authority to divide the Church on

earth into universal visible, and universal invisible, and

particular visible, than he had to divide the Christian

revelation into visible and invisible. Neither was it

less to the purpose for such a one to talk of invisible

Scriptures, if he was accused of denying the Gospel of

S. John, than it is for your Lordship under your present

accusation to have recourse to the invisible Church ; but

your Lordship will find no advantage in this retreat.

Again ; suppose a person was charged with writing

treason against the Government, and in his defence

should thus distinguish ; The treason that I am charged

with against the Government, must relate either to

universal government in this world, or to universal

in the other world, or to some particular government in

this world.
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It would be as ingenuous, as sincere, and as pertinent

for a person thus accused to talk of governments that

had no relation to the case, but in his own imagination
;

as for your Lordship in the present dispute to talk of

universal visible, and universal invisible, and particular

visible churches. For besides this, that there is no

foundation for such a distinction, yet if there was such

an invisible Church, how is it possible your Lordship

should hurt it ? How is it possible the learned com-

mittee should mean to charge you with injuring it?

They might as well think your Lordship capable of

forming a design to arrest a party of spirits, as to attack

an invisible Church that neither you nor they know
anything of or where to find.

§ ///. ' This doctrine of the universal invisible Church is the only true

accoiutt of the Church of Christ in the mouth ofa Christian.'

Ans. 7his overthrows the visible Church and contradicts our

Saviour.

Your Lordship says, ' That if you have unjustly

laid anything down in this description of the invisible

Church, to the prejudice or injury of any particular

visible Church
;
you acknowledge that it is your part

to answer for it.'
^

I believe it appears already that your Lordship has

a great deal to answer for upon this head ; and

I shall now farther show you that you have set up this

invisible Church in opposition to all other Churches

whatever. This will appear from the following passage-

in your sermon; "This inquiry will bring us back to

the first, which is the only true account of the Church

of Christ or kingdom of Christ in the mouth t)f a

Christian—viz., the number of men whether small or

great," &c.^
' Answer to Kc\n. p. 70 [ii. 477].

* Sermon on ihc Nature, &c., p. 16 [ii. 4050].
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We have your Lordship's confession that you only

here pretend to describe the universal invisible Church
of Christ

;
you also here plainly declare, that ' it is the

only true account of Christ's Church or kingdom in the

mouth of a Christian.'

Is not this, my Lord, expressly declaring that any
other account of Christ's Church is not a true one ; for

you say this is the only true one ? Is it not directly

affirming that any other description of Christ's Church
cannot become the mouth of a Christian ; for you
say that this is the ' only true one in the mouth of a

Christian ' ? So that if we call the universal visible

Church, the Church of Christ, we give a false account

of Christ's Church, and such a one as is unfit for the

mouth of a Christian.

Could your Lordship have thought of anything more
shocking, than to say that the description of your
invisible Church is the only true account of Christ's

Church, and fit for the mouth of a Christian, when our

Saviour has given us a quite contrary account of it

from His own mouth .? He compares it to a net full of

good and bad fish, to a feast full of good and bad

guests ; this surely, my Lord, is not an account of your

invisible Church, where there are only invisible members.

Your Lordship cannot say that Christ has here de-

scribed the invisible Church
;
you directly say that

your description of the invisible Church, is the only

true account of Christ's Church in the mouth of a

Christian ; and consequently this account which our

Saviour Himself has given of His Church, stands con-

demned by your Lordship as a false account of Christ's

Church unfit for the mouth of a Christian. I appeal to

the common-sense of every reader, whether I have laid

anything to your charge, but what your own express

words amount to. The short is this ; if Christ has in
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these parables described the universal Church as visible,

then it is plain that this account of Christ's Church is

a false one in the mouth of a Christian ; for you say
your account of the invisible Church is 'the only true

account of Christ's Church in the mouth of a Christian ;

'

so that nothing can secure this account which our
Saviour has given of His Church from your Lordship's

censure, but showing that it is the very same account
of the invisible Church that you have given ; which I

believe is more than your Lordship will undertake to

prove ; it being as hard to prove that a net full of good
and bad fish, or a feast full of good and bad guests

should represent an invisible kingdom of only one sort

of subjects, as that the net and feast, though both full,

should represent a kingdom that had not one subject in it.

If a fanatic should describe the Christian sacraments,

as spiritual and invisible sacraments, and then affirm

that that was the only true account of Christian sacra-

ments in the mouth of a Christian, could we charge

him with less than writing against all sacraments but

invisible sacraments? It is just thus far that your

Lordship has proceeded against the external visible

Church
;
you have declared the invisible one to be the

only true Church, fit to be spoken of by a Christian,

which I think is laying down a position highly injurious

to the visible Church, since it is here condemned as

false in the mouth of a Christian,

§ IV. (it.) Article xix. : The Bishop says ' the article is speaking of the

visible Church, he of the invisible one. Does membership in the

invisible Church prevent membership in any visible one ?

'

Ans. 7'o call the invisible Church the only true one is to depreciate

the visible one. The question is not whether a man may

Join the visible Church, but whether he must.

§ IV. (ii.) From all this it appears that the learned

committee have justly disliked your Lordship's descrip-

tion of the Church of Christ.
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Firstly ; As 'you describe it as an invisible Church,
directly contrary to the Scripture representations of it,

as given by our Saviour Himself.

Secondly ; As it is in disparagement of the Article of

our Church, which gives quite another description of

the Church.

That the Church described in the Article falls under
your Lordship's censure, is very plain. For you declare

that your description of the invisible is the only true

account of Christ's Church; therefore the description

in the Article cannot be a true one, because it is dif-

ferent from yours, which is the only true one.

Thirdly ; You declare that you consider the Church
under this description—viz., as invisible, because every

other notion of it, is made up of inconsistent images :
^

therefore the account of the Church in the Article is

thus inconsistent.

Now what does your Lordship answer here } Only
this, 'that the Article speaks of the visible Church,

and you speak of the invisible one.' ^

This answer, my Lord, proves the charge upon you
to be just. For since you own that you describe another

Church than that which is described in the Article, and
expressly affirm that your account of this other Church
is the only true account of Christ's Church in the mouth
of a Christian

;
you plainly declare that the other

Church is a false one in the mouth of a Christian. Yet
your Lordship rests satisfied with this reply, as if you
had cleared yourself by it. Whereas this is the very

charge itself, that you have described the Church other-

wise than it is in the Article, and have called this dif-

ferent and new account of it the only true account of

it ; and if it be the only true one, then that which is

given in the Article must be a false one.

* Sermon, p. 10 [li. 404] - Answer to Repr., p. 78, § 14 [ii. 481].
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Your Lordship goes on, " The Article declares what
it is, that makes every such congregation the visible

Church of Christ ; and I describe what it is that makes
every particular man, a member of Christ's universal

invisible Church. The Article describes those outward

acts which are necessary to make a visible Church
;

and I describe that inward sincerity and regard to

Christ Himself, which make men members of the

invisible Church of Christ. And where is the contra-

diction contained in all this ? " ^

Suppose, my Lord, anyone should affirm that there

is a sincere, invisible Bishop of Bangor, who is the only

true Bishop of Bangor in the mouth of a Christian.

Would your Lordship think here was no reflection

intended upon yourself.^ Would you think this account

no contradiction to your right as Bishop of Bangor?

Does your Lordship believe such an assertion could

come from anyone that owned your right to your

bishopric, and was a friend to you in it } Would you
imagine that nothing was meant against you, because

the other bishop was said to be invisible } Your Lord-

ship cannot but know, that though he is said to be

invisible, yet if he is the only true Bishop of Bangor in

the mouth of a Christian, then any other Bishop of

Bangor, whether visible or invisible, must be a false

one in the mouth of a Christian.

Thus it is your Lordship has dealt with the visible

Church
;
you have set another up as the only true

Church, and yet think all is well ; that there is no con-

tradiction, because you call this other an invisible

Church, whereas if it be the only true Church, it con-

tradicts every other Church in the highest sense. And
though it does not contradict it as a visible Church, yet

it docs as a true Church, which is of more consequence.

* Answer to Kepres., p. 79 [ii. 481 j.

N



1 86 William Law's Defence

Your Lordship here puts a question in favour of the

visible Church. " Can it be supposed by this learned

body, that a man's being of the invisible Church of

Christ, is inconsistent with his joining himself with any

visible Church ?
" ^

No, my Lord, it cannot be supposed. It cannot be

supposed by anybody that a man's being of the invisible

Church is inconsistent with his joining himself to the

Royal Society or College of Physicians. But pray, my
Lord, is this all that your invisible Church will allow

of? Dare your Lordship proceed no farther, than only

to grant that it is no inconsistency, no contradiction for

a member of your invisible Church to join with any

visible Church ? If you would sincerely show that you

have said nothing to the prejudice of the visible Church,

50U ought to declare that the members of your invisible

Church, may not only consistently join with that which

is visible, but that it is their duty, and that they are

obliged to join with it in order to be of yours that is

invisible. For if you have set up an invisible Church,

which will excuse its members from being of any that

is visible, then you have plainly destroyed it, by making

it useless. And it is but a poor apology for it to say

there is no inconsistency in joining with it, after you

have made it needless and unnecessary to join with it.

And it will be pretty difficult to give a consistent reason

why any person should join himself to a needless

Church.

* Answer to Repres., p. 79 [ii. 4S1].
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§ I'. The Bishop's invisible Chnrch ' is not concerned with the outward acts

ofwhich the Article speaks.'

Ans. I. Then it is possible to be a Christian without open profession

of Christianity, or observance of Christ's ordinances, or any

kitid of Church membership. This isflat against the Gospel.

Ans. 2. The so-called " invisible Church " really means, not those

who do not use external ordinances and do not belong to any

visible communion, but those who are inwardly what they pro-

fess outwardly. But Christianity demands outward acts, and

mere sincerity does not make a Church.

§ V. Your Lordship has here made great discoveries

of the nature of your invisible Church, which appears

to have nothing visible or external in it.

For first, you declare that the Article describes one

Church and you another. But how does this appear }

How does your Lordship prove this } ist. " Because

the Article declares what it is that makes every such

congregation the visible Church." ^ Now, my Lord,

if this shows that the Article does not describe your

Church, then it is plain that the Article here describes

something that does not belong to your Church ; for if

it equally belonged to your Church, it could be no proof

that it did not describe your Church. But you ex-

pressly say that it describes a different Church from

yours ; therefore it must describe something that does

not belong to yours.

Now if that which makes any congregation the visible

Church, be not necessary to make persons members of

your Church, it follows that they may be members of

yours, without being members of any visible Cluircli.

Again ; another reason why the Article docs not

describe your invisible Church is this ; because it

describes " those outward acts, which are necessary to

make a visible Church." - These outward acts arc, the

"preaching the pure Word of God, and administering

' Answer to Keprcs., p. 79 L''. 4ii'J- " !''• ^'•^
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the sacraments." Now, my Lord, seeing these outward

acts show that the Church here described is not your

invisible Church, does not this evidently declare that

such outward acts are not necessary to your Church ?

For if they did equally belong to both Churches, and
were alike necessary to them, how could they more
describe one than another ? But you say, it is the

mentioning of these outward acts, that shows that your

invisible Church is not described ; therefore it is plain

that you do not include these outward acts as essential

to your invisible Church, and consequently it is a

Church to which neither public worship, nor visible

sacraments are necessary. For if these outward acts

are necessary to your invisible Church, why does not

your Lordship mention them as such } You own you
describe what it is that makes every particular man a

member of the invisible Church
;

yet you not only

take no notice of these outward acts, but say that the

Article describes not your Church, because it mentions

these outward acts, which is a demonstration that these

outward acts do not belong to your Church.

Farther; when the learned committee had charged

your Lordship with the omission of " preaching the

Word and administering of the sacraments," you answer,

" they might have added, He omits likewise the very

public profession of Christianity. And is not the reason

plain ."* because I was not speaking of the visible

Church ; to which alone, as such, visible outward signs,

and verbal professions belong: but of the universal

invisible Church."^

I. My Lord, the reason is very plain, and it is as

plain that is not a good reason. For if the preaching

of the Word, the administering of the sacraments, and

the public profession of Christianity, be necessary to

^ Repr. of Convoc, p. 7 ; Answer to Repres., p. 80 [ii. 481].
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make any one a member ot your invisible Church, then

there was as good reason to mention them in your
description, as if you had been describing the visible

Church.

If they are not necessary, then you have set up a

Church exclusive of the visible Church. The case

stands thus ; if these outward acts be as necessary to

make persons be of the invisible as of the visible Church,

then they ought to come equally into the description of

both Churches, being equally necessary to both : if you
say they are not equally necessary, then you must allow

that there is no necessity that the members of your

Church should be in any external communion.

It is therefore no apology, to say that you describe

the invisible Church, unless you will say that a man
may be of it without any outward acts, or communion
with any visible Church. If a person may be of this

invisible Church without having anything to do with

visible sacraments, or worship in a visible communion,

then you have an excuse why you did not mention

these outward professions in your description of the

Church ; but if he cannot be of this invisible communion
without observing these outward ordinances, then it was

as necessary to mention these outward ordinances in

your account of this Church, as if you had been describ-

ing a Church, which consisted of nothing else but out-

ward ordinances.

So that the .short of the case is this ; if the ob.scrva-

tion of external ordinances be not necessary to make
men members of your invisible Church, then indeed

there is a plain reason why your Lordship should omit

them ; and it is al.so plain that this doctrine sets aside

the Gospel, if this invisible Church, the "only true

Church in the mouth of a Christian," be excused from

Gospel ordinances. Hut if these extcinal ordinance.^
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be necessary to constitute the invisible Church, then

there was as plain a reason to mention them in the

description of your Church, as if you had been describ-

ing the visible Church.

So that if your Lordship will give a good plain

reason why you have omitted these outward acts, it

must be because they do not belong to it ; for otherwise

the calling it invisible is no excuse, unless it has no
occasion for such outward performances.

And indeed this has appeared to be your doctrine in

almost every page, that you set up this invisible Church
in opposition to outward and visible ordinances. For
you all along set out the opposition or difference be-

twixt the visible and invisible Church in respect to

external ordinances : thus the one is visible, " because

to it alone belong external signs, or verbal pro-

fessions." ^ The other is invisible for the want of

these. Yet this invisible Church thus destitute, and

even necessarily destitute of external ordinances, is

by you called, the " only true Church in the mouth of

a Christian."

2. One may, I acknowledge, easily conceive in one's

mind a number of people, whose internal and invisible

graces may entitle them to the favour of God ; and
these may be called an invisible number, or congrega-

tion, or church, because it is invisible to us where it is,

or how great it is. But then, my Lord, it is a great

mistake if this invisible Church is opposed to, or dis-

tinguished from the visible Church in respect of ex-

ternal ordinances. For in these things they are both

equally obliged to be visible. And the invisible Church
is not so called, in contradistinction to those who attend

visible communions, and observe external ordinances,

^ Answer to Repies., p. 8i [ii. 481].
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but in contradistinction to those who are invisibly bad,

and are not what their external profession promises.

This is the only number of people or church, which the

invisible Church is opposed to. For as the invisible

Church intends a number so called, because of their

invisible graces ; so this invisibly good Church can be

truly opposed only to the invisibly bad Church, or such

as are not such persons inwardly, as they profess to be

outwardly.

But, contrary to this, your Lordship has all along

considered and described this invisible Church in

opposition to the visible, and made those outward acts

which are necessary to the visible Church, so many
marks to distinguish it from that which is invisible.

Thus you say that you " was not speaking of the

visible Church, to which alone, as such, visible outward

signs, or verbal professions belong : but of the universal

invisible Church."

'

Here you plainly make external signs and uutwaid

professions distinguish the visible from the invisible

Church ; whereas it is not invisible in this respect, as

being without these external profe.ssions, or in contra-

distinction to a visible Church ; but it is only invisible

in those graces, which human eyes cannot perceive.

Thus they are said to be the invisible Church, because

they are a number of men, who are such inwardly, as

they profess to be outwardly. Hut this shows that they

cannot be so called in contradistinction to outward

profession.s, since they must have an outward profession

themselves before they can be inwardly sincere in it
;

and consequently they are not oppo.sed to, or dis-

tinguished from a number of outward professors, for

this they are obliged to be themselves, but froni a

number of oiilward professors, who arc not sincere in

what they outwardly profess.

' Answer to Repres., p. bi \\\. 4^1 J.
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If I should describe charitable men to be an invisible

Church of persons sincerely well affected to mankind,
and this in contradistinction to others who are exter-

nally charitable, and perform outward acts of love

:

or if I should describe chaste men to be an invisible

Church of persons inwardly chaste and pure, and this

in contradistinction to others externally chaste and
visibly pure as to outward acts ; I should just have the

same authority either from reason or Scripture to set

up these invisible Churches of charitable and chaste

men, in opposition to persons outwardly charitable and
chaste, as your Lordship has to set up this invisible

sincere Church in contradistinction to the visible ex-

ternal Church. For, firstly, this sincerity no more
makes a church, than charity and chastity make a

church, or than honesty makes a man a member of a

corporation or an officer in the army ; these being

private personal virtues, do not constitute a church or

society, but concern men, as* men, in every estate of

life.

Secondly, Outward ordinances and visible professions

are as necessary to make men true Christians, as out-

ward acts of love and external purity are necessary to

make men charitable or chaste. For Christianity as

truly implies external acts and professions, as chastity

implies outward purity.

Now, my Lord, suppose the question was, whether
adultery or fornication or any other impurity was lawful,

and that the world was divided upon this controversy

;

would he not be an excellent preacher of chastity, that

should never tell us whether any or all of these were
unlawful, but should pretend to decide the controversy,

by telling the world, that chaste men is an invisible

Church of persons inwardly pure, and this in contra-

distinction to persons externally pure } Suppose he
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should tell them that their title to chastity did not

depend upon their being or not being of the number of

any outwardly pure or impure persons, but upon their

inward purity ; what apology could even charity itself

make for such a teacher ?

§ V]. {ill. ) But the doctrine of the invisible C/tunh is a mere speailaticn,

and has nothing whatever to do with the tnattcr at issue. The

whole controversy is whether it be as safe to be in one external

visible communion as in another.

§ VI. (iii.) The controversy on foot is this ; whether

external communion with any sort of fanatics be lawful?

Whether it be as safe to be in one external visible

communion as in another ? The world is divided upon

this subject, and your Lordship comes in to end the

controversy. But how ? Is it by examining the merits

of the contending parties .-' Is it by telling us what is

right and what is wrong in the different communions }

Is it by telling us that one external communion is

better than another? Is it by showing us that any is

dangerous .' Is it by directing us with which we ought

to join, or indeed that we ought so much as to join

with any .'' No : this right and wrong, or good and bad

in external communions, though it was the whole ques-

tion, is wholly skipped over by your Lordshij) ; and you

preach up an invisible Church as the only true Ciuirch

in the mouth of a Christian, and tins in contradistinction

to all visible Churches : and only declare that our title

to God's favour cannot depend upon our being or con-

tinuing in any particular method, but upon our sincerity.

Your Lordship says ;
" I have laid down a descrip-

tion of the universal invisible Church or kingdom of

Christ." * Your Lordship had been as well employed

if you had been painting of .spirits, or weighing <>f

' v. 76 [xi. 480].
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thoughts. "The main question," you say, " is whether

this description be true and just." ^

This, my Lord, is not the main question ; nor indeed

does it concern us at all whether your Lordship is

ingenious, or not, in this description.

For suppose your Lordship had been describing an

invisible king to the people of Great Britain, do you

think the main question amongst the Lords and Com-
mons would be, whether you had hit off the description

well .* No, my Lord, the main question would be, to

what ends and purposes you had set up such a king,

and what relation the subjects of Great Britain had to

him, whether they might leave their visible, and pay

only an internal allegiance to your invisible king. If

your Lordship should farther describe him as the only

true king in the mouth of a Briton, I believe it would

be thought but a poor apology to appeal to your fine

painting, that you had described him justly, and set

him out as invisible. The application is here very

easy ; it is a very trifling question, and only concerns

your Lordship's parts, whether your description of your

invisible Church be just or not ; but it is the use and

the end of setting up this Church, which is any matter

of question to us. Your Lordship might erect as many
Churches as you please, if you did it only for specu-

lative amusement, and to try your abilities in fine

drawing ; but if you pretend to unsettle the Christian

Church by your new buildings, or to destroy the dis-

tinction between the Church and conventicle by your

invisibles, we must beg your Lordship's excuse, and

can no more admire the beauty or justness of your fine

descriptions, than you would admire a just description

of an invisible diocese, if it was set out in order to

receive your Lordship.

' Ibid.
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You add ; but of ' this (description) they (the Com-
mittee) have not said one word ; but rather chosen to

go off to an Article of the Church of England, which

defines not the universal invisible Church.' And your

Lordship might as well observe, that they have not said

one word about Plato's " Republic." For how they

should imagine that you was describing an invisible

Church, or if they did, why they should trouble their

heads with such a description, is not easily conceived.

For, my Lord, if it was your primary intention only

to appear in defence of an universal invisible Church,

what can we conceive in our minds more surprising ^

What can be more extraordinary than that a visible

bishop at a visible court, should with so much solemnity

preach in defence of a Church which can neither be

defended nor injured .-' Are there any rights in your

invisible Church which can possibly be lost ? If not,

to what purpose does your Lordship come in as a

defender .'' Can the sight of any men find it, the malice

of any men attack it, or the goodwill of any men sup-

port it ? No : yet though it is as invisible as the centre

of the earth, and as much out of our reach as the stars,

yet your Lordship has very pathetically preached a

sermon and published some volumes, lest this invisible

Church, which nobody knows where to find, should be

run away with.

Should the same Christian zeal induce your Lord-

ship to appear at some other solemn occasion in the

cause of the winds, your pains would be as well em-

ployed ; for it would be as reasonable to desire that

they might rise and blow where they list, as that an

invisible Church, nowhere to be known or found by us

at present, may not be injured.

If therefore the learned Committee had so far lor^ot

that visible Church of which tlicy arc members, as tu
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have engaged with your Lordship about your invisible

Church, the dispute would have been to as much pur-

pose, as a trial in Westminster Hall about the Philoso-

pher's Stone.

But you complain that they rather chose to go ofif to

an Article of the Church of England. My Lord, this

is very hard indeed, that they should go ofif to the

Church of England, when you had an invisible Church

ready for them ; or that this learned body cannot

dispute about churches, but they must needs bring the

Church of England into the question.

Suppose, as in the above-mentioned instance, your

Lordship should lay down a fine and just description

of your invisible king of Great Britain, a number of

Tories should, instead of examining the truth of your

description, go off to the Acts of Settlement, which

declares a visible king of Britain : this would be to use

your Lordship just as the learned Committee have done,

who, instead of dwelling upon the beauty and justness

of this description, have gone off to an old Article in

the Church of England, which indeed only describes

an old-fashioned visible Church, as churches went in

the Apostles' days : that is, " a congregation of faithful

men, in which the pure Word of God is preached, and

the sacraments duly administered." ^

I am of opinion that the Apostolical Church would

not have thought themselves too invisible to be thus

described, or that this was too visible a description of

the Church of Christ to take in its sincere members.

Whether therefore your Lordship has given a true

description of the invisible Church, that is, a Church of

thoughts and sentiments, I shall not consider, but thus

much I must observe, that it is a very false description
;

firstly^ as it pretends to describe " The Church, and the

^ Article xix.
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only true Church in the mouth of a Christian."^ For

the Church of Christ, as has been shown, is as truly a

visible external society as any civil or secular society in

the world : and it is no more distinguished from such

societies by the invisibility, than by the youth or age

of its members.

The holy consecrated elements differ from common
bread and wine, but they do not so differ from it as to

cease to be as visible as common bread and wine.

Thus the holy Catholic Church, the kingdom of Christ,

differs from worldly societies and kingdoms, but not in

point of visibility, but in regard to the ends and pur-

poses for which it is erected—viz., the eternal salvation

of mankind.

Secotidly, This description contradicts the nineteenth

Article of the Church of England. For though it is

not set up as another visible Church, so as to contradict

it in point of visibility, yet seeing it is described as the

Church, and the only true Church, it plainly contra-

dicts it in point of truth ; for if it be the only true

Church, every other must be a false one.

Thirdly, This description is a mere speculative con-

jecture, a creature of the imagination, which can serve

no purposes, but is entirely foreign to the present

dispute, and must be so to any dispute which ever can

arise between contending communions. It no more

serves to inform anyone whether he should go to the

visible Church or visible conventicle, than whether he

should study the law or physic. It may indeed serve

to make persons regardless of any visible Church, but

can be of no use to them, if they desire to know witli

what visible Church they ought to join.

1 Auswcr to Kepres., p. 70 [ii.477] ; Senuon [ii. 405].
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§ VII. ' ^^ My Kingdom is not of this world." These are the words in

which ffur Lord declares the nature ofHis Kingdom.'

Ans. These words do not say what the Kingdom is, but what it is

not. They in no sense do away with the visible Church atid

the duty of belonging to it ; or do away with the threefold

ministry and its divine authority.

§ VII. It may now be worth our while to observe

how your Lordship came by this account of Christ's

kingdom, which you say is the only true one. " Jesus

answered, my kingdom is not of this world," is the text

to your sermon. You say, you " have chosen these

words in which our Lord declares the nature of His

kingdom." ^

Now, my Lord, one would imagine, that you hereby

mean, that our Lord has in these words declared what

His kingdom is ; for without this, it cannot be true that

He hath declared the nature of His kingdom. Where-
as it is so far from being true that He has in these

words declared what His kingdom is, that He has only,

and that in one particular respect, declared what it is

not. If He had said that His kingdom was not a

Jewish kingdom, would this be declaring the nature of

His kingdom ? If a person should say that his belief

was not the belief of the Church of England, would he

in these words declare the nature of his belief } Would
it not still be uncertain whether he was an Arian or

Socinian, or something different from them both?

Thus our Saviour's saying that His kingdom is not of

this world, no more declares the nature of His king-

dom, than a person by saying such a one was not his

son, would in these words declare how many children

he had.

" My kingdom is not of this world," are very indeter-

minate words, and capable of several meanings, if we

* Sermon, p. 10 [ii. 404] ; John xviii. 36.
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consider them in themselves. But as soon as we consider

them as an answer to a particular question, they take
one determinate sense. The question was, whether our
Saviour was the (temporal) King of the Jews.? "Jesus
answered. My kingdom is not of this world." Now as

these words may signify no more than the denial of

what was asked ; as there is nothing in them that

necessarily implies more, than that He was not a king

as the Jewish or other temporal kings are ; as the ques-

tion extends the answer no farther than this meaning
;

so if we enlarge it, or fix any other meaning to it, it is all

human reasoning, without any warrant from the text.

Now, taking the words in this sense, what a strange

conclusion is this that your Lordship draws from it

:

that because Christ said His kingdom was not a

temporal kingdom, as the Jewish and other king-

doms were, therefore His kingdom is invisible. Is

it denied to be a temporal kingdom, because a temporal

kingdom is visible.? If not, it will by no means follow,

that it must be invisible, because it is said not to be

temporal. Must it be in every respect contrary to a

temporal kingdom, because it is said not to be temporal }

Then it must have no subjects, because in temporal

kingdoms there are subjects ; then there must be no
king, because in such kingdoms there are kings. I

suppose the sacraments may in a very proper sense

be said to be not temporal institutions, though they arc

as external and visible as anything in the world ; and

consequently the Church may be not temporal in a very

proper sense, without implying that it must therefore be

invisible. Indeed I cannot conceive how your Lordship

could have thought of a more odd conclusion, than this

which you have drawn from thcni. If you had con-

cluded that because Christ's kingdom is not a temporal

kingdom, therefore its members are all of an a-e ;
it
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had been as well as to say, therefore they are

invisible.

Nothing can be more surprising than to see your

Lordship throughout your whole sermon describing this

kingdom with all the accuracy and exactness imagin-

able, and even demonstrating every particular circum-

stance of its nature, from this little negative, that it is

not a temporal kingdom. Your Lordship must be very

excellent at taking a hint, or you could never have

found out this kingdom of God so exactly from so small

a circumstance. It seems had this little text been all

the Scripture that we had left in the world, your Lord-

ship could have revealed the rest by the help of it. For

there is nothing that relates to this kingdom, or the

circumstances of its members, but you have purely by

the strength of your genius, unassisted by any other

Scripture, proved and demonstrated from this single

passage.

If a foreigner should tell your Lordship that his

house in his own country was not as the houses are in

this kingdom, would it not be very wonderful in your

Lordship, to be able to demonstrate its length and

breadth, to tell how many rooms there are on a floor,

and to describe every beauty and convenience of the

structure merely from having been told that it was not

like the houses in this kingdom ? But it would not be

more wonderful than to see your Lordship describe the

nature of Christ's kingdom, and explain every circum-

stance that concerns its members, from having been

told this negative circumstance. Nor indeed is it much

to be wondered, seeing you set out upon this bottom, if

you give as false an account of Christ's kingdom, as you

would do of an house, that you only knew what it was

not.

Again, you say, " As the Church of Christ is the king-
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dom of Christ, He Himself is king ; and in this it is

implied that He is Himself the sole law-giver to His
subjects, and Himself the sole judge of their behaviour

in the affairs of conscience and salvation." ^

What a pretty fine-spun consequence is this, to be

drawn from the above-mentioned text. Your Lordship

here advances a mere human speculation founded upon
no other authority, than the uncertain signification of

the words, king and kingdom
;
you say it is in this im-

plied that because Christ is king of His kingdom, He
is sole law-giver to His subjects. Pray, my Lord, why
is it in this implied } Do the words king and kingdom
always imply the same thing } Has a king in one

kingdom the same powers, which every king has in

another kingdom ? Has the king of England the

same power, which a king of France, or any sovereign

has in his kingdom ? Would it be any reason why the

king of England should be sole law-giver to his sub-

jects, because there arc kings who are sole law-givers to

their subjects .-' Now if the word, king, does not neces-

sarily imply the same power in every kingdom, how can

there be any conclusion, that because Christ is king of

His kingdom. He is sole law-giver to His subjects ?

Yet your Lordship's whole argument is founded upon

this weak and false bottom, that the word, king, is to

be taken in one absolute and fixed sense : for you ex-

pressly say it is in this implied, that because He is king,

He is sole law-giver. Now it is impossible it should be

implied in this, unless the word, king, always implies

the same power : for if there be any difference in the

constitutions of kingdoms, though they all have kings,

then it is plain nothing certain as to the nature and

condition of any kingdom can be drawn from its having

a king. But your Lordship has described the CDiistitu-

' Sermon,
i>.

ii (ii. 404J.
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tion of Christ's kingdom, the circumstances of its sub-

jects, and in short everything that can concern it, as

absolutely, and with as much certainty, from Christ's

being king of it, as if the word, king, had but one

meaning, or every king the same power.

Again, you tell us ;
" the grossest mistakes in

judgment, about the nature of Christ's kingdom or

Church, have arisen from hence, that men have argued

from other visible societies, and other visible kingdoms

of this world, to what ought to be visible and sensible

in His kingdom." ^

Is it thus, my Lord ? Are all our gross errors owing

to this way of reasoning ? How then comes your Lord-

ship to fall into this grossest of errors ? How come

you to state the very nature of Christ's kingdom from

the consideration of temporal kingdoms, or absolute

monarchies ? How come you to argue from the relation

between a king and his kingdom, to what ought to be

in Christ's spiritual kingdom ? Are not kings and

kingdoms temporal institutions ? Is not the relation

betwixt a king and his kingdom a temporal relation ?

How then can you argue from these temporal kingdoms

to anything concerning Christ's kingdom ? "Why will

your Lordship fall into so gross an error, as to assert

that Christ must be sole law-giver to His subjects, be-

cause there are some temporal kings who are sole

law-givers to their subjects ? Is there any consequence

in this argument ? Nay, are not all our errors owing

to this mistaken way of arguing ?

The only way to know the constitution of this king-

dom, is not to reason from what is implied in the words

king and kingdom, for they do not imply any fixed or

absolute sense, but from the laws and institutions of it,

whether they admit of or require the authority of under

' Sermon [ii. 408].
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magistrates. Thus, if it appears that Christ has com-
missioned others to act in His name, to exercise

authority in His kingdom, and govern His subjects in

such a manner as He has commissioned them to govern
;

is it any answer to this, to say, that " the Cliurch is a

kingdom, and Christ is a king, and consequently sole

law-giver in it " ? Is there nothing in this text, " What-
soever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven,"

&c., because Christ is king of His Church ?

The whole scheme of all your doctrines is raised out

of this single text, " My kingdom is not of this world "
;

which certainly implies no more, than if Christ had
said, I am not the temporal king of the Jews. Let us

therefore see how your Lordship's doctrines appear, if

we bring them to the principle from whence you had

them : as thus, Jesus is not the temporal king of the

Jews, therefore there is no such thing as Church

authority, no obligation to join in any particular com-

munion. Jesus is not the temporal king of the Jews,

therefore 'absolutions, benedictions, and excommunica-

tions are dreams and trifles
'

; therefore no succession or

order of clergy is better than another.

Jesus is not the temporal king of the Jews, therefore

'the invisible Church is the only true Church in the

mouth of a Christian '
; therefore sincerity alone, ex-

clusive of any particular communion, is the only title

to God's favour. Now if the Papists should say, " Jesus

is not the temporal king of the Jews, therefore there is

a purgatory, therefore we are to pray to saints "
; they

would show as much true logic and divinity, as your

Lordship has shown in the proof of your doctrines

from the above-mentioned te.xt. And I daresay, that

every reader of this controversy knows that you have-

not pretended to any other proof from the Scrijiturcs

for your doctrine, than what your oratory could <lraw

from this single text.
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This therefore, I hope, every reader will observe, that

all which you have advanced against the universally

received doctrines of Christianity, is only an harangue

upon this single text, which everyone's common-sense

will tell him contains nothing in it, that can possibly

determine the cause which you are engaged in. For

who can imagine that it is as well to be a sincere Turk
as a sincere Christian, or that a sincere Quaker is as

much in the favour of God as a sincere Churchman,

because our blessed Lord told Pilate, that His kingdom
ivas not of this world, and that in such a manner, and

upon such an occasion, as only to imply that He was

not that king which he inquired after ? Who can con-

ceive that there is no particular order of the clergy

necessary, no necessity of any particular communion,

no authority in any Church, nor any significance in the

sacerdotal powers, for this reason, because there is a

text in Scripture, which denies that Christ was the

temporal king of the Jews.

Your Lordship has said much of the plainness and

simplicity of the Gospel, and of its peculiar fitness to

be judged of by the ordinary common -sense of man-
kind

;
you have also interposed in this controversy, to

deliver them from the authority of the Church, and turn

them loose to the Scriptures. But, my Lord, if this

text, " My kingdom is not of this world," which seems

to common-sense to contain only the denial of a par-

ticular question, contains, as you have pretended, the

whole Christian religion ; and every other seemingly

plain part of the Gospel is to take its meaning from this

passage ; if it be thus, my Lord, what can we conceive

more mysterious than the Scripture .-' or more unequal

to the common, ordinary sense of men ?

For how should it come into a plain honest man's

head, that this text, which is nothing but the denial of
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a certain question, should be the key to all the rest of

Scripture ? How should he know that the plainest

texts in Scripture were not to be understood in

their apparent meaning, but in some sense or other

given them from this text ? Thus, when it is said, " Go
ye and disciple all nations, and lo I am with you to the

end of the world "
:

^ the first apparent sense of these

words is this, that as Christ promised to be with the

Apostles in the execution of their office both as to

authority and power, so He promises the same to their

successors the bishops, since He could no otherwise be

with them to the end of the world, than by being with

their successors. Now, my Lord, how should an ordiiiarj'

thinker know that this plain meaning of the words was

to be neglected, and that he was to go to the above-

mentioned text to learn to understand, or rather dis-

believe them ? For what is there in this text, " My
kingdom is not of this world," to show either that

Christ did not authorise the Apostles to ordain succes-

sors who should have His authority, or that the bishops

alone are not such successors ? Is there anything in

this text which can any way determine the nature, the

necessity, or the significance of such a succession.

Again it is said, that " There is no other name under

heaven given unto men, whereby they may be saved

but Jesus Christ." ' Now how should a man that has

only common-sense imagine that he must reject this

plain meaning of the word.s, and believe that a sincere

Turk is as much in the favour of God as a sincere

Christian, for this only rea.son, because Christ's king-

dom is not of this world ? It must not be common

ordinary sense which can reason and discover at this

rate.

Lastly, it is said, ' Wliatsoevcr ye shall bind on

' Matt, xxviii. 19, 20. * Acl.s iv. la.
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earth, shall be bound in heaven," &c.^ Now how shall

anyone that has only sober sense find out, that there is

nothing at all left in this text, that it only gave some-

thing or other to the Apostles, but gives no authority

to any persons now, because the kingdom of Christ is

not of this world ?

Our Saviour told His disciples, that 'they were not

of this world,' ^ but is that an argument that they there-

fore became immediately invisible ? Was neither S.

Peter nor S. Paul, &c., ever to be seen afterwards?

Why then must the kingdom of Christ become im-

mediately invisible because it is said not to be of this

world, any more than its first members were invisible,

who were also declared to be not of this world.

Had S. Peter or S. Paul no visible power and

authority over the presbyters and deacons, because

they were not of this world ? If they had, why may
not some persons have authority over others in Christ's

kingdom, though it is not of this world ?

For our blessed Lord's saying that His disciples were

not of this world, does as strictly prove that S. Peter

and S. Paul had no distinct powers from presbyters

and deacons, as His saying that His kingdom was not

of this world, proves that there is no real or necessary

difference betwixt bishops and presbyters in His king-

dom. And it is as good logic, to say the disciples of

Christ were not of this world, therefore there was no

necessity that some should have been Apostles and

others presbyters, &c., as to say Christ's kingdom is

not of this world, therefore there is no necessity that

some should be bishops and others presbyters in it.

I have been the more particular in examining the

text to your sermon, and bringing your doctrines close

to it, that every reader who has common-sense may be

^ Matt, xviii. l8. ^ John xv. 19.
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able to perceive that they have no more relation to

that text from which you would be thought to have
them, than if you had deduced them from the first verse

in the first chapter of Genesis.

And yet thus much every reader must have observed,

that it is your explication of this text alone, which has
led you to condemn all that authority, to censure all

those institutions as dreams and trifles, which the Holy
Scriptures, and the first and purest ages of Christianity,

have taught us to esteem as sacred in themselves, being
ordained by God, and of the greatest benefit to us,

being means of obtaining His grace and favour.

Thus far concerning the nature of Christ's Church.

Chapter II.—Of Church Authority.

§ /. A7-giimene from the nature of authority,

" ]f the decisions of any men can affect the state of Christ's sub-

jects with rei^ard to the favour of God, then the salvation ofsome
Christians depends nfon the sentence passed by others."—Hoadly,

Ans. to Repres.

Ans. This argument tells equally against the authority ofparents,

masters, and princes. But in none of these cases does authority

mean absolute authority.

I come now to consider what your Lordship has de-

livered upon the Article of Church authority, as it is

invested in the governors of the Church. And here

I have little else to do, but to clear it from those false

characters, under which you have been pleased to

describe it.

Thus you begin ;
" If there be an authority in any to

judge, censure, or punish the servants of another master,

in matters purely relating to conscience and eternal

salvation ; then Christ has left behind judges over

the consciences and religion of His people ; then the
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consciences and religion of His people are subject to

them whom He has left judges over them ; and then

there is a right in some Christians to determine the

religion and consciences of others. And what is more,

if the decisions of any men can be made to concern or

affect the state of Christ's subjects with regard to the

favour of God, then the salvation of some Christians

depends upon the sentence passed by others." ^

Here is the sum of what you have advanced from

reason and the nature of the thing against the authority

of Church governors ; which you would have pass for a

strict proof, that if they have any authority in matters

purely relating to conscience derived to them from

Christ, that then their authority can damn or save at

pleasure.

But, my Lord, in this same strict way of reasoning,

and by only using your own words, I will as plainly

prove that a father hath not authority even to send his

children of an errand.

For, "If the Christian religion authorises a father to

judge the servants of another master in matters purely

relating to motion, then Christ has left behind Him
judges over the motion of His people, then the motion

of His people is subjected to them whom He has left

judges over it; and then there is a right in some Chris-

tians to determine the motion of others. And what

is more, if the determinations of any men can concern

or affect the state of Christ's subjects with regard to

motion, then the lives of some Christians depend upon

the determination passed by others ; because they may
determine them to move from the top of a precipice to

the bottom."

Here, my Lord, I freely leave it to the judgment of

common-sense, whether I have not in your own words

^ Answer to Repres. p. 27 [ii. 461].
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proved it as absurd and unreasonable, that a father

should have any power over his son so as to send him
of an errand, as to allow the Church to have authority

in matters of conscience and salvation ; and the con-

sequence, according to your argument, is equally dread-

ful in both cases : for it is as plain that if fathers have

authority in matters of motion, then they may move
their sons to the bottom of a precipice ; as that if the

Church hath authority in matters of salvation, then it

may save or damn at pleasure ; and it is as well proved,

that fathers have no authority in matters of motion,

because they have no authority to command their

children to destroy themselves, as that the Church hath

no authority in matters of conscience and salvation,

because they have not an authority to damn people for

ever : for there is the same room for degrees in the

authority of the Church, which there is for degrees in

the authority of parents ; and it is as justly concluded

that parents have no authority in matters of any par-

ticular nature, because they have not unlimited authority

in things of that particular nature, as that the Church

hath no authority in matters of conscience and salva-

tion, because it has not an absolute unlimited authority

in these matters.

Yet this is the whole of your argument against Church

authority, that it cannot relate to matters of conscience

and salvation, because an authority in these matters is

an absolute authority over the souls of others ; which

is just as true, as if anyone should declare that a

father hath no authority in matters purely relating to

the body of his son, because an authority in these

matters is an absolute authority to dispose of his body

as he pleases.

Suppose it should be said that a father hath authority

over his son in civil aftairs; will it be an argument that
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he has no such authority, because he has not all, or an

unlimited authority in civil affairs ? Will it be an

argument that he has no authority in such matters,

because his son is not wholly and entirely subjected to

him in such matters ? Has a father no right to choose

an employment for his son, or govern him in several

things of a civil nature, because he cannot oblige him
to resign his title to his estate, or take from him the

benefit of the laws of the land ?

If he has an authority in these matters, though not

all, why cannot the governors of the Church have an

authority in matters of conscience, though they have

not all, or an unlimited authority in matters of con-

science ? How does it follow that they have no such

authority, because Christians are not wholly and absol-

utely subjected to them in such matters ? Why can

there not be bounds to an authority in matters of con-

science, as well as bounds to an authority in civil affairs?

And if a father may have authority over his son in

civil affairs, though that authority is limited by the

laws of the land and the superior authority of the civil

magistrate ; why may not the Church have an authority

in matters of conscience and salvation, though that

authority is limited by the Scriptures and the supreme

authority of God ?

He therefore who concludes the Church hath no

authority in matters of salvation, because it cannot

absolutely save or damn people, reasons as strictly as

he who concludes a person has no authority in civil

affairs, because he cannot grant or take away civil

privileges of the highest nature.

What therefore your Lordship has thus logically

advanced against the authority of the Church, concludes

with the same force against all authority in the world.

For if the Church hath no authority in matters of con-
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science, for this demonstrative reason, because it hath

not an unhmited authority in matters of conscience

;

then it is also demonstrated that no persons have any
authority in any particular matters, because they have

not an absolute unbounded authority in those particular

matters.

As thus ; a prince has no authority to oblige his sub-

jects to make war against such a people, because he

hath not an unlimited authority to oblige his subjects

to fight where, and when, and with whom he pleases.

A father hath no authority over the persons or affairs

of his children, because he cannot dispose of the persons

and affairs of his children in what manner he will.

Masters have no authority to command the assistance

of their servants, because they cannot oblige them to

assist in a rebellion or robbery.

Thus are all these particular authorities as plainly

confuted by your argument, as the authority of the

Church is confuted by it.

But now, my Lord, have neither masters, nor fathers,

nor princes, any authority in these particular matters,

because they have no authority to command at any

rate, or as they please in these matters? If they have,

why may not the governors of the Church have an

authority in matters of conscience, though they cannot

oblige conscience at any rate, or as they please .'* Why
may not they have an authority in matters of salvation,

though they have not ptnver absolutely to damn or

save ?

Your Lordship would therefore have done as much

justice to truth, and as much service to the worUl, if,

instead of calling Christians from the authority of the

Church, j'ou had publicly declared that neither masters,

nor fathers, nor princes, have, properly speaking, any

real authority over their respective servants, sons, and
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subjects ; and that because they are none of them to be

obeyed but in such and such circumstances, and upon

certain supposed conditions. For you have plainly

declared there is no authority in the Church, that it has

no power of obliging, because we are only to obey upon

terms and certain supposed conditions. If therefore

this conditional obedience proves that there is, properly

speaking, no authority in the Church, then that con-

ditional obedience of servants, sons, and subjects, proves

that neither their masters, fathers, or princes, have any

authority properly speaking.

§ //. Argumentfrom the nature of obedience.

' //some men have power to determine the religion of others, all religions

become equal as ixgards God's favour, for the subject viembers are

not alloived to judge whether they are right or -wrong.

'

Ans. /Ie?-e, too, the obedience owed is not unlimited or uncondi-

tional.

§ II. You say ;
" if there be a power in some over

others in matters of religion, so as to determine these

others ; then all communions are upon an equal foot,

without any regard to any intrinsic goodness, or

whether they be right or wrong ; then no religion is in

itself preferable to another, but all are alike with respect

to the favour of God." ^

Now, my Lord, all this might, with as much truth,

be said of any other authority, as of Church authority.

As thus ;
" If there be a power in the prince, or in

some over others in matters of war and fighting, so as

to determine those others ; then all wars and fightings

are upon an equal foot, without any regard to any in-

trinsic goodness, or whether they be right or wrong

;

then no wars or fightings are in themselves preferable

to others, but all are alike with respect to the favour of

God."

^ Answer lo Repres., p. 114 [ii. 4y4j.
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And now, my Lord, what must we say here ? Has

the prince no right or power to command his subjects

to wage war with such a people ? Or if he has this

power over them, does this make all wars alike ? Does

this authority leave nothing to the justice or equity of

wars, but make all wars exactly the same with regard

to the favour of God ?

Does this authority of the prince make all engage-

ments equally lawful to the subject that engages by his

authority ? Is he neither more or less in the favour of

God, for whatever cause he fights in, because he has the

authority of his prince ? Is it as pleasing to God that

under such authority he should make war upon the

innocent, plunder and ravage the fatherless and widows,

as engage in the cause of equity and honour ?

Now, my Lord, if all wars are not alike to the persons

who are concerned in them, as to the favour of God
;

if there can be any cases supposed, where it is not only

lawful, but honourable and glorious for soldiers to dis-

obey the orders of their prince ; then it is past doubt, that

soldiers may and ought to have some regard to the nature

and justice of the orders they have from their prince.

But we have your Lordship's assurance, that if they

may have any regard to the nature and justice of their

orders, then " there is an end of all authority, and an

end of ail power of one man over another in such

mattcis."

So that you have as plainly confuted all authority of

the prince over his soldiers in matters purely military,

as you have confuted all authority of the Chvnxh in

matters purely of conscience. For it is plain to every

understanding, that if there is an end of all authority in

religion, because persons may have some regard to the

intrinsic goodness of things,' that therefore there is an end

' Aii.-.\M;t to Kepres., p. 115 [ii. 495].
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ofall regal authorityover soldiers, ifsoldiers mayhaveany
regard to the nature and justice of their military orders.

Your argument against Church authority consists of

two parts ; the first part is taken from the Nature of

Authority, and proceeds thus :
' If there be an authority

in matters of conscience, it must be an absolute authority

over conscience, so as to be obeyed in all its commands
of what kind soever

;

' which is as false as if it were

said, that if a father hath authority over the person of

his son, then he hath an absolute authority to do what

he will with his person j or if he hath authority over

his son in civil affairs, then he hath an absolute un-

limited authority in the civil affairs of his son.

The other part of your argument is taken from the

Nature of Obedience, and proceeds in this manner :
' If

persons may have some regard to the intrinsic good-

ness of things in religion, then there is an end of all

authority in matters of religion '
; which is as false as to

say that if a soldier may have some regard to the nature

and justice of the military orders of his prince, then

there is an end of all authority of the prince over

his soldiers in military affairs ; or if a servant may
have some regard to the lawfulness of the commands
of his master, then there is an end of all authority of

masters over their servants as to such matters.

So that if there be any such thing as autliority

either in masters, or fathers, or princes, then both parts

of your argument are confuted ; for none of these have

any other than a limited authority, nor do their respec-

tive servants, sons, or subjects, owe them any other

active obedience but such as is conditional.

Now if it can be any way proved that obedience to

our masters, parents, and princes is a very great duty,

and disobedience a very great sin ; though they cannot

oblige us to act against the laws of God or the laws of
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our country ; then it will follow that obedience to our

spiritual governors may be a very great duty, and dis-

obedience a very great sin ; though they cannot oblige

us to submit to their sinful or unlawful commands.
And if common reason the laws of God and our

country be sufficient to direct us, where to stop in our

active obedience to our masters, fathers, or princes,

though they have authority from God to demand our

obedience ; the same guides will with the same cer-

tainty teach us where to stop in our obedience to the

authority of the Church, though that authority be set

over us by God Himself

§ HI. The Bishop denies only an ^authority in matters pjtrely relating

to conscience and eternal salvation^ for the eternal sahaiion of

some Christians cannot depend on the sentence of others.^

Ans. All laivjid authority affects our eternal salvation so far as

disobedience to it is sin.

§ III, Though this might be thought sufficient to

show the weakness of your arguments against the

authority of the Church, yet I shall beg leave to examine

them a little farther in another manner.

You say the authority which you deny, is only ' an

authority in matters purely relating to conscience and

eternal salvation, an authority whose laws and decisions

affect the state of Christ's subjects with regard to the

favour of God '

; and the reason of your denying it is

this, that 'if this authority, or laws, or decisions of men

can concern or affect the state of Christ's subjects with

regard to the favour of God, then the eternal salvation

of some Christians depends upon the sentence passed

by others.'

In order to lay open the weakness of this reasoning.

I shall state the meaning of the propositions of which

it consists.
* Answer lu KLjircs., p. 28 (li. .101J.
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And, firstly, I suppose an authority may be properly

said to afifect the state of people with regard to the

favour of God, when their obedience to such an autho-

rity procures His favour, and their contempt of it raises

His displeasure ; and I believe that this is not only a

proper sense, but the only proper sense which the words

are capable of.

It is certainly true that the authority of our blessed

Saviour was an authority which affected the state of

the Jews with regard to the favour of God ; but yet it

no otherwise affected their state, than as their obedience

to His authority was pleasing to God, and their dis-

obedience to it, the cause of His farther displeasure.

This is the only way in which the authority of Christ

affected the state of people with regard to the favour of

God ; and therefore is the only manner in which any

other authority can be supposed to affect persons with

regard to the favour of God.

Secondly ; Any things or matter may be properly

said to relate to conscience and eternal salvation, when

the observance of them is a means of obtaining salva-

tion, and the neglect of them, an hindrance to our

salvation. Thus baptism and the Supper of the Lord,

are matters relating to conscience and eternal salvation,

but then they are only so, for this reason, because the

partaking of these sacraments is a means of obtaining

salvation, and the refusal of them is an hindrance of

our salvation. He therefore who hath authority in such

things, as by our observing of them we promote our

salvation, and by our neglecting of them we hinder our

salvation, he has in the utmost propriety of the words,

an authority in matters of conscience and salvation.

Hence it appears that it is not peculiar or appropriate

to the authority of the Church alone, to relate to matters

of conscience and eternal salvation, but equally belongs
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to every other authority which can be called the ordin-

ance of God.

Now all lawful authority, whether of masters, fathers,

or princes, is the ordinance of God, and the respective

duties of their servants, children, and subjects, are as

truly matters of conscience and eternal salvation, as

their observance of any part of the Christian religion is

a matter of conscience and eternal salvation : and it is

not more their duty to receive the sacrament, or worship

God in any particular manner, than to obey their re-

spective governors ; nor does it more concern or affect

their state with regard to the favour of God, whether

they neglect those duties which particularly regard His

service, or those duties which they owe to their proper

governors. So that conscience and eternal salvation

is equally concerned in both cases.

For things may as well be matters of conscience and

eternal salvation, though they are of a civil or secular

nature, as the positive institutions of Christ arc matters

of conscience and salvation.

For Baptism has no more of religion in its own
nature, nor has of itself any more concern with our

salvation, than any action that is merely secular or

civil. But as baptism by institution becomes our duty,

and so is a matter of conscience and salvation ; so

when actions merely secular and indifferent are by a

lawful authority made our duty, they arc as truly

matters of conscience and salvation as any parts of

religion.

The difference betwixt a spiritual and temporal

authority does not consist in this, tliat one relates to

matters of conscience and salvation, and concerns and

affects our state with regard to the favour of God, and

the other does not ; but the diflercncc is this, that one

presides over us in things relating to religion and the
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service of God, the other presides over us in things

relating to civil life ; and as our salvation depends as

certainly upon our behaviour in things relating to civil

life, as in things relating to the service of God, it

follows that they are both equally matters of con-

science and salvation : and as the temporal authority

is the ordinance of God, to which we are to submit, not

only for wrath, but also for conscience sake, it undeniably

follows, that this temporal authority as truly concerns

and affects our state with regard to the favour of God,

as any authority in matters purely relating to religion.

For such an authority could in no other sense affect

our state with regard to the favour of God, than by our

obedience or disobedience to it ; but our state with

regard to the favour of God is as truly affected by our

obedience or disobedience to our lawful sovereign, as

by our observing or neglecting any duty in the world
;

and consequently the temporal authority as truly affects

our state with regard to the favour of God, as any
authority in matters of religion.

Seeing therefore by an authority in matters of con-

science and salvation, by an authority which can affect

our state with regard to the favour of God, nothing

more is implied, than an authority to which our obedi-

ence is a duty and our disobedience a sin, which is the

case of every lawful authority ; it plainly appears, that

all those frightful consequences, those dangers to the

souls of men which you have charged upon such Church
authority, are as truly chargeable upon masters, fathers,

and princes, and makes their several authorities as

dangerous powers over the salvation of others, as the

authority of the Church.

Thus, when your demonstration proceeds in this

manner ;
' If there be an authority in some over others

in matters purely relating to conscience and salvation,

I
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then the salvation of some people will depend upon

others.' Which, if we set in a true light, ought to

proceed thus ; If there be an authority in matters of

religion, to which our obedience is a duty, and our

disobedience a sin, then the salvation of some people

depends upon others.

But, my Lord, what a sagacity must he have who
can see this dismal consequence ? Who can sec that

masters, fathers, and princes have a power over the

souls of others either to damn or save them, because

obedience to their authority is a duty and disobedience

a sin ?

Your Lordship cannot here say, that an authority in

matters purely relating to conscience and eternal salva-

tion, is not expressed high enough, by being described

as an authority to which our obedience is a duty, and

our disobedience a sin. For, my Lord, no authority,

however concerned in things of the greatest importance

in religion and salvation, can possibly be an authority

of a higher nature, than that authority to which our

obedience is a duty, and our disobedience a sin. It

was in this sense alone that the authority of our Saviour

Himself affected the state of the Jews with regard to

favour of God; His authority was of a high and con-

cerning nature to them only for this reason, because

their obedience to it was their duty, and their dis-

obedience their sin.

If we now consider this authority in the Church in

this true manner in which it ought to be considered,

your Lordship's argument against it either [proves a

deal too much, or nothing at all.

Thus, if the consequence be just, that if it be

sin to disobey the Church, then the Church has a

power of damning us
; then it is as good a conse-

quence in regard to other authority ; as thus, ' It is
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a sin to disobey our parents, therefore our parents have

a power of damning us ; it is a sin to disobey our

prince, therefore our prince has a power of damning us.'

These consequences are evidently as just and true as

that other drawn from Church authority ; so that all

those dismal charges which you have fixed upon Church

authority, are as false accounts of it as if you had

asserted that every father, or master, or prince, who
demands obedience from his cliild, servant, or subject

in point of duty, or by declaring that their disobedience

is a sin, does thereby prove himself to be a Pope and

to have the souls of others at his disposal. For it is

out of all doubt, that if the governors ol the Church by

demanding obedience to them in point of duty, or by

declaring disobedience to be sin, do thereby assert the

claims of Popery, and assume a power to dispose of the

souls of the people ; that any other authority which

requires this obedience as a duty of conscience, and

forbids disobedience as sin, does thereby claim the

authority of the Pope and pretend to a power over the

souls of others.

So that if your Lordship has destroyed Church

authority which pretends obedience to be a duty, as a

Popish claim
;
you have also as certainly destroyed

every other authority which demands obedience as a

duty, as being equally a Popish presumption.

Whenever therefore you shall please to call away

servants, children, or subjects from their respective

masters, fathers, and princes, you have as many
demonstrations ready to prove them all Papists if

they will stick by their obedience to them as a duty of

conscience, and to prove their governors all Popes if

they declare their disobedience to be sin, as you have

to prove Church authority to be a Popish claim. And
I must beg leave to affirm, that they are as much mis-
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led who follow your Lordship against the authority of

the Church, as if they should follow you in the same
argument against owning any authority of their parents

and princes.

The intent of all this is only to show, that though

there is an authority in the Church to which our

obedience is a duty and our disobedience a sin (which

is as high an authority as can be claimed) yet this

authority implies no more a frightful power of dispos-

ing of our souls, than any other lawful authority which

it is a sin to disobey, implies such a power.

For where is the danger to our souls ? How is our

salvation made subject to the pleasure of our Church

governors, because God has appointed them to direct

us in the manner of worshipping Him and to preside

over things relating to religion, and made it our duty

to obey them .-' How does this imply a dangerous

power over our salvation .'' If we sin against this

authority we endanger our salvation, as we do by

neglecting any other ordinance of God ; and our damna-

tion is no more effected by any power in the persons

whom we maybe damned for disobeying, than a person

that is damned for killing his father is damned by any

power of his father's.

Neither is it in the power of the governors in the

Church, though they have authority in matters of

salvation, to make our salvation any more difficult to

us than if they had no such authority.

For all their injunctions must be either lawful or

unlawful ; if they are lawful, then by our obedience to

an ordinance of God, we recommend ourselves to the

favour of God ; and sure there is no harm in tins

authority thus far. And if their commands arc unlaw-

ful, then by our not obeying tlicm we still please God.

in choosing rather to obey Him than men. where both
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cannot be obeyed. And where, my Lord, is the terror

of this authority so much complained of? How does

this make our salvation lie at the mercy of our Church
governors ? We are still as truly saved or damned
by our own behaviour, as though they had no such

authority over us ; and though we may make their

authority the occasion of our damnation by our rebel-

ling against it, yet it is only in such a manner as any-

one may make baptism or the Supper of the Lord,

the occasion of his damnation, by a profane refusal of

them.

Upon the whole of this matter, it appears, firstly,

that when the authority of the Church is said to be an
authority in matters of conscience and salvation, or an

authority which concerns and affects our state with

regard to the favour of God ; that this is the only true

meaning of those propositions—viz., an authority in

matters of religion, to which obedience is a duty, and

disobedience a sin.

Secondly ; That this authority to which we are thus

obliged, is as consistent with our working out our

own salvation, and no more puts our souls into the

disposal of such authority, than our salvation is at the

mercy of our parents and princes, because to obey
their authority is a great duty, and to disobey it a

great sin.

% IV. The Reformation, i.
'' If there be a Church authority, I beg to

know how can the Reformation itself be justified?
"

Ans. The Bishop himself has defended resistance to the abuse of a

real authority,

§ IV. I. Your Lordship has yet another argument
against Church authority taken from the nature of our

Reformation, which it seems cannot be defended, if

there was then this Church authority we have been

pleading for.
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Thus you say ;
" If there be a Church authority,

I beg to know, how can the Reformation itself be

justified ?"i

My Lord, I cannot but wonder this should be a diffi-

culty with your Lordship, who has written so famous a

treatise to inform people how they not only may, but

ought in point of duty get rid of a real authority ; I

mean in your defence of resistance.-

I suppose it is taken for granted, that James IL was
king of England, that he had a regal authority over

all the people of England, and that they all of what
station soever were his subjects

;
yet granting this regal

authority in him, and this state of subjection in all the

people of England, your Lordship knows how to set

aside that government and set up another government

;

and even to make it our duty as men and Protestants

to set up another government.

Now since you know how to get rid of this authority

in so Christian and Protestant a manner, one cannot

but wonder how you should be at a loss to justify the

Reformation, without supposing that the Church at

that time had no authority.

For did you ever justify the Revolution, because

James IL had no kingly authority, or that the people

of England were not his subjects .•* Nay, did >'ou not

defend it upon the quite contrary supposition, that

though James II. had a regal authority, though all the

people of England were his subjects, and had sworn to

be his faithful subjects, yet in spite of all these con-

siderations, did you not assert that they not only might,

but ought to set him aside and choose another governor

in his stead }

And yet after all this, you know not how to defend

' Answer to Kepres., p. 117 [ii. 496].

* Iloidly's " Measures of suhmission to the civil m.igistratc."
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the Reformation, it is a perfectly lost cause, and not a

word to be said for it, unless we suppose that there was

no authority in the Church when we reformed from it.

Surely if your Lordship loved to defend the Reforma-

tion, as well as you loved to defend the Revolution,

you would not have so many reasons for one, and none

for the other.

For supposing an authority in the Church, will not

tyranny, breach of fundamentals, and unlawful terms of

communion, defend our departure from a real authority

in the Church, as well as any grievances or oppressions

will defend our leaving a real authority in the State ?

What a pitiful advocate, what a betrayer of the

rights of the people would you reckon him, who should

say. If there was any regal authority in James II., if

the people of England were his subjects ; I beg to

know, how can the Revolution itself be justified }

Yet just such an advocate are you, just such a be-

trayer of the Reformation, you cannot defend it, it

has no bottom to stand upon ; and if there was any
authority in the Church before the Reformation, you
beg to know, how the Reformation itself can be justified.^

My Lord, I do not urge this to show either that the

Revolution and Reformation are equally justifiable,

or that they both are to be justified upon the same
reasons ; but to show that your Lordship from your

own principles needed not to have wanted as good
reasons for the Reformation as you have produced

for the Revolution, even supposing the Church of Rome
had as real an authority over us as James II. had, and
that we were as truly in a state of subjection to that

Church before the Reformation, as we were in a state

of subjection to that king before the Revolution.
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§ V. 2- ' Ai (he time of tJie Reformation there was an order claitnin^

spiritual authority. To justify the Reformation is to prove such

claim to be false.'

Ans. To justify the Revolution is not to prove that the king had
lawful authority, but that he abused it.

§ V. 2. Again, you proceed thus ;
" For there was

then " (at the time of the Reformation) " a Church, and
an order of churchmen, vested with all such spiritual

authority, as is of the essence of the Church. There
was therefore a Church authority to oblige Christians

;

and a power in some over others. What was it there-

fore to which we owe this very Church of England ? " ^

Now, my Lord, I hope you will grant, that just at

the time of the Revolution, 'there was then a king,

vested with all such civil authority as is of the essence

of a king. There was therefore a regal authority to

oblige the people of England, and a power in one over

others. What was it therefore to which we owe this

very Revolution in England }

'

1 suppose that you will say that we owe it, not to

any want of au<"hority in the late King James, but to

his abuse of his authority : why therefore is it not as

easy to account for the Reformation, not from tiie

want, but the abuse of authority in the Church of

Rome.-* Is it an argument that the people of England

were no subjects, under no government, nor had any

king, because they would no longer submit to the

oppressions and grievances of a late reign, but asserted

their liberties and appealed to the conditions of the

original contract .-'

If not, why is it an argument that the Church had no

authority, because some years ago the people of England

would no longer submit to the corruptions and unlaw-

ful injunctions of the Churcii of Rome, but appalled to

' .Viibv>ei lo Kqucs., [>. Il8[ii. 496].
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the Scriptures, and the practice of the first and purest

ages of Christianity ?

If your Lordship was so entirely consistent with your-

self as you tell us you are ; if you never pursued an
argument farther than the plain reason of it led you

:

how is it possible that you, who have so strenuously

defended the resistance of people against a legal king}

(for so you expressly call him) should declare that our

separation from the Church of Rome cannot be justified,

without supposing that the Church of Rome had never

any authority over us ?

For supposing that Church had been really our sover-

eign in affairs of religion, is it not strange that you,

who have asserted that our " present settlement is

owing entirely to the taking up arms, and adhering to

such as were in arms against their sovereign," ^ should

yet declare that our opposing the Church of Rome, can-

not be justified but by supposing, that she never had
any sovereignty over us ?

Is it not yet stranger, that you, who have defended

the Revolution by comparing it to the Reformation,

should yet declare that the Reformation cannot be justi-

fied without supposing that the Church of England was
under no authority of the Church of Rome ?

For, my Lord, if the Church of England had not been

under the authority of the Church of Rome, how could

our opposing that Church be compared to the resist-

ing of King James ? How could our separation from

that Church be a defence of our withdrawing our allegi-

ance from King James, without supposing that the

^ Hoadly, Several Tracts. " Considerations humbly offered to the

Bishop of Exeter, occasioned by his Lordship's sermon preached before

Her Majesty, March 8th, 1708 "
:
" invited over a prince with armed men

to overawe their legal king," p. 332 [ii. 137].

^ Ibid. p. 366 [ii. 153]. "An humble reply to the Lord liishop

of Exeter," 170Q.
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Church before that separation had as real and legal

authority as that king had before the Revolution ?

Your words are these ;
" Why should that {i.e., resist-

ance) be absolutely and entirely condemned, as a

damnable sin, any more than Church separation, by

which we got rid of the tyranny of Rome ? " And again,

" all church reformation, is not church destruction ; why
therefore must all resistance be called rebellion?"^

Now is it not very strange, my Lord, that after this,

you should assert that the Church had no authority be-

fore the Reformation ; and that if it had any authority,

then our separation from it cannot be justified ? Is not

this very strange after you had used it as an argument

to justify the withdrawing of our allegiance from King

James II. ?

For let us suppose with you, that there was no church

authority at the time of the Reformation, and then see

how excellent an argument you have found out in de-

fence of the Revolution, which, upon this supposition,

must proceed in this manner

:

The Church of England might separate from the

Church of Rome, who had no authority over her ; there-

fore the people of England might resist their legal king,

who had a regal authority over them. Again, the clergy

of England, who were no subjects of the Church of

Rome, might separate from that Church ; therefore the

people of England, who were subjects to King James

II., might withdraw their allegiance from him.

Thus absurd is your argument made, by supposing

that the Church had not as real and rightful an author-

ity before the Reformation, as James 11. had before tiic

Revolution.

Farther ; let us suppose with your Lordshii), that " if

' Sev. Tracts, p. 334 [ii. 13*1 9J.
" Consideralions ollcicd to biiiioj)

of Exeter."
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there was a real authority in the Church at the time of
the Reformation," then the Reformation "has no bottom,
but is altogether unjustifiable ;

" let us suppose that this

doctrine is true, and then see how consistently you have
argued upon this supposition.

You say the Reformation cannot be justified ; it has no
bottom to stand upon, if the Church of Rome had a real

authority; yet this opposition, which is so entirely

wrong, because an opposition to authority, is brought
by you as a parallel case to prove that the resistance

against the authority of King James was entirely right.

This Reformation, which if it was brought against any
any church authority, is said to be for that very reason

without any bottom, and to have no foundation, is used
by your Lordship to point out the true bottom and firm

foundation of the Revolution.

And here let all the world judge whether reason and
religion alone can induce any one to maintain the truth,

the justice, the honour, the Christianity of the Revolu-
tion, as founded upon resistance to a legal king

; and
yet condemn at the same time the Reformation, as

having neither reason, nor truth, nor justice to support
it, as founded upon a departure from a real authority in

the Church of Rome. For reason and religion do as

plainly give leave to depart from the highest authority

in the Church, when the laws of God cannot be observed
without departing from it, as in any other case; and
there is no more necessity of supposing or proving that

there was no rightful authority in the Church, to justify

our departing from it, than it is necessary to prove such
a person not to be my father, or to have no authority

over me, in order to justify my disobeying his unlawful
commands.



of Church Principles. 229

§ VI. 3. ' But if Church aitlhorily exist now, the Church of Rome must

have had it then, and it was unjustifiable to reject it.'

Ans. To set aside a tyrannical authority is not to reject ah

authority.

§ VI. 3. Again, your Lordship is farther at a loss

about the Reformation, which cannot possibly be justi-

fied, if afterwards, an authority in matters of conscience

and salvation be still claimed.

Thus you say ;
" Nor can I ever understand, upon

this bottom {viz., the claiming such authority), what it

was that could move or justify those, who broke off

from the tyranny of the Church of Rome ; unless it be

sufficient to say, that it was only that power might

change hands." ^

Here your Lordship cannot conceive anything more

unjustifiable than the Reformation, if church authority

is still to be kept up ; nor can you upon this claim

assign any other pretence for reforming, but only that

power might change hands.

Did your Lordship then never hear of the justice of

removing one authority and setting up another t Can

you think of no case, where equity, honour, and duty

called upon a people to resist one power, and yet make

another to succeed }

Now if this practice can be equitable and honourable,

and is asserted to be so by your Lordship, can it be

conceived that reason alone should induce you to load

the Reformation with so much guilt and injustice, to

condemn it as so groundless an undertaking ; because

though it set aside the tyrannical authority of the

Church of Rome, yet it asserted a true church

authority, and made obedience to it necessary to

obtain the favour of God.

Suppose some friend to the Revolution, alter hcar-

' Answer to Reprcs., p. 48 [ii. 469],



230 William Law^s Defence

ing that the Prince of Orange was proclaimed king, and
a regal authority set up, should then have said in your
Lordship's words, " I can never understand, upon this

bottom, what it was that could move or justify those

who broke off from the tyranny of the late King James;
unless it was sufficient to say, that it was only that

power might change hands."

I appeal to your Lordship, whether anything could

be more extravagant and senseless than such a declara-

tion as this from a friend to the Revolution.

And as I freely appeal to the common-sense of

every one, whether your own declaration expressed
in the same words with regard to the Reformation,

sets you out to any better advantage in relation to

that.

For it is full as good sense to say, where is the justice

of the Revolution, or what foundation has it in the

reason of things, if there is still a king to be acknow-
ledged, and a regal authority to be submitted to ; as to

call out for the justice, and equity, and reason of the

Reformation, if there is still a church authority which
we are obliged to obey. And it is as certainly the

shame and reproach and injustice of the Revolution,

that a government and regal authority is still main-
tained, as it is the shame, and reproach, and injustice

of the Reformation, that a church authority is still

asserted.

And there was no more necessity in the nature or

reason of the thing, that the Reformation should disown
all authority properly so called, in matters of religion,

than that the Revolution should have rejected all

authority properly so called in civil affairs. Neither
does the Reformation any more contradict itself, or

undermine its own foundation, and give the Papists

an advantage over it, by claiming and asserting a
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church authority, than the RevoUition contradicted

itself, or conspired its own ruin, by setting up a king,

and maintaining a Government in the State. And it

had been just as wise as prudent and poHtic manage-

ment, if the Revolution had set up no Government, but

left every man to himself in civil affairs, in order to

have prevented the return of the late King James ; as

if the Reformation had maintained no church authority,

but left every person's religion to himself, in order to

keep out Popery. And it is just as much matter of joy

and triumph to the Papists, to see this authority asserted

in the Church of England, as it was matter of joy to the

late King James to find that a regal authority was set

up against him.

But to go on
;
your argument, when put in form, will

proceed in this manner :

The Church of England departed from the authority

of the Church of Rome, therefore we may lawfully

depart from any church authority. And again ;

—

at the Reformation we lawfully separated from the

communion of the Church of Rome, therefore we

may as lawfully separate from any particular com-

munion.

And now, my Lord, can any argument be more trifl-

ing, or draw more absurd consequences after it, than

this .'' And yet, absurd as it is, it is one of your best,

and which you seem to take great delight in ; thus arc

we told in almost every page, that if we will stand by

the reason and justice of the Reformation, we must

give up all authority in matters of religion ; and

not pretend to a necessity of being of any particular

church, if we would justify our leaving the Romish

Church.

But pray, my Lord, you have told us, that tlie people

of England of all stations did Lnvjully and honourably.
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&c., resist the late King James ; but does it therefore

follow that they may as lawfully and honourably resist

King George ? If not, how does it follow that because

we might justly separate from the Church of Rome,

therefore others may as justly separate from the Church

of England ?

Is it inconsistent with the principles of the Revolution

to declare men rebels, because it was founded (as you

affirm) upon resistance? If not, why must it be incon-

sistent with the principles of the Church of England, to

declare any people schismatics, because she separated

from the Church of Rome ? Now if you will say that

all who take arms at any time against any king, are

justified by those who took arms against the late King

James ; then you would have some pretence to make

our separation from the Church of Rome a justification

of every other separation in the world. But since you

cannot say this, but have pretended to demonstrate the

contrary, that though sometimes resistance is not re-

bellion, yet sometimes resistance certainly is rebellion
;

you are particularly hard to the Reformation, to make

it either unjustifiable in itself, or else to be a justifica-

tion of every other pretended reformation.

§ VII. 4. The Bishop implicitly admits that not all separation is schism,

and that lawful separation does notjustify all separations.

§ VII. 4. But however, as hard as you are upon the

Reformation in this place, making it, considered as a

separation, a defence of all other separations from the

Church of England
;
yet you yourself, to show your

equal regard to both sides of a contradiction, have

asserted the contrary, and declared that as all resistance

is not rebellion, so neither is all separation schism.

Now, I suppose, when you say that all resistance is
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not rebellion, it is certainly implied that some resist-

ance may be rebellion ; and likewise by declaring in

the same manner all separation not to be schism, it

must as necessarily be implied that some separation

may be schism. Here therefore you plainly teach us,

that some separation may be schism, and some separa-

tion may not be schism
;
yet your present argument is

founded upon the contrary supposition, that either all

separations are lawful, or none are lawful ; for it is the

constant complaint in every chapter of your book, that

the Church of England should assert any necessity or

obligation upon others of conforming to her, when she

herself denied the necessity of her conforming to the

Church of Rome. So that the lawfulness or justice of

her separation from Rome is urged to show the equal

lawfulness and justice of all separations from the Church

of England ; which argument is plainly founded upon

this proposition, that all separations from any churches

are either equally lawful, or equally unlawful. Which

is directly contrary to this other proposition, that some

separation may be schism, and some separation may

not be schism. Which contradiction is just as palpable,

as if you had said, all resistance is not the sin of

rebellion
;
yet all resistance is eitiier equally lawful, or

equally unlawful.

But to go on, you say that all resistance is not re-

bellion, and for a proof of it, say, that all church separa-

tion is not schism ; which plainly implies, that there is

at least as much difference betwixt some separations

from different churches, as there is bctwi.xt some armed

resistances against different kings. Now if, according;

to your Lordship, there is as much difference betwixt

resistances, as there is betwixt an action that is a duty

and an action that is a sin, and you have proved this

difference, by comparing those resistances to dificrcnt

Q
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sorts of separations, then it will necessarily follow that

there may be, nay must be, as much difference betwixt

one separation and another separation, as there is

betwixt one action that is a duty, and another action

that is a sin. This being the true state of the case,

your Lordship's argument in defence of the separatists

taken from our separation from the Church of Rome,

will stand thus.

We separated from the Church of Rome, because

such separation was our duty, therefore the fanatics

may separate from the Church of England, though such

separation is a sin : which is as rational an argument,

as if it should be said, such a one killed a man lawfully,

therefore anyone else may kill a man unlawfully. For

if some separation may be a duty, and some separation

a sin, it is as false and ridiculous to infer, that if our

separation is just, it justifies all other separations; as

to conclude, that because we may do our duty, others

may transgress their duty. For there being manifestly

and from your own acknowledgment, this great differ-

ence between one separation and another separation,

that one separation in such circumstances will no more

justify a separation in other circumstances, than the

lawfulness of killing a man in some cases will prove it

lawful to kill a man in all other cases.

Now if your Lordship has any demonstrations ready,

to show that resistance in some circumstances is a

Christian duty, and resistance in some other circum-

stances is a damnable sin ; and that it may be as great

a sin to resist some princes, as it is a duty to resist

others ; if you can help us to any plain rule, any certain

signs to know an honest Christian resister from a

resister who is a rebel and in danger of damnation ; I

hope there may be found as plain rules to show us who
separates lawfully, and who separates unlawfully from
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any particular church. If you can give any reasons

why the late King James might be resisted then, and
yet show it a sin to resist King George now, it is some-
thing strange that you cannot find any reasons, why it

was our duty to separate from the Church of Rome
then, and yet show it a sin to separate from the Church
of England now.

For I would suppose at least, that there is as much
difference between separating from the Church of Eng-
land and separating from the Church of Rome, as there

is betwixt resistance against a good king and resist-

ance against a tyrannical oppressor ; and if there be

this difference, then you must allow, that it is as false

to argue from the lawfulness of separating from one

Church, to the lawfulness of separating from the other,

as it would be to argue, that because oppressive tyrants

may be resisted, therefore just and good kings may bo

resisted. I have been the longer in examining this

doctrine in this particular view in relation to resistance,

that it may be seen with how much truth you say, you

have " recommended such principles as serve to estab-

lish the interest of our common country and our common
Christianity, of human society and true religion, upon

one uniform, steady, and consistent foundation." ^

For it is evident that these principles, if put in

practice, directly tend to the utter ruin of our common
country, and our common Christianity ; for I have

shown that all the arguments which you have advanced

against church authority, if they have any force, con-

clude with the same force against all sorts of authority

in the world.

I shall now proceed to a most remarkable evasive

denial of everything you have said relating to church

authority, from your own mouth.

' Prci. to Cuiiiinon Rights oi bubjccLa [ii. 098J.
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Note : A Remarkable Evasion ofyour Lordship's in

relation to Church Authority.

§ I. The Committee oj Convocation charge the Bishop with denying to

the Church all authority tojudge in the affairs of conscience.

The Bishop ansivers that ' he only denies to the Church the power to

pass thefinal and irreversible sentence.'

§ 2. Similar evasion in saying that ' by the Church he meant only the

invisible Church.

'

§ 3. The Bishop claims to be refuting some churchmen, also Roman
Catholics, ana lastly Dean Sherlock. His argument must there-

fore be supposed to be directed against some position held by them.

§ I. The learned Committee charged your Lordship

with 'denying all authority to the Church, and leaving

it without any authority to judge, censure, or punish

ofifenders in the affairs of conscience and eternal salva-

tion.'^ To support this charge, they quoted these words

of your sermon ;
" Christ is sole lawgiver to his sub-

jects, and Himself sole judge of their behaviour in the

affairs of conscience and salvation ; in these points He
has left behind Him no visible human authority."

Now how is it that your Lordship has cleared your-

self from this charge .-• Why truly by declaring that

by a denial of all church authority, you only meant to

deny to the governors of the Church a power of passing

the irreversible sentence, or that Christ has left no

visible authority here to judge people at the last day.

When you talked so much of Church authority in

matters of religion, and of ' an authority left behind,' it

was very reasonable to think that you were speaking of

an authority which related to the Church in this world.

But it seems, all you have denied in relation to church

authority, is only this, that anyone but Christ shall pass

the irreversible sentence, or judge us at the last day.

For you say ;
" As Christ is to pass the irreversible

sentence, thus He is judge alone. And what I affirm

of Him, I deny of others in the same sense in which
* Repres., p. 4,
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I affirm it of Him : and in no other sense can I be

supposed to deny it, because it answers no purpose." ^

Therefore when you say no men have any authority

in affairs of reHgion and conscience, you only say that

no men have authority to pass the irreversible sentence

at the last day. For you declare that thus it is that

Christ alone is judge, and you only deny that of

others which you affirm of Him, and consequently the

only authority which you deny them, is that of judging

the world at the last day.

Strange ! my Lord, that after so many elaborate

pages for ecclesiastical liberty, so many compliments

received for your successful attacks upon Church auth-

ority ; that after all, you should declare, that you have

not so much as touched upon Church authority, but

have only been labouring to demonstrate that the

judgment of the last day is committed to Christ alone.

" Christ," you say, " is in no other sense judge of the

behaviour of Christians in these points, than as their

condition must and will be determined by His sentence.

And when I deny this of men, I do not, I cannot, mean
to deny this of them in any other sense, but that in

which I affirm it of Christ."-

So that when you in plain words seem to deny all

authority in the Church, as by saying, that " Christ

alone is judge of the behaviour of Christians, in matters

of religion," and that he has left behind Him "no visible

human authority in these points
;

" and such like

phrases, as seem to ordinary understandings to deny

all rule and authority in the Church : you only mean,

that no one but Christ is to pass the sentence at the last

day. This is the key your Lordship has given us to

your writings, which indeed gives them quite another

face, and makes them such a course of amusements, as

' Answer to Repics., p. 33 [ii. 463]. ' Ibid., p. 46 [ii. 4OS].
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exceeds all which have yet been seen in that kind ; as

will appear from the following particulars.

Thus when you say, that " in the affairs of conscience

and salvation, Christ has left no visible human auth-

ority behind Him." The meaning is this, that Christ

has left nobody behind Him in this world, to pass the

irreversible sentence in the next world

—

i.e., has left no
one to do that here, which cannot be done till hereafter.

This is the sublimest sense which this passage is

capable of, from your own construction.

Again, you say, the " Church of Christ is the number
of persons who are sincerely and willingly subjects to

Him as their law-giver and judge ;
"^ which, according

to this new key, is to be thus understood ; the " Church
of Christ is the number of persons who will sincerely

and willingly submit to the sentence of Christ at the

last day." For you say, we are to submit to Him as

our judge ; and you expressly say. He is " in no other

sense judge of the behaviour of Christians," than as He
is to pass the irreversible sentence ; therefore if we are

to be willingly and sincerely subject to Him as judge,

our obedience or subjection to Him as judge, can be

no otherwise expressed, than by our submission to His

sentence then pronounced.

So that this definition comes at last to signify a

number of persons, who sincerely and willingly submit,

some to be saved, and some to be damned at the last day;

for this will be the effect of Christ's sentence as judge.

This is as sound divinity, as if I should define the

Church of Christ, to be a " number of persons, who sin-

cerelyand willingly submit,some to live, and some to die."

Again, you say, " that your doctrines relating to the

authority of the Church, is the very foundation on
which the Church of England stands; and that they

^ Sermon, p. 25 [ii. 408].



of Church Principles. 239

are so necessary for its continuance, that without them
it is impossible to defend its cause against the Roman
Catholics."

Now your doctrine concerning church authority, you
have over and over declared to be only this, " that

Christ alone shall judge the world at the last day."

For you expressly say, that you deny the Church an

authority of judging in no other sense, than in the sense

in which you affirm it of Christ.

Now, my Lord, how comes this doctrine to be the

support of the Church of England .-• How can it pos-

sibly have any relation to the merits of the cause ?

Does it follow that the Pope hath no legal authority in

England, that transubstantiation is false, that purgatory

is a groundless fiction, and prayers to saints are un-

lawful, because " Christ alone shall judge the world '

}

This is what you have affirmed of Christ, this is all

which you have denied of men ; and this doctrine it

seems about Church authority, as you are pleased to

call it, is the only support of the Church of England,

and "the very foundation on which it stands."

A Roman Catholic tells m.e that transubstantiation

is true ; I answer him no, that cannot be, and that for

this reason, because no order of men shall judge us at

the last day, Christ alone should do it. Could any-

thing be more extravagant, or more foreign to the pur-

pose, than such an answer as this to a Roman Catholic }

And yet, according to your account of the matter, this is

the only answer which can be defended. For you have

denied no authority to the Church, but that which pecu-

liarly belongs to Christ as judge at the last day ; and yet

you say that your doctrine relating to church authority,

is the very foundation and support uf the Reformation.

Now if this doctrine be our only defence against the

Church oi Rome, and what alone supports us against
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that Church, then the Presbyterians, the Independents,

Quakers, and all sorts of fanatics, who own this doctrine,

that "Christ alone shall pass the last sentence," are by

it as well defended against the Church of England, as

she is against the Church of Rome ; so that it makes us

as much wrong in regard to the Dissenters, as it makes

us right in regard to the Papists ; and though it should

give us victory over the Papists, yet it makes us fall a

conquest to the fanatics. For it is certainly as proper

for a Quaker to reply to the Church of England, that

his reformation is justified against the authority of the

Church of England, because Christ alone shall judge the

world at the last day ; as for the Church of England to

make that answer to the Church of Rome.

Your Lordship says, for you to deny Church authority

in any other sense, answers no purpose. Pray, my
Lord, what purpose does this manner of denying

answer } Here is a dispute about Church authority,

and the powers of ecclesiastical governors : your Lord-

ship interposes, and declares that no men shall " pass

the irreversible sentence at the last day." To what pur-

pose, my Lord, is this declaration .* Does it strike any

light into the controversy, or any way point out the

merits of the cause ^ Does this inform us whether

there is any such thing as church authority, or where it

is seated .•* If two families were trying their title to the

same estate, and the judge should pretend to determine

the matter, by saying that " God alone is sole proprietor

of all things," it would be as much to the purpose, as to

tell us in the controversy about Church authority, that

" Christ alone shall judge the world." Does this any

way prove that there is no human authority in the

Church, or that Christians are no way concerned with it .*

What an excellent argument is this .-' Christ alone

shall judge the world, therefore no men have any author-
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ity in religion, therefore it can no way affect you with
regard to the favour of God, whether you submit or
not to such human authority ?

Whether your Lordship is forced upon this method
of explaining yourself, by any other motives than those
of sincerity and conviction, is what I shall not presume
to say ; but I believe, if a person should be called to

account for saying the king had no right to create

peers, and should afterwards defend himself, by saying
that he only meant he could not create in that sense, in

which God alone could create; I am apt to think such
a defence would be no great recommendation of his

sincerity. But, my Lord, it would be as proper and as

ingenious for a person so accused to make such a de-

fence, or rather such an escape, as for your Lordship,

after the most express repeated denials of all Church
authority, to declare that you only meant to exclude it

from passing the irreversible sentence at the last day.

And the nature of Church authority is as much settled

and determined by this declaration, as the king's power
in his kingdom as to the creation of peers, is declared

by saying that God alone can create.

For is it any argument that no persons have any par-

ticular authority to baptise others, to admit to the holy

sacrament, and exclude unworthy persons from it, be-

cause they are not to judge the world at the last day ?

Is it a proof that bishops have no authority to ordain,

to confirm
;
no commission from God to take care of

religious matters, and see that all things in the divine

service be done decently and in order, because Christ

alone is to pass judgment upon all at the last day }

Does it follow that men are under no church authority,

but may choose any government or no govcrniucnt as

the)- please, because Christ alone shall call the world to

judgment .'' There is as much logic in saying that Jcius



242 William Law's Defence

Christ suffered under Pontius Pilate, therefore bishops

have no more authority than laymen ; as to say they

have no authority in religious affairs, because Christ is

to judge the world.

Yet you say this was the only proper sense in which

you could be supposed to deny it. Now, my Lord, I

should have thought it had been more to the purpose,

to have denied church authority in some such sense, as

it had been falsely claimed by somebody or other, that

it might have been said that you had an adversary

somewhere or other. But in this matter, you have not

so much as an adversary in this world ; for no one pre-

tends to be judge, as Christ is judge, or sets up the

authority of the Church in opposition to the last tri-

bunal
;
yet this is the only manner of judging, the only

sort of authority, which you say you have denied to

others ; therefore you have only denied that which was

never claimed
;
you have only denied that which no

more relates to Church authority, than it relates to

Church music. The Pope himself neither pretends to

pass sentence at the last day, nor that his judgments

here will have any effect in the next world, but con-

ditionally, that is, clave non errante. Now this is not a

sense in which Christ alone is judge, therefore it is not a

sense in which you have denied it to others. So that not-

withstanding this long elaborate treatise against Church

tyranny and Popish claims. Popery itself is as safe and

sound as ever it was. For you have denied this power

of judging in no other sense, than as you have affirmed

of Christ, as He is to pass the last irreversible sentence

at the day of judgment ; but the Pope does not claim

it in that sense, therefore the Papal power is untouched

by your Lordship.

§ 2, Here I must observe how your Lordship has
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evaded the great points in dispute, both concerning the

nature of the Church, and Church authority. When you
were charged with describing the Church contrary to

Scripture and the Article in the Church of England
;

your answer was, that you had only described the in-

visible Church ; which was saying in other words, that

in a dispute amongst visible churches and about Church

communion, you described a church which had no re-

lation to the matter, nor ever can have to any dispute

amongst Christians. This, my Lord, to speak tenderly

of it, may be called only an evasion.

Again, as to Church authority, your Lordship has

been charged with denying it all, and leaving it no

right to judge or censure in the affairs of conscience.

Your answer is this, that you have only denied that

Christ has left any m.en here to judge us at the last

day. That is, in a controversy about the existence of

Church authority, the extent and obligation of its laws,

you have only denied such an authority as nobody

claims, nor ever will be execvited till all visible

churches, and disputes about them, will be at an end

—viz., the day of judgment.

This, my Lord, is another evasion, and that in the

very chief point in dispute, where sincerity should have

obliged you to have been open, clear and express. But

no sooner are you touched upon this point, but )'ou fly

into the clouds, and the very Dissenters themselves

lose sight of you.

Thus when you had plainly said, that " Christ has left

behind Him no visible human authority in the affairs of

conscience," the Dissenters might justly think they had

nothing to be charged with for their disobedience to

bishops; they might well think that they were left to

any government or no government in religion, as they

pleased, since Christ had left no visible human authority;
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but then how must they be astonished, my Lord, to find

that your assertion about Church authority does not

at all relate to the Church in this world, but to the

exercise of a certain authority in the next world, after

all churches on the earth are at an end ? To find that

you have denied no authority to any men, but that which

peculiarly belongs to Christ at the last day: that is,

that you denied no authority which ever was claimed

either by Protestant or Popish churches, or indeed

which relates to the Church in this world ?

Suppose, when His Majesty was last at Hanover,

anyone should have asserted that the regency had no

authority in civil matters ; would the regency have

thought it any excuse, if he had said that he only

meant they were not the governors of Hanover ? Yet,

my Lord, it would be as proper an apology for him

who had denied the power of the regency in Great

Britain, to say he only meant they had not the supreme

power in Hanover, as for your Lordship, after a denial

of all visible church authority in this world, to say

you only denied an authority to pass the irreversible

sentence in the next world.

Thus has your Lordship left the dispute, and only

pretended to deny that which nobody ever claimed

—

viz., "that any men have authority to judge the world

in Christ's stead, or pass the irreversible sentence at the

last day."

§ 3. Your Lordship is here apprehensive, that you

shall be charged with fighting without an adversary,

and therefore you point out several, and say, " I meant

it against those who are so very free in declaring others

of Christ's subjects out of God's favour; and in obliging

Almighty God to execute the sentences of men."^

^ Answer to Repres. [ii. 464].
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There has been indeed, my Lord, a number of men,
ever since Christianity appeared in the world, who
have been very free in declaring heretics and schismatics

out of God's favour, and who have maintained that

these heretics and schismatics, when censured by the

Church, cannot be received into God's favour, but by
their submitting to, and returning to the Church. But
now, if your Lordship means your doctrine against

these, you are still without an adversary, and might as

well mean it against nobody; for these men never

pretended to judge others in Christ's stead, or to erect

an ecclesiastical authority in opposition to the great

tribunal, which is the only authority you pretend to

deny.

You go on ;
" If we had no such amongst Protestants

;

yet it might be pardonable to guard our people against

the presumptions of the Roman Catholics ; who assume

to themselves that power of judgment which Christ

alone can have." ^

Surely your Lordship must have so great an aversion

to Popery, that y^u never could so much as look into

their books ; for otherwise I cannot conceive how you

should not know, that the Roman Catiiolics pretend to

no power of judging so as to affect people, but upon

certain conditions, as clave non errante ; but I suppose

this is not a power of judging which belongs to our

Saviour; clave non errante has no place in His judg-

ments. How then can your Lordship charge the

Papists with assuming His power, when that which

they assume, cannot be ascribed to Him without blas-

phemy .' So that, my Lord, it is just as pardonable to

guard your people against these presumptions, as it is

to alarm them with false and imaginary dangers.

Again you say ;
" But how lately is it, that wc iiave

' Ibid.
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had people terrified with this very presumption, even

by Protestants ; and the terms of Church power, and
the spiritual fatal effects of Church censures made use

of to frighten men into a separate communion." ^

My Lord, I shall not here enter into the merits of

that controversy which your Lordship here points at

;

it being the doctrine itself which your Lordship blames,

and not the misapplication of it. Thus you censure

them, not because they would draw people from a true

church to a false one, but because they pretend to

frighten men out of one communion into another. This
is your Lordship's heavy charge against them, that

they should presume to talk of the differences of com-
munions, and prefer one communion to another. So
that whoever thinks any way of worship to be dangerous,

and endeavours to withdraw people from it, is here

censured by your Lordship, as pretending to judge in

Christ's stead, and setting up an authority in opposition

to the last day.

Your Lordship says, it is with this very presumption
(viz., that they can pass the irreversible sentence) that

these men have endeavoured to frighten people into a

separate communion. If I should say that it is upon
presumption that Christ never appeared in the world,

that your Lordship has delivered your late doctrines,

I should freely submit to the charge of calumny ; and
I am sure your Lordship has ventured as far in saying

that it was with this very presumption that these men
delivered such doctrines. And your Lordship has as

much reason to charge them with Atheism, as with
this very presumption; for they no more presume to

judge in Christ's stead, or pass the irreversible sentence,

than they presume there is no God.

Your Lordship has still, it seems, another adversary,

' Ibid.
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a late writer (the Dean of Chichester) " who has spoken

unwarily of the effects of the spiritual punishments the

Church inflicts, being generally suspended till the

offender comes into the other world." ^

This first censure is very modest, carrying it no

farther than an unwary expression ; but presently the

charge advances; and, you say, "if it be thus, you

confess you think the condition of Christians much
worse than the condition in which S. Paul describes the

heathens, who are left to their own consciences and the

righteous judgment of God." So that at last it comes

to this, that the Dean has taught such doctrine as

makes it more desirable to be a heathen than a Chris-

tian,

Let us therefore try how this charge is supported :

the Dean has said, the effects of spiritual punishments

are generally suspended till the offender comes into

another world ;2 therefore, says your Lordship, "the

condition of Christians is much worse than that of

heathens, and the reason is this, because heathens are

left to their own consciences and the righteous judg-

ment of God;" so that if spiritual punishments signify

anything to offenders in the other world, or have any

effect there, then such people are in your Lordship's

judgment, not left to their own consciences and the

righteous judgment of God.

Pray, my Lord, how does it follow that if spiritual

punishments have any effect in the other world, that

then offenders are not left to the righteous judgment of

God.?

Is it an argument that people are not left to the

righteous judgment of God, because they are to be

punished in the other world ? Or is it an argument

' Answer to Kepres., p. 35 [ii. 464 J.

* Slicrlock : Sermon before the Lord Major, Nov. 5, 171J, p. S.
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that they are excluded from God's righteous judgment,

because they are not punished till they come thither ?

I should have thought it a plain argument for the direct

contrary, and that one could not give a stronger proof

that such offenders were left to the righteous judgment

of God, than by saying that the effects of such punish-

ments are not felt till the offender comes into the other

world; I should have thought this a manifest declara-

tion that the offender was to fall to the righteous judg-

ment of God, since he was not to feel any punishment

till he was fallen into God's hands. If the Dean had

intended to teach that Church punishments have no

effect, but such as the righteous judgment of God gives

them, how could he have better signified his intention,

than by declaring that " the effects of such punishments

are generally suspended till the offender comes into the

other world ? " How could the Dean more expressly

guard against any horrible apprehensions of Church

censures, or more directly refer the cause to God, than

he has here done ? His words are a plain declaration,

that such offenders must fall to the righteous judgment

of God, since they are to fall into his hands before they

feel the effects of such punishment.

If any discontented offender against the Church

should tell me, that if the censures of the Church can

signify anything to him, he should be glad to be a

heathen and have his fate amongst them ; would it not

be sufificient matter of satisfaction to tell him, that these

punishments will have no effect but in the other world,

where there can be no injustice; and that it is the same

God who judges the heathens. Who will judge Christians?

Yet this declaration, which is the only ground for

satisfaction to men of conscience, under the censures of

the Church, is by your Lordship pretended to be such

an evil as to make us rather resign our Christianity,
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than submit to it. This is all which the Dean has said

to make it more desirable to be a heathen than a

Christian,

Suppose, my Lord, the matter had been worded
stronger, and instead of saying that the effects of

spiritual punishments are generally suspended till the

offenders come into the other world, it had been said,

the spiritual censures of the Church shall rise in the

judgment and condemn offenders. If it had been thus

expressed, what complaints might you not have made
against such unwary expressions .' What cruelties and
hardships might you not have charged on such doctrine.-*

And how advantageously might you have compared
the felicity of heathenism to such Christianity .-'

But, my Lord, that divine person who has reserved

to himself the righteous judgment of the world, has yet

declared to a certain generation, that the men of Nineveh

shall 'rise up in the judgment with them and condemn
them, because those repented at the preaching of Jonas,

but these did not, though a greater than Jonas was with

them.'i

Now, my Lord, here lies the same objection against

this doctrine, which there does against the Dean's. For

is it not full as hard that the repentance of the men of

Nineveh, or anywhere else, should have any effect upon

the impenitent at the day of judgment, as that the

censures of the Church should have any effect upon

offenders in the other world .' Is it not as cruel that

the impenitent shall have their guilt aggra\ated by

other people's preaching or repentance, as by other

people's censures ? And would it not be as proper

here to say, if this be so, happy they who never heard

of preaching or repentance, as to set forth the hajjpiness

of heathens, because they are free from church censures.'

' Matt. xii. 41.
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If the sentence of the Church will rise in judgment and

condemn offenders, then you say such persons do not

fall to the righteous judgment of God. But is not this

as true of the men of Nineveh, that if they shall rise up

in judgment and condemn the impenitent, that then

such persons are not left to the righteous judgment of

God ?

So that had you been one of our Saviour's hearers,

you must have been as much astonished at His doctrine

as at the Dean's unwary expression, and have been

obliged to say then, as you have said now, " That you

have such notions of the goodness of God, and of His

gracious designs in the Gospel, that you think it your

duty to declare your judgment, that the supposition is

greatly injurious to the honour of God and of the Gospel,

and the thing itself impossible to be conceived."^

Your Lordship has here only advanced this argu-

ment against the significance of Church censures, but

any one else may as justly and to as much purpose urge

it against every part of Christianity.

Thus it may serve to prove that it would be better

never to have had the Scriptures ; for if any texts of

Scripture shall rise in judgment and condemn those

who disbelieved them, or disregarded their doctrine,

then it may be said, much happier are the heathens,

who have nothing of this to fear from any Scriptures,

but are left to their own consciences and the righteous

judgment of God.

Again ; as this argument proves even the Scriptures

to be an unhappiness, so will it prove every advantage

in human life to be a misery.

For it is certain that the examples of religious men,

the good advice of our friends, and the virtuous com-

mands of our parents and governors, will, if neglected,

^ Answer to Repres., p. 36 [ii. 464].
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affect our condition ; and though, like the spiritual cor-

rections of the Church, they may not be felt here, yet

hereafter they will rise in judgment and condemn us.

May I not here say with your Lordship, if the case be

thus ; if other people's wisdom, virtue, advice or com-

mands can affect our state in the next world, then more

happy are those who never saw a good or wise man in

their lives, and who have nothing to fear from the advice

or commands of any, but are left to their own con-

sciences and the righteous judgment of God.

So that you cannot condemn the Dean's doctrine as

horrible, without condemning it as an horrible thing,

that the men of Nineveh should rise in judgment and

condemn the impenitent Jews ; or an horrible thing

that the light of the Gospel, the blessings of Christianity,

and the advantages of education should have any effect

in the next world upon those who despised them in

this world.

Chapter III.—Of the Authority of the Church
AS IT RELATES TO EXCOMMUNICATION.

The Bishopss assertion that excommunication

1. ^ Js something which every Christian has a right to exercise.'

2. ' I/as no effect upon theperson excommunicated, so as to make his con-

dition either better or worse before God.

'

3. ' Is merely the common right to avoid scandalous sinners.'

In order to vindicate this doctrine thoroughly, and

show upon what bottom it is founded, I shall, as briefly

as I can, state the nature and intent of spiritual punish-

ments, and show what effects they have upon offenders

in the other world ;
from whence, I persuade myself, it

will farther appear that such effects do no more exclude

persons from the righteous judgment of God, than the

heathens are excluded from His righteous judgment.
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Now that corrupt members may be cut off from

Christian communion, till by their amendment they

recommend themselves to a re-admission, is plain from

Scripture. This is even granted by your Lordship, that
" Christians may set a mark upon notorious offenders,

even by refusing to them the peculiar tokens and marks
of Christian communion, as well as by avoiding their

company and conversation." ^ But then your Lordship

makes no more of it, " than a right which all Christians

have to avoid an open, wilful, and scandalous sinner "
;

^

so that this excommunication, considered as a Church

act, is only the same power in a body or society, of

avoiding persons they abhor, which is the common
privilege of every single person, whether in or out of

the Church, to shun those he dislikes.

And all the excommunication you allow, is this, that

as private persons have a right to shun and avoid those

they dislike, so the Church may exclude such members

as are disapproved of; and that this judging or excom-

municating, is a right equally invested in all Christians,

and entirely without any effect upon the person excom-

municated, so as to make his condition either better or

worse before God.

§ /. Ans. I. Power of excommunication is a power by Christ's authority

vested in particular persons. 2. // is a judicial power. 3.

Christians therefore are bound to avoid the excomviunicate, because

by God's authority they are turned out of His kingdom.

Ans. I . It is a power confined to particular persons.

(^.) From the nature of the thing.

^B.) From the account of its institution in Scripture.

(a) It is an authority which belongs to the Church and not to

private Christians.

(b) Is not exercised by a majority, but by special persons.

Ans. 2. It is a judicialpower.

(c) It alters the condition of the excommunicated person.

(d) And has God's express promise of ratifcation.

1 Answer to Repres., p. 39 [ii. 465].
" Answer to Repres. [ii. 467],
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Ans. 3. Excommunication is a divine positive punishment as tmly as

Baptism is a divine positive blessing, and Christiatis are bound

to avoid those under sentence.

Example of its exercise upon the incestuous Corinthian.

§ I. I shall therefore, my Lord, beg leave to show
that the power of excommunication, is a judicial power,

which belongs to particular persons, which they have a

right to exercise from the authority of Christ ; and that

persons so excommunicated are not to be looked upon

as persons who are only to be abhorred and avoided by

Christians, as any man may avoid those he dislikes, but

as persons who are to be avoided by Christians, because

they lie under the sentence of God, and are by His

authority turned out of His kingdom.

I. A. That excommunication is a power which

belongs only to particular persons, will appear from the

nature of the thing itself, as it is an exclusion of persons

from tlie Christian worship: for as only particular men
can officiate in the Christian worship, and admit people

into communion ; so only those persons can refuse the

sacrament, and exclude offenders from communion.

Nothing can be more plain, than that those who can

alone administer the sacrament, can alone exclude men
from it.

All persons arc admitted conditionally into the

Christian covenant, and have only a title to the benefits

of it, or the ordinary means of grace, as they perform

the conditions of their admission ; and those same per-

sons who have alone the authority to admit them into

the Church upon those conditions, have alone the

authority to exclude them for non-performance. And
their act of exclusion is as effectual towards the taking

from them all the privileges of Christians, and as truly

makes them aliens from the kingdom ot God, as their act

of admission at first entitled them to all the benefits oJ
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Church communion. For as they have as much author-

ity to exclude some, as they have to admit others into

the Church, the authority being the same in both cases,

it must be in both cases equally effectual.

If your Lordship will say that all people are equally
qualified to admit persons into the Church, that, " go
ye, and baptise all nations," ^ conferred the same powers
on all Christians ; then indeed it must be granted that

excommunication, or exclusion from the Church, is a

right equally invested in all Christians. But as sure as

Christ gave peculiar powers to His Apostles, as sure as

they left particular men to succeed them in their powers,

so sure is it that only such successors can either admit
or exclude persons from Christian communion.

B. Secondly ; That excommunication belongs to par-

ticular persons, will appear from the institution of it in

Scripture.

" If thy brother shall trespass against thee, go and
tell him his fault between thee and him alone. But if

he will not hear thee, then take with thee one or two
more. And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it

unto the Church ; but if he neglect to hear the Church,

let him be unto thee as an heathen man, and a publican.

Verily I say unto you, whatsoever ye shall bind on

earth, shall be bound in heaven ; and whatsoever ye
shall loose on earth, shall be loosed in heaven." ^

Here, my Lord, is as plain an institution of excom-
munication as can well be conceived, and he who can

doubt of it, may doubt whether baptism be instituted

in Scripture.

{a.) Firstly, We may observe that here is an author-

ity given to the Church over the offender, and that such

an authority, as neither belonged to private men, either

separate or united together ; for the offender here had

^ Matt, xxviii. 19. ^ jyjatt. xviii. 15.
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first been admonished, by a single person, then by one
or two more

—

i.e., an indefinite number, but still here is

nothing granted but admonition ; but as soon as he is

brought before the Church, there is an authority appears,

and the offender is to feel its sentence, " let him be
unto thee as an heathen."

{b.) Secondly; That this authority did not belong to

the Church, considered only as a greater number of

Christians, but as it signified particular persons who
had this authority from Christ, for the edification of

His Church.

For Christ expressly declares in the following verse,

that ' where two or three are met together in His name
there is He in the midst of them.'

Here is the description of that Church before whom
the offender was to be brought, and whose authority

Christ promises to support ; it is " two or three met in

His name."

Now the Church had not this authority over the

offender, considered as a number

—

i.e., as two or three
;

for we see that the offender had been already before

such a Church ; he had been before two or three ; and

after neglect of them, he was brought before another

two or three, met together in Christ's name. Which is

plain proof that the offender was not censured by the

Church, as it signifies a number of Christians, but as it

implies particular persons acting in the name of Christ,

and with His authority.

2. {c.) Thirdly ; We may observe that the authority

here granted to the Church is a judicial authority, such

an authority as affects and alters the condition of the

person excommunicated, implied in these words, " let

him be unto thee as an heathen ; " that is, as the

Bishop of Oxford observes, " in the most natural and

common sense of the words, they should look upon him
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no longer as a member of the Church, but place him

amongst infidels ;
" ^ and again, " as reduced into the

state of heathens." ^

Now unless it can be said that a person who is turned

out of the kingdom of God, and reduced into the state

of heathens, is in the same condition which he was,

when he was in the Church, and had a right to all the

benefits of communion ; unless we can say that a person

thus rejected from the means of grace, by the commission

of Christ, is in the same condition with him who is con-

tinued in the Church by the same commission of Christ

;

it must be allowed that here is a judicial power granted

to the Church, and such as affects the condition of the

offender in the sight of God.

{d.) Fourthly ; It is to be observed that this authority

of the Church is made judicial by the express promise

of God to ratify and confirm it. For after it is said,

" let him be unto thee as an heathen," it is declared that

whatsoever they should thus bind on earth should be

bound in heaven.

3. From all this, it plainly appears, that excommuni-

cation is as truly a divine positive punishment, as

baptism is a divine positive blessing ; and that the one

as certainly excludes us from the kingdom of God, as

the other admits us into it. For since here is as plainly

Christ's express authority to take from some men the

ordinary means of grace, and exclude them from the

common benefits of Christianity, as there is His authority

" to go and baptise all nations ; " I desire to know why
one is not as truly a divine positive institution as the

other .? Is not Christ's authority as effectual and

significant in excluding, as in admitting persons into

His kingdom .'' Is not that same power as able to take

^ Potter, "Chuich Government," ch. v. p. 336, 2nd. ed., 171 1.

2 Jbid., p. 341.
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away the privileges of church membership, as it was at

first to grant them ?

If therefore there be any blessing or happiness in our

being admitted into the Church ; there must be as

much misery and punishment in our exclusion out of it.

For as it implies the loss of all those privileges and
favours we were made partakers of, by our admission

into the Church ; so we must needs be punished in the

same degree that we were happy.

If therefore baptism, a divine positive institution to

admit us into the privileges of Christianity, makes any
alteration in our condition, as to the favour of God

—

i.e.,

if we are brought any nearer to God by baptism, than

we were before ; then it plainly follows excommunica-
tion, a divine positive institution, which deprives us of

all these privileges of Christianity, and, as the Bishop

of Oxford expresses it, reduces offenders into the state

of heathens, must needs affect our condition with

regard to the favour of God.

For if there be anything in baptism which is just

matter of joy, there is something equally terrible in

excommunication ; which, when rightly executed, as

effectually makes us aliens from the promises of God,

as baptism, when rightly administered, makes us

children of God, and heirs of eternal life. So that he

who can ridicule and expose the terrors and effects of

excommunication, is acting just as Christian a part, as

he who fleers at and despises the benefits and advant-

ages of baptism.

Seeing therefore the Church has as express an

authority to turn some men out of the Church, as it

has to admit others into it, it is as false an account of

excommunication, to make it only that common right

which every man has, to avoid those he dislikes ; as if it

should be said, that admission into the Churcli by
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baptism, implies no more, than that common right

which every man has to do offices for those he likes.

Now, my Lord, is baptism to be administered, because

persons may do good offices for one another ? Is there

a power in the Church to increase its members by

admitting others into communion, for this reason, be-

cause people have a common right to choose their com-

pany ? If not, my Lord, how comes the exclusion of

members to be nothing but a common right of avoiding

those we dislike ? Are not persons excluded from all

the benefits of their admission ? So that if there was

any authority required for the admission of persons into

the Church, if this authority was only from God, it is

certain that an exclusion from these church privileges,

cannot be executed but by the same authority, which

first granted them. For no person can be deprived of any

privileges, but by that power which at first granted them.

When therefore your Lordship recurs to the common
right of persons to avoid, if they can, those they dislike,

in order to state the nature of excommunication; it is

just as much to the purpose, as if I should get a chemist

to examine the natural qualities of water, in order to

state the true efficacy of baptism : for men no more act

by any powers of their own when they exclude offenders,

than they baptise others into communion by their own
authority, or than water unites them to Christ by its

natural qualities.

Yet your Lordship sets forth the nature of excommuni-
cation, and the right the Church has to it, only from

that ' common right, which all Christians have of avoid-

ing if they can those they dislike.' Thus you say, the

Church may excommunicate, because " every person has

a right to judge, nay he cannot help judging of the

behaviour of men "
;

^ that " every man will judge him

^ Answer to Repres. p. 39 [ii. 465],
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to be a murderer, who takes away his neighbour's life

unjustly."

This comes up as truly to the nature of excommuni-
cation, and is as just an account of it, as if any one

should set forth the authority of a British judge, and
show the extent of his judicial power, by saying, he

indeed may judge and condemn a murderer, for this is

the right of every person to judge, and no one can

help judging and condemning a murderer. It is as

consistent with sense thus to set out the power of the

judge, as it is with reason and Scripture, to compare
excommunication to that private power of judging and
thinking which everyone enjoys.

For, my Lord, can it be supposed that when our

Saviour tells them, that they should reject such a

person out of the Church, and look upon him as an

heathen, and that He would bind

—

i.e., confirm their

sentence ; can it be supposed that He only meant they

might think and judge a wicked person to be a wicked

person, only in such a manner as every man cannot

help thinking and judging? If our blessed Lord only

here intended this, what occasion was there for His

promise to ratify their judgment ? What need is there

of an assurance, that they shall privately judge, what

they cannot help privately judging } Or indeed to

what purpose is any promise at all made here, if no-

thing is to be effected ? If this sentence be only a

private, unauthorised declaration, like the opinion or

judgment of private men, what room can there be for

this ratification of our Saviour? If no effects are in-

tended in the judgment of the Church, what can be the

meaning of this promise } Or rather, since our Saviour

has here instituted the authority, and promised to

ratify the exercise of it, how dares any Christian to

compare it to a private personal power of judging, or
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declare that it is without any effect upon the condition

of Christians ? For, my Lord, either something is here

promised to the sentence of the Church, or there is not

;

if there is something promised, then the sentence of the

Church is no more like the personal sentence of private

men, than the power of a judge is like the power of a

private man ; if you will say there is nothing here

promised in these words, " Whatsoever ye shall bind on

earth, shall be bound in heaven," &c., then you must

say that there is nothing at all meant in them ; for it is

impossible to show that they can have any other mean-

ing, than that of a promise ; so that if no promise is

made, they are certainly so many dead letters.

Again ; that this is a judicial power, is also evident

from the case of the incestuous Corinthian. S. Paul

says, " What have I to do, to judge them also which

are without .-' " ^ Now the Apostle could not have put

this question, if by judging here had been meant no

authority, but a private power of judging and thinking

a sinner to be a sinner. For a man can no more help

judging a murderer to be a murderer, which is without

the Church, than if he were within the Church. And
it is as proper for us to judge and think aright of those

who are out of the Church, as of those who are within

it. So that S. Paul could not mean, what have I to do

to think a murderer to be a murderer which is without

the Church, it being every man's duty to think as truly

of all things and persons as he can. Seeing therefore

he plainly intimates that he had a power of judging in

the Church, which did not belong to him out of the

Church, it follows that this power was judicial and
authoritative; for a private power of judging and

thinking belongs to every man with regard to every

thing.
' 1 Cor. V. iz.
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§ 11. The effects of Spiritual Punishments.

1. Primary and intended

(a) To preserve the honour of God and o/ His Church.

(b) To reform offenders.

(c) To warn the Church in general.

2. Accidental effects in the other world.

An increase ofguilt.

(a) Through contempt of Chrisfs tribunal.

(b) Through neglect of God's most awakening call,

§ II We shall more easily understand what is meant
by the effects of spiritual punishments, if we consider

them under this division.

I. Firstly, such as are the primary and intended

effects; Secondly, such as are only the accidental effects

of them.

Now as to the primary and intended effects of

spiritual punishments, they are these

—

{a) Firstly, to preserve the honour of God and His

Church, that ill members being cut off, it might be
" presented a glorious Church, not having spot or

wrinkle, or any such thing ; but that it might be holy,

and without blemish." 1

((^.) Secondly, to reform offenders, and reclaim them

from their vices ; it is a discipline given to the Church

for the edification, and not the destruction of its mem-
bers. Thus S. Paul says, the incestuous Corinthian

was to be " delivered over to Satan, for the destruction

of the flesh, that his spirit might be saved in the day of

the Lord." 2

(t.) Thirdly, to preserve the rest of the Church from

the ill influence of their example, and that by such

punishments exercised upon others, they might fear,

and learn from thence not to offend.

These are the intended effects of the punishments

^ Ephcs. iv. 25. ' I C'jr. v. 5.



262 Williatu Law's Defence

which the Church inflicts, to preserve it a holy society,

and save the souls of its members.

God Almighty has instituted several means for the

advancement of virtue, and the salvation of mankind

;

and amongst others. He has set up this authority of the

Church to promote the same ends. It is His human,
ordinary means for the preservation of His Church

;

and therefore as it cannot operate infallibly, or affect

people with a divine certainty, it is only conditional,

and is to prevail towards the salvation of mankind, as

far as human and conditional means can prevail.

And indeed it is an institution which has a very

natural tendency to produce the effects designed by it.

For, considering Christianity as a covenant with God,

wherein our title to happiness depends upon our use of

the ordinary instituted means of grace, nothing can

more naturally induce us to live worthy of such means,

than this authority in the Church to withdraw them
upon our abuse, and expel us from the terms of the

covenant. Men would not dare to transgress, when
they saw they could neither break the laws, nor corrupt

the faith of Christianity, without being turned out of

the Church, by such a power as Christ had set up for

that purpose, and with His promise to make good its

decrees. They must be very obstinate sinners who
could be content to lie under a sentence which as

effectually takes from them all pretensions to Christian

happiness, as their baptism entitled them to those

pretensions at first.

The chief reason why sinners are generally so little

affected with the horror of their condition, is because

they look upon their punishment at the future judg-

ment, as a great distance off; and since they are

within the Church, and enjoy the ordinary means of

grace, they think they can repent in time. But now



of Church Principles. 263

Christ, by instituting this church authority, has suited

His discipline to the weakness and frailty of our nature;

and they who are only to be affected with things

present, have a present judgment to fear; which, though

it is only the judgment of men, yet is the judgment of

such men as are commissioned to pronounce it in Christ's

name, and with His promise to ratify and confirm it.

So that they have as much reason to look upon them-

selves as effectually cast out by God in that sentence,

as they were received into covenant with God by
baptism ; for there is the same divine authority to

support them both.

2. As to those other effects of spiritual punishments

in the other world, they are not the intended, but

accidental effects of such punishments, which are

brought upon offenders by their own wicked behaviour

under them.

Thus the salvation of mankind is the primary in-

tended effect of Christianity; yet it may have such

effect upon some men by their own impiety in it, as to

make it better for them if they had never heard of the

name of Christ. For Christianity may become so much

a punishment to some persons in the other world, that

their condition may be less tolerable than that of Sodom
and Gomorrah. But then this is not the intended effect

of Christianity, but an accidental effect which such

persons bring upon themselves ; who by their own ill-

conduct turn a mercy into a judgment, and make that

which was intended to save them, the accidental cause

of their greater ruin.

Thus it is with spiritual punishments ; they are the

merciful corrections of God intended to prevent our

future misery, but if disregarded, will certainly increase

it. This will easily explain what is meant by the
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effects of spiritual punishments in the other world, or

how ' they are suspended till the offender comes thither.'

It is not the direct intended effect of Church punish-

ments to increase the misery of sinners, or damn them
in the other world ; no more than it is the direct in-

tended effect of Christianity to increase people's dam-
nation : but as Christianity, if abused, will be the acci-

dental cause of their greater damnation who so abuse

it; so the censures of the Church, when despised, will

have this accidental effect, as to increase the punish-

ment of those who so despised them. This is the

nature of those effects which spiritual punishments will

have upon the impenitent in another world.

As for instance, a person who is turned out of the

Church, may all this while be lusty and strong, and

flourish in all the advantages of this life ; but when he

comes into the other world, he may then find that the

spiritual punishment was a sore evil, that it is ratified

by Christ, has increased his guilt, and will be matter of

punishment for ever.

He will then find that the censure of the Church has

increased his guilt in these respects.

(«.) Firstly, as it was a judicial sentence pronounced

by Christ's authority, and therefore not to be despised

or neglected without great impiety ; so that let the

sinner have been what he will before, when he con-

tinues in his sins in contempt of this tribunal set up

in Christ's name, his guilt is thereby exceedingly in-

creased.

(b.') Secondlyy as it is the most powerful means, and

the very utmost which God can do to reclaim, or even

terrify sinners from their impiety, as it is the most

awakening call to repentance, an institution only less

terrible than the last judgment ; those who are not

affected with it, must be rendered more odious in the
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sight of God, and made ripe for a severer punish-
ment.

These, my Lord, are the effects of spiritual punish-

ments in the other world ; it is thus that they alter the

condition of offenders in the sight of God in regard to

His favour. They are certainly under greater dis-

pleasure, after they have despised the censures of

church authority, and have resisted an institution, which
is the last possible means to recover them.

In former times God has been pleased to send His
prophets to forewarn sinners of their destruction, as

Jonah to the men of Nineveh : but in the Christian

dispensation, He governs us by His ordinary provid-

ence ; and though He does not send express messengers

to recall sinners, yet He has instituted a standing

authority in His Church to censure offenders, and give

them up to destruction in His name, unless they

immediately repent. And what can we think more
dreadful than a sentence thus pronounced against us

by God's authority, and witii His promise to confirm it ?

Was there anything more awakening or more dread-

ful in the preaching of Jonah, than in this declaration ?

Jonah could only preach and declare, he could execute

nothing himself ; it was his being sent in God's name,

which created all the terror, and was the motive to re-

pentance. Now though the Church can only censure

and declare, yet since it is as truly commissioned to

censure in God's name, as Jonah was sent in God's

name, there is as much reason to dread the conse-

quences of neglecting the Church, as of not repenting

at the message or preaching of any prophet from God.
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§ ///. The Bishop's arguments.

1. " That the incestuous Corinthian incurred Goifs displeasure solely

on account of his behaviour ; and his excommunication did not

add to God's displeasure, nor would the want of it have

diminished it."—Answer to Repres.

Ans. This does not agree with Scripture.

2. * That if he hcui died impenitent, the sentence would have had no

effect in the other world. It is not the censure that makes the

guilt.

'

Ans. (a) This would be equally true on the Bishop's reasoning,

of a sentence pronounced directly by God.

Ans. (b) Or of Christ's sentence at the last day.

Ans. (c) Or of God's temporal chastisements.

Ans. (d) It would follow that the coming of Christ has not increased

men's responsibility.

3.
' That supposing excommunication wrongly inflicted on a Christian,

he is equally in thefavour of God.'

Ans (a) I'his does not alter the effect of a just sentence.

Ans. (b) IVte power of sacrament: and of the Christian revelation

are also conditional, yet are not therefore ineffectual.

§ III. I. I must now beg leave here, my Lord, to

lament an assertion from the hands of a Christian and

Protestant bishop ; where you declare, that the " ex-

communication of the incestuous Corinthian neither

added to God's displeasure, nor would the want of it

have at all diminished it. Neither if he had died in an

impenitent condition, would that sentence have had

any effect in the other world." ^

This, my Lord, plainly supposes that there is neither

authority nor advantage in excommunication ; for if

there were, it is certain that our abuse of it as an

advantage, and our contempt of it as an autho-

rity, must needs increase our guilt, and conse-

quently God's displeasure. Yet your Lordship here

teaches the world, that if the incestuous Corinthian,

though justly censured, and that by an Apostle direct-

^ Answer 10 Repres., p. ^% [ii. 46 si-
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tng, and the whole congregation joining, had died

impenitent, ' that sentence would have had no effect in

the other world."

Let us therefore suppose that some great patron of

Christian liberty had gone to the disconsolate Corin-

thian, sorrowing under the sentence of the Church, and
should endeavour to quiet him after this manner.

" Why do you disquiet yourself with vain fears about

the censure of the Church, which neither hath nor can

have any effect upon your condition as to the favour of

God. Let the Apostle and Church be as solemn as

they please in the denunciation ; let them in the name
of Christ deliver you over to Satan

;
yet take courage,

and fear nothing from all this ; for you may depend

upon it, that, after all, you are but just where you
was before this sentence was passed. And if you die

impenitent, you have no effects of this censure to fear

in the other world."

Now this is the doctrine your Lordship has taught

for the consolation of those who are, or are likely to be

under the sentence of the Church ; which if it be now
sound doctrine, it was as proper to be told the Corin-

thian then, as it is for your Lordship to teach it now.

And if your Lordship had lived then, it would have

been as proper to have told the Corinthian, as to tell us

now ; and you must have lain under the same Christian

necessity of delivering" him from vain fears, which now
constrains you to set all at liberty from the like appre-

hensions.

St Paul, speaking of the sentence passed upon the

Corinthian, says, " Sufficient to such a man, was this

punishment." ^ Now, my Lord, if it have nothing of

the nature of a punishment, if it has no clfcct where it

IS inflicted, if the person said to be punished can feel no

' 2 Cor. ii. 6.
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effect from it, what strange language is this ? Can that

be called a punishment, or a sufficient punishment, which

can in no degree be felt, which produces no effects, or

makes no alteration in the person where it falls ?

Again St Paul tells us, that he had amongst others

which had corrupted the faith, " delivered Hymeneus
and Alexander to Satan, that they might learn not to

blaspheme." ^

Now if this sentence can have no effect, if it cannot

signify anything to them, if they are just in the same
condition after it, which they were before, why should

it teach them not to blaspheme ? Why should a sen-

tence which they had nothing to fear from make them
any longer afraid to continue in their errors ? Here
was therefore either a pious fraud made use of by the

Apostle to fright men from their heresies by something

which was in itself vain and insignificant, or else your

Lordship has mightily mistaken the matter, in declaring

that it is vain and insignificant. The Apostle plainly

inflicts these censures, as a terror to offenders, and to

frighten them from continuing in their evil courses ; but

if, as you say, persons be just in the same condition after

this sentence in which they were before, if it has no effect

upon them, though they are rightly censured, and yet

die impenitent, which is what you expressly say of this

Corinthian ; then it is plain they are only pretended

terrors, and that when the Apostles use them as such,

they must be charged with using them as a pious fraud.

And it must be owned that your Lordship has very

frankly made the discovery.

But whoever has piety enough to believe those first

ambassadors of Christ, will clear them from such a

charge, and rather think it possible that you may mis-

take in your philosophy than they in their divinity.

' I Tim. i. 19.
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2. To proceed ; You declare that though the " in-

cestuous Corinthian had died in an impenitent con-

dition, the sentence of the Church would have had no

effect in the other world "
: by which you must mean,

that it could not affect his condition there, so as to in-

crease his punishment, and that because the " sentence

did not add to God's displeasure, which he incurs solely

upon account of his own behaviour, and not the sentence

of men."^ As thus, I suppose, your Lordship means,

that if an adulterer is censured by the Church, he is

under God's displeasure solely on account of his adultery

and not more so, on account ol the sentence of the

Church ; which cannot make him more an adulterer,

or more guilty in the sight of God. It is for this reason

that Church censures are so insignificant, so void of all

effect in the other world ; because it is our sins alone,

and not the sentence of men, which loses us the favour

of God.

(^.) Let us therefore, my Lord, suppose that God
Himself had delivered this sentence against the

Corinthian which the Church did, your Lordship's

doctrine would have procured him the same ease and

quiet, and taught him to be no more concerned about

it, than if it had been a mere Church censure. For it is

as true in your Lordship's sense, that the sentence of

God did not add to His displeasure against him,

that He was not angry at him because of his sentence,

but on account of the offender's behaviour. But, my
Lord, will it therefore follow, that there is nothing to

be dreaded in such a sentence ? Will it follow, that if

the person dies impenitent under it, that it will have no

effect in the other world ? Would your Lordship go

about, and preach liberty to persons under such a

' Answer to Repres., p. 37 [li. A,H\-
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sentence, and assure them that the sentence itself

could have no effect, that they were but just where

they were before it was pronounced ? Would you

think it proper to deliver men from such apprehen-

sions, and persuade them that they are in no danger

from the sentence of God ? And that because it is not

His own sentence, but their behaviour which increases

His displeasure.

This may perhaps appear a little too shocking to set

up for an advocate for the laity against the sentence of

God ; but, my Lord, if you was to do so, you would

have the same argument to defend yourself against any

effect in the divine sentence, which you now have

against any effect in the sentence of the Church. It

would be then as much to the purpose to say, that God
is not displeased with them, on the account of His own
sentence, but purely for their own behaviour ; as it is to

tell offenders, that it is not the sentence of the Church,

but their behaviour which brings them under the divine

displeasure.

I must here therefore, my Lord, beg leave to call this

a strict demonstration, that if the sentence of the Church

is not to be feared ; if it has no effect, because it is not

the sentence, but our own behaviour which alone pro-

cures us the divine displeasure; if this be true, it is

demonstration, that if God Himself was to pronounce

this Church sentence, and turn offenders out of com-

munion, that there would be nothing to be feared from

it, that it could have no effect in the other world ; for

God's displeasure against them would not be occasioned

by His own sentence, but by their behaviour. So that

were the discipline of the Church in God's own hands,

and were He with His own voice to threaten sinners, as

the Church now does, your Lordship would be as much
obliged to comfort the laity against any apprehension
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of any effect from the sentence itself, as you are now to

deliver them from the fear of man's judgment.

ib) Again ; if the sentence of the Church is not to

be dreaded, if it can have no effect in the other world,

because we incur the divine displeasure solely on ac-

count of our own behaviour ; then it is certain that the

sentence of Christ Himself at the last day can have no

effect in the other world.

If therefore any unwary divine should endeavour to

alarm his congregation with the effects of Christ's sen-

tence at the last day, your Lordship has taught any one

to reject the doctrine, as 'greatly injurious to the honour

of God ; and that such doctrine was also impossible in

itself to be conceived,' he might presume strictly to

demonstrate?-

" A sentence which makes not a tittle of alteration in

the condition of a man, in the eyes of God, with regard

to His favour or displeasure, cannot be said to have

any effect in the other world.'-^ But the sentence of

Christ at the last day is of this sort.

" Therefore the sentence of Christ makes not a tittle

of alteration in the condition of a man in the eyes of

God with regard to His favour or displeasure.

" That the sentence of Christ makes no alteration in

the condition of a man with regard to the favour or dis-

pleasure of God, is plain from hence ; that men incur

the divine displeasure solely on account of their own
behaviour."

Thus, my Lord, it is demonstratively certain, that as

you have argued against the effects of the Church's

sentence in the other world, you have taught any one

to argue against any effect in the sentence of Christ in

the next world ; and consequently it must be as unwar)-

1 P. 36 [ii. 464].
'' Ibid. p. 36.
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doctrine, to frighten people with the effects of Christ's

sentence, as to terrify them with the effects of the

sentence of the Church. And you have offered such an

argument for the utter insignificance of this sentence,

as would make it equally insignificant, and void of all

effect, though it was pronounced by God Himself. So

that as much as you often seem to expose it as the

sentence of weak and fallible men, yet your argument

does not reject it as a fallible sentence, but as it is a

sentence from having any effect. So that if it was pro-

nounced by God Himself, it must be as much without

effect, and every sentence which ever can be pronounced

by God, must be without any effect as to His favour or

displeasure, because that is solely occasioned by our

own behaviour. Therefore an infallible sentence can

no more have any effect than a fallible one, because it

is our behaviour alone which can affect us. This, my
Lord, will be of great use to some people, who will be

glad to find that they have no more effects to fear from

God's sentence either in this world or the next, than

your Lordship has from the Church.

(c) Again ; If there be no effect in the sentence of

the Church in the other world, because our behaviour

alone incurs the Divine displeasure, then nothing which

God inflicts upon us here can have any effect in the

other world.

If therefore God's judgments were visibly fallen upon

some town or country, and an unwary preacher should

take occasion to excite them to a speedy repentance,

from the sad effects such judgments would have in the

other world, if they had not their designed effects in

this, and declare that if they died impenitent under

them ''n this world, they would feel worse effects of

them in the other world :

A disciple of your Lordship's might thus reprove the
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falseness and cruelty of such doctrine. " How can you

terrify people with such vain fears about God's judg-

ments ? Is He provoked against us by His own
thunder and lightning ? Do His own judgments add

anything to His displeasure against us ? Can anything

but our own sins and behaviour create His displeasure ?

Therefore we are certainly in the same condition, as

to that, which we were in before His judgments fell

upon us ; and if we die impenitent under them, they

can have no effect in the other world. False then and

greatly dishonourable to God is your doctrine, which

supposes anything can have any effect of that kind,

but our own behaviour. To alarm us therefore with

the effects of such judgments, is to put false fears into

our minds, and teach us to dread things which are

impossible ; for it is impossible that anything but our

own behaviour should increase our punishment."

Now, my Lord, is it cruel and unwary doctrine to

awaken sinners under God's judgments to repentance,

from a sense of the worse effects of those judgments in

the other world, if they do not bring them to repen-

tance in this } If it is not, I desire to know why it is

not as reasonable to alarm people with the effects of

spiritual punishments, if disregarded, as with the effects

of God's judgments, if they are neglected .-' What is

there in the nature of the thing, why one punishment

may have effect in the other world, and not the other }

They are both equally God's punishments, intended for

the same ends.

When persons are rightly turned out of the Church,

and denied the ordinary means of grace, they are as

truly under God's special judgment, as a country which

is oppressed with famine or pestilence ; the one is His

instituted, ordinary judgment to terrify men from

iniquity; the other is His extraordinary judgment, His
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miraculous call to repentance. It is therefore as sound
a Christian doctrine, to say, that if persons die impeni-
tent under God's extraordinary judgment, that such
judgment will have no effect in the other world : as to

say, that if the incestuous Corinthian had died impeni-
tent under the just sentence of the Church

—

i.e., God's
ordinary judgment, that such sentence or judgment
would have had no effect in the other world. And con-
sequently to endeavour to terrify sinners with the effects

of God's judgments in the other world, if they disregard
them here, is as much condemned by your Lordship, as
the Dean of Chichester's doctrine concerning the effects

of spiritual punishments in the next world.

{d) Lastly
; our blessed Saviour told the Jews, that

if ' He had not come, they had not had sin ; but now
they have no cloak for their sin :

'
^ which plainly im-

plies that His coming into the world altered their

condition as to the favour of God, because it made them
more guilty in His sight than they were before He
came. Yet your Lordship's argument against the
effects of Church punishments directly denies this

doctrine. For your objection against any effects in

Church punishments, is full as strong against any
effects in Christ's coming into the world. And if

people may be more guilty in the sight of God, after

Christ is come, they may be more guilty after they
have been censured by the Church, for the reason is

the same in both cases. For there can be no reason
given, why Christ's coming should affect their condition
with regard to the favour of God, but that he had a

divine mission and was an authoritative call to repen-
tance

;
but this is equally true of excommunication,

that it is a divine institution, an authoritative call to

repentance
; therefore they must either both be allowed

^ John XV. 22.
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to affect people's condition with regard to the favour of

God, or neither ; for the reason is exactly the same in

both cases.

If therefore a learned Pharisee seeing a relenting

publican touched with this declaration of our Saviour's,

should have reproved him after this manner
" You need not be concerned at this person's coming

into the world, for His coming does not increase God's

displeasure against you, which can only be raised by
your own behaviour ; it is solely on account of that,

that you can be out of God's favour. Sinners are out

of God's favour, if this person had never come,

and His coming does not add to God's displeasure

against them ; neither if they die in an impenitent

condition after He is come, will His coming have any
effect in the other world, where their condition will

not be determined by His coming, but by their own
behaviour."

I should be glad, my Lord, to know what you could

have said against such a declaration, or how a person

who would have told the incestuous Corinthian, that if

he died impenitent under the censure of the Church,

that it would have no effect in the other world, could

have anything to object to the Pharisee, who tells the

publican, if he died impenitent after Christ's coming,

that His coming will have no effect in the other

world.

The Pharisee has exactly the same reason to tell the

publican, that he was neither the more, nor the less, out

of God's favour for Christ's coming, that you have to

tell the Corinthian, " that he was neither the more, nor

the less, out of God's favour for what was done by the

Church." For the censure here was right and infallible,

and passed in the name and by the authority of Christ

;

it was passed by an apostle, and you affirm that Christ
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was in all that the Apostles did ; therefore it may be

truly said that Christ Himself came to the Corinthian

in this sentence, it was His authority and infallibility

which censured him ; and yet you say that if he had

died impenitent under this censure, he had been just

where he was before, and it would have had no effect in

the other world.

Pray therefore, my Lord, let us know how any one

can be more guilty for Christ's coming, or why it shall

have any effect in the other world upon those who die

impenitent ? A few reasons against this Pharisee, would

be so many reasons against your Lordship's doctrine.

For Christ as truly comes to Christians in His institu-

tions, as He came to the Jews in person ; and it is as

dangerous to disregard Him in the one appearance as

in the other.

This account of excommunication will, I hope, be

thought a sufficient answer to your Lordship's strict

demonstration, that it has no effects in the other world,

nor adds anything to God's displeasure. For from this

it appears, that when you say, that " supposing no such

punishment inflicted upon a wicked Christian, he is

under the displeasure of Almighty God to an equal

degree, as he would be if it were inflicted
:

" ^ it is as

false as to say that a wicked Jew was under the same

displeasure of God before Christ came as he was after-

wards ; or that a person impenitent under an extra-

ordinary judgment, is no more out of God's favour

afterwards, than he was before, or if God had never

visited him : it is as false, as to say, that if God Him-

self was to pronounce the sentence of the Church, that

persons under it would be just in the same degree of

favour they were before, or that the sentence of Christ

at the last day will have no effect

1 P. 3? ["• 4<3S-J
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3. The other part of your demonstration proceeds

thus ; excommunication has no effect, because " sup-

posing it wrongfully inflicted upon a Christian, he is

still equally in the favour of God." ^

{a.) The whole of this argument amounts to this,

that a right censure of the Church has no effect, because

a wrong one has not. I should think that any one in a

mighty want of proof, who should say that the excom-
munication of the incestuous Corinthian could have no

effect, because the excommunication of some virtuous

person will not have any effect
;
yet this is your Lord-

ship's demonstration, that it can signify nothing when
it is right, because it signifies nothing when it is wrong.

Is it an argument, my Lord, that when a bullet flies

through a man's head it has no effect upon him, because

it will have no effect if it miss him .'' Is it a proof

that motion cannot produce heat, because rest cannot

produce heat .-'

If not, how comes it to be an argument that a right

sentence has no effect, because a wrong one has not the

same effect .-'

A right sentence is as opposite to a wrong one, as

motion is to rest ; and it is as good sense to say motion

has no such effect, because rest has no such effect ; as

to say a right sentence has no effect, because a wrong

one has not the same.

A right sentence, is the only excommunication which

Christ has instituted, and to which alone this effect

belongs ; but it is strange logic to infer, that this insti-

tution cannot have such an effect, because something

which Christ has not instituted, has not the same effect.

A wrong sentence is as truly a breach and trans-

gression of that excommunication which Christ has

instituted, as adultery is a breach of the seventh com-

1 p. 37 [ii. 464J.
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mandment ; it is therefore as absurd to say, that

chastity has no such an effect, because adultery has

not the same effect ; as to affirm that a right sentence

has not such an effect, because a violation of that right

sentence has not the same effect. Your Lordship's

argument is this, that the sentence has not such an

effect in some circumstances, because it has not the

same effect in all circumstances : which resolves itself

into this proposition, that nothing can produce any par-

ticular effect, unless it produced the same effect in all

circumstances.

Your Lordship might as well have called it a demon-

stration against all effects in the world, as against the

effects of spiritual censures : for there is nothing in the

world, no powers either natural, moral, or political,

which produce their effects but in some supposed right

circumstances
;
yet this ecclesiastical power is demon-

strated away by your Lordship, because it does not pro-

duce the same effect in all circumstances.

(<5'.) Farther ; if there is no effect in a right sentence of

the Church, because there is no effect in a wrong one

;

then it will follow, that there is no effect in either of the

sacraments when rightly received, because they want

such effect in persons who do not rightly receive them.

It may as often happen that the sacraments are

administered in wrong circumstances, and as void of

that effect for which they were intended, as any wrong
sentence of the Church be pronounced ; but does it

therefore follow, that there is no effect in the sacra-

ments, that they are empty and useless to those who
receive them rightly, because they are so to those who
receive them otherwise .• Your Lordship must either

affirm that the sacraments have no effect, or that the

opus operatum is always effectual ; for if you say

they have effect, though not always, then it is cer-
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tain that the sentence of the Church may have

effect, though not always. Whether your Lordship

will own the Popish doctrine of the opus operatum,

or deny the sacraments to be means of grace, that

is, to have any effect, I cannot tell ; but sure I am, if

you do not hold one of these doctrines, you must own
the sacraments to have conditional effects in supposed

circumstances, which will sufficiently confute your own
strict demonstration, that excommunication can have no
effect, because it has it not in all circumstances.

Again ; I presume it may very justly be said that

the Christian revelation has some effect towards the

salvation of mankind ; but then it has not this effect

always and in all cases, it is only effectual upon certain

conditions. Now if excommunication can have no
effect, because it is not effectual when it is wrongfully

pronounced, then the Christian revelation can have no

effect towards saving those who embrace it as they

should, because it has no such effect on those who em-
brace it otherwise. The reason of the thing is the same
in both cases, and any one may as justly set forth the

vanity and insignificance of the Christian revelation,

because it does not save all its professors, as your

Lordship exposes the weakness and vanity of spiritual

censures, because they do not absolutely, and in all

cases, throw people out of God's favour.

I hope I have here said enough to vindicate the

authority and effects of the spiritual punishments of the

Church against all your Lordship has advanced against

them.

§ / /'. Concluding observalious.

1

.

'Ihe Bishop's reasoning would make Baptism useless.

2. Would reduce the Ten Coinniandnients to were trifles.

3. Ans. to Obj. that the Coinmandtnents and Church sentences are not

on the same level.
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§ IV. I shall make an observation or two more upon
this head, and then proceed to the other parts of your

answer.

I. You say, " The incestuous Corinthian was never the

more or the less in God's favour for what was done by

the Church," ^ This doctrine I have already confuted,

and shall now only set this passage in another light.

Let us suppose that you had said, " That no man is

more in God's favour for being rightly baptized by the

Church." Now if a person is not more in God's favour

after he is rightly baptized by the Church than he was

before, then it is certain, that there is no need of bap-

tism by the Church ; for anything is sufficiently proved

needless or useless in religion, if it neither procures nor

loses the favour of God. This is undeniably certain,

that if we are not more in the favour of God for being

duly baptized by the Church, than if we were not

baptized at all, that then that baptism is a useless

trifle.

Now this is the doctrine which your Lordship has

taught; for he that says the incestuous Corinthian,

though justly turned out of the Church, was neither the

more or the less in God's favour for what was done by

the Church ; says likewise that he who is duly baptized

into Covenant with God by the Church, is never the

more or the less in God's favour for being duly baptized

by the Church. For if it be a mere trifle, and alto-

gether insignificant to us, as to the favour of God, to be

turned out of the Church by such an authority ; it must

be as mere a trifle to be admitted into the Church by

the same authority. So that he who declares the one,

plainly declares the other : for this is evidently plain,

that if nothing be lost as to the favour of God, by our

being duly turned out of the Church, that then nothing

^ Answer to Repres. , p. 43 [ii. 467].
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is got as to the favour of God, by our being duly ad-

mitted into the Church.

For if our being in the Church was any step towards

God's favour, or rendered us more acceptable to Him,
those degrees of favour and acceptance must be cer-

tainly lost, by our losing that which was the cause of

them.

He therefore who asserts it is a trifle to be turned

out of the Church, must also assert, that it is as fruitless

and trifling a thing to be admitted into the Church.

So that all your Lordship's raillery and contempt

thrown upon human excommunications, falls as directly

upon human baptisms ; and makes them as truly fruit-

less trifles without any advantage, as it makes excom-

munication a trifle without any punishment.

This therefore is the sum of your new religion, set up

out of pure tenderness to the laity, to deliver them from

the weight and burden of ordinances ; this is to be their

support against human excommunications, human
benedictions, human baptisms, &c., that whether before

or after baptism, whether before or after excommunica-

tion, they are still the same children of God.

2. Again, you say, " if it be supposed (as it sometimes

is upon this subject) that a person behaves himself

under the most undeserved censures, with any degree

of impatience, pride, or stubbornness, and that this dis-

pleaseth Almighty God ; it is plain that he incurs no

part of that displeasure, upon account of the sentence

of men, but solely upon the account of his own be-

haviour ; it being his own behaviour alone, and not the

sentence of men, which has any such effect." ^

Here, my Lord, your philosophy is upon the stretch,

and rather than a Christian institution should have any

force or effect, you have let it run such lengths, as to

i[ii. 4(34-]

T
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make even the Ten Commandments as mere trifles as

the sentence of men.

As for instance ; suppose a person should tell a friend

that he had a great liking to some of his neighbour's

goods, but that the eighth commandment made him

afraid to take them from him ; if his friend were but a

master of your philosophy, he might soon convince him

of the folly of such a fear. He might tell him, that " if

it be supposed (as it sometimes is supposed in this case)

that by his manner of taking goods from his neighbour,

that he displeaseth Almighty God ; it is plain that he

incurs no part of that displeasure upon account of the

commandment, but solely upon the account of his own
behaviour ; it being his own behaviour alone, and not

the commandment, which has any such effect." He
might also assure him, that the commandment itself

cannot hurt him, that he is not more or less in God's

favour, for what that commandment says, but purely

for what he himself does.

I now, my Lord, freely submit it to the judgment of

common-sense, whether your profound philosophy does

not as truly make void and set aside the force and

effect of the commandment, as the effect of excom-

munication.

For it is plainly as reasonable to tell a thief, that the

eighth commandment cannot hurt him ; that if he steals,

it is not the commandment, but his own behaviour

alone, which will have any effect ; as to declare that an

impenitent offender is neither more or less in the favour

of God for what is done by the Church, because even

supposing God to be angry at him for his behaviour

towards the sentence of the Church, yet it is not

the sentence, but his own behaviour, which causes the

divine displeasure ; therefore the sentence, says your

Lordship, is a trifle without effect. And therefore may

I
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it also be said that the eighth commandment is a trifle

without effect ; for it is as true of the commandment in

this sense, and your Lordship is as much obliged to say-

that it is our behaviour against the commandment, and
not the commandment itself, which will raise God's

displeasure ; as to say it is our behaviour under the

sentence, and not the sentence itself, which brings God's

displeasure upon us ; so that it is undeniably plain, that

if for this reason the sentence of the Church be a

trifle without any effect, that for the same reason the

commandment must be equally a trifle, and equally

without any effect.

And now, my Lord, need we not heed the command-
ments, because it is not the commandments themselves

which will have any effect upon us ? Why then are we
to be exhorted, and preached up into a contempt of the

sentence of the Church, because it is not the sentence

itself will have any effect upon us ? Is it safe to sin

against the authority of the commandment, because it

is not the commandment itself which can punish us?

If not, where is the sense, or reason, or Christianity of

telling us, that we need not heed the sentence of the

Church, because the sentence itself cannot punish us ?

Suppose some High Churchman had written a treatise

against stealing, and had carried the matter so very far,

as to talk of the fatal effect which the eighth command-
ment would have upon offenders, when it should rise

up in judgment and condemn them.

Would your Lordship think yourself obliged in re-

gard to the liberty of those who want other people's

goods, to tell them that indeed they ought to take care

to act with sincerity in their acquiring the temporal

things of this life, that they ought to consider with the

utmost impartiality the nature of property, and the

conditions of that original contract which first settled
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the rights and bounds of it, and gave every man a

right in such or such a part of the things of this life
;

but if they should through impatience of want, or

pride, or any other passion or prejudice, make too free

with their neighbour's property, and so displease Al-

mighty God ; would you think yourself obliged to tell

them, that the fatal effects of the eighth commandment,
and its pretended rising up in judgment hereafter, is all

sham and banter ; and that however God may be dis-

pleased with them, yet that commandment will have

no effect upon them ? Would your love of liberty, your

concern for the laity, engage you to give so much com-

fort, and preach such smooth things to such a class of

people ?

Thus much may be fairly affirmed, that you might

as well deliver such a sort of people from their fear

of the commandment, as endeavour to persuade im-

penitent offenders not to fear the sentence of the

Church. For as the guilt of stealing is aggravated

by being contracted against the authority of the Eighth

Commandment ; so the guilt of impenitence is height-

ened by a continuance in it against that authority

in the Church, which is as truly founded by God to

prevent the growth of sin, as the Eighth Command-
ment was given by God to prevent stealing. So that

he who teaches offenders to disregard this sentence,

which is authorised by God to awaken and terrify

them into repentance, does the same as if he should

teach thieves to disregard the Eighth Commandment,
which was given by God to affright people from

stealing.

3. If it should be here objected that there is a very

great difference betwixt the duty we owe to the Eighth

Commandment, and our duty to the sentence of the
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Church ; because the commandment is always right

and the same, whereas the Church may err in its

sentence.

To this it may be answered, that granting all this

that the Church may sometimes err in its sentence;

yet if it is ever in the right, if it ever can be a fault,

or dangerous for sinners not to submit to, and be

corrected by it, this will condemn your doctrine, which

sets it out constantly, and in all circumstances, as a

dream and trifle, and without any effect

Secondly ; Here is no room left for you to plead

the uncertainty of the Church's sentence, in regard

to the certainty of the commandment ; because you
directly set forth your doctrine in a case (that of the

incestuous Corinthian) where all was right and just,

and yet declare that in that case it was without any

efifects ; and that if the incestuous Corinthian had con-

tinued impenitent under it, and disregarded it as long

as he had lived, it had signified no more to him than

if it had never been pronounced. And in this case,

my Lord, and upon this supposition, that the authority

judges and condemns such sinners as it ought to do,

it is as abominable to tell such that they have nothing

to fear from the judgment of the Church, as to tell

a thief that he has nothing to fear from the Eighth

Commandment. And I here challenge all the reason

which ever appeared against the doctrines of Chris-

tianity, to show me, why it is not as agrcable to the

Scripture to declare, that if a thief lives and dies in

his sins of stealing, that he has nothing to fear from

the Eighth Commandment ; as to declare that an im-

penitent offender, though justly censured by the author-

ity of the Church, has nothing to fear from such a

censure, though he lives and dies in the contempt

of it.
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Thirdly and lastly ; Though the Church may some-

times err in its authority, and the commandment is

always right
;
yet your doctrine makes it as reasonable

to declare the commandment without any effect, as to

declare the sentence of the Church to be without any

effect. For you do not say that excommunication is a

trifle without any effect, because it is a sentence

which may sometimes be vvrong ; but because, though

we should displease God under the sentence of the

Church, yet that displeasure would not have been

occasioned by the sentence, but by our behaviour alone.

And this doctrine plainly makes all the command-
ments as mere trifles and void of all effect, as it makes
the sentence of the Church so. For it is as true in

your sense, and you are as much obliged to say, that

if we sin against the commandments, and incur the

displeasure of God, that is not the commandments, but

our behaviour alone which causes it : and so the com-

mandments of God have no more to do with the favour

of God, but are as mere dreams without any effect, as

the human excommunications you have so much ex-

posed. This, my Lord, is a very compendious confuta-

tion both of the Law and the Gospel ; and is a good

reason, why so many of those who have no regard for

either, but think zeal in religion a meanness of spirit,

are yet great zealots for your Lordship's opinions.

Chapter IV.—Of Church Authority, as it

RELATES TO EXTERNAL COMMUNION.

Introduction. What is the authority of the Church ?

" / know of no Church authority to oblige Christians to external
communion, nor anything to determine them but their own
consciences.'''—Answer to Repres.

Your Lordship says, " I know of no Church authority
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to oblige Christians to external communion, nor any-

thing to determine them but their own consciences."^

But to show your desire to be informed, your Lordship
frequently calls upon the learned Committee to declare

what the authority of the Church is. It is something
strange that you should have been so long writing

down the authority of the Church, and yet not know
what is meant by Church authority ; that you should

take so much pains to oppose (as you say) only

absolute authority, and yet not know whether there be

any else, or what authority you have left in the Church.

It is yet something stranger that a bishop of the Church

should be frightening the laity from a kind of Church

authority which is not claimed over them, and yet be

at the same time pretendedly ignorant of what sort of

Church authority they are under. Here you have been

preaching against that, which they are not concerned

with ; but when you should tell them what kind of

authority they are concerned with, you have not one

word of instruction ; but call upon the committee to

declare whether there be any such thing as Church

authority which is not absolute. My Lord, if there be

not, to what purpose have you so often taken refuge in

the word absolute? Or where is the honesty or reason

of saying you have not denied all authority, but only

that which is absolute, if you believe there is no auth-

ority but what is absolute } If therefore your Lordship

has made this distinction with any degree of sincerity,

if you intended anything more by it, than an artful

playing with words ; it plainly lies at your door to

show what authority you have not touched ; and that

in opposing that which is absolute, you neither have,

nor intended to oppose all authority and jurisdiction in

jnattcrs of religion. But, instead of this, if the learned

' Answer to Rcpres., p. ill [ii. 49j]-
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Committee should explain to your Lordship what that

authority is, which is not absolute
;
you only venture

so far as to say, that if there is any such authority,

" you are, for aught that you have said, at liberty to

declare for it."i Mighty cautiously expressed, my
Lord ! Had a courtier, who rather intends to amuse
than inform, and talk artfully than sincerely, delivered

himself in such inconclusive terms, it had not been much
matter either of wonder or complaint. But for a bishop,

who makes sincerity to be of more worth than all the

Christian religion ; for this bishop, in a cause which he

declares himself ready to die in ; in such a cause, as is

of the last consequence to us all, as ' men. Christians,

and Protestants '; for this bishop to say, ' if there be such

an authority,' instead of declaring whether there is or

not ; and to say, he is ' at liberty to declare for it,' in-

stead of plainly saying whether he ought or not ; how-

ever consistent it may be with sincerity, I am sure it

has too much the appearance of the contrary.

For seeing you are charged with denying all auth-

ority in the Church, if you consulted plainness and
sincerity, if you regarded the information of the vulgar,

and the peace of the Church, which way could these

considerations lead you to defend yourself; but either

to show that there was a real authority in the Church,

which you had not opposed ; or else plainly to own
that you had denied all authority, because all authority

of every kind is to be denied } But instead of declar-

ing yourself openly and plainly for the sake of truth,

peace, and sincerity, you take refuge in words, and

secure yourself behind a cloud of properlfs and abso-

lutely s, to the disturbance of honest minds, and to the

satisfaction of the profane.

Since your Lordship calls out so often to be told

1 Answ er to Repres.
, p. 25 [ii. 460].
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what that authority is which obliges us to external com-
munion, I shall beg leave to offer these following con-

siderations upon this head, and hope they will sufficiently

both assert and explain that Church authority or obliga-

tion which we are all under to join in external communion.
Your Lordship says ;

" I know of no Church auth-

ority to oblige any Christians to external communion
;

nor anything to determine them, but their own con-

sciences."^ I shall therefore beg leave to observe to

your Lordship what authority there is to oblige all

Christians to external communion ; and to show, that

they are no more left at liberty in this matter, than

they are at liberty to steal or murder.

I suppose it is not proper or true, to say, that you
know of no authority to oblige any Christians, or any-

thing to keep them from the practice of stealing, but

their own consciences, because there is the express

authority of God against this practice. Now if it

would be improper and false to say this, because the

authority of God has so plainly appeared in it ; I shall

easily prove, that it is as false and improper to say,

that we have nothing but our consciences to determine

us in the case of external communion, since the auth-

ority of God is as express in obliging us to this external

communion, as in requiring us to be just and honest in

all our dealings.

§ /. It is assumed that ive are called by the authority of God to einbrau

Christianity.

1. But Christianity is a method of life, the profession of which in-

volves external communion.

2. The authority to oblige us, other than our own consciences, lies in

the common or csscntinlly social nature of Christianity.

3. If there be no such obligation, then for the peace of the Chunk ivt

ought to join with no one single body.

4. How comes there then to be such a sin as schism f

5. If no obligation to be churchmen, there is none to be bap.,i^d.

6. And no obligation to be communicants.

' Page 112 [ii. 46uJ.
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§ I. I desire no more to be granted me here, than

that it is necessary to be a Christian, and that Ave are

called upon by the authority of God to embrace this

religion as necessary to salvation. This, my Lord, is

the express doctrine of the Scriptures ; so that I hope I

may presume upon it, as granted by your Lordship, that

there is an authority to oblige people to be Christians,

and that this authority makes it as necessary that they

should be Christians, as it is necessary to obey God,

and conform to His w^ill.

I. Firstly; if Christianity be a method of life neces-

sary to salvation, then are we necessarily obliged to

external communion ; for we can no other way appear

to be Christians either to ourselves or others, but by

this external communion. A person who lives in a

cloister, may as well be taken for a field general, as

he who is not in external communion, be taken for a

Christian. For the Christian religion is a method of

worship distinct from all others, in those offices and

duties which constitute external communion ; so that

if you are so far obliged to be a Christian, as to serve

God differently from other people, you are obliged to

external communion, because that service which dis-

tinguishes the Christian worshipper from all other people,

is such a service as cannot be performed but in an

external communion in such and such offices—viz., pro-

fessions of faith, joint prayers, and the observance of

the sacraments. External communion is only another

word for the profession of Christianity, because the

several duties and obligations which concern any one as

a Christian, and distinguish him from other people, are

duties which as necessarily imply external communion,

as walking, implies motion. Therefore, to ask whether

a Christian be obliged to external communion, is to ask
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1

whether a person who is obliged to walk, be obliged to

move. The short is this ; no man can be a Christian,

but by taking upon him the profession of Christianity
;

the profession of Christianity is nothing else but external

communion with Christians ; therefore it is as neces-

sary to be in external communion, as to be a Christian.

I hope I need not prove to your Lordship, that there

is an authoiity to oblige people to the profession of

Christianity ; intending here only to prove, that the

same authority obliges us to external communion.

Had your Lordship therefore declared to the world

that you know of no authority to oblige people to be

Christians, it had been as innocent and true a declara-

tion as this you have made concerning external com-

munion ; there being plainly the same authority obliging

us to the one, as to the other. For, my Lord, what is

implied in external communion, but our communicating

with our fellow-Christians in those acts of worship and

divine service which Christianity requires of us } And
what marks or tokens can we show of our Christianity,

but that we are of the number of those who are baptised

into Christ's Church for the joint worship of God in

that particular service which the Christian religion has

taught us ? So that if we prove ourselves Christians,

we must prove ourselves in this external communion,

because to be a Christian implies no more, than the

being of the number of those who visibly unite and join

in such acts and offices of divine worship as are proper

to Christians. If therefore there be no authority to

oblige us to external communion, then no one is obliged

to be a Christian.

2. Secondly ; If there be no authority to oblige, ur

anything to determine Christians to external communion

but their own consciences, then it is plain, it is as lawful

for all Christians to be their own priests, ami confine
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themselves to a private worship separate from every

Christian in the world, as to join in external communion.

For where there is no authority or obligation to deter-

mine our practice, there the thing must needs be indif-

ferent ; and to do it or let it alone, must be equally

lawful. If there was no authority which obliged us to

be baptised, it would not only be lawful to let it alone

but idle to trouble our heads about it. The same is

true of this external communion ; if we are under no

law concerning it, it is no part of our duty either to do

it or let it alone.

It cannot here be said, that though we are not obliged

to external communion with this or that church, yet we
ought to join with some particular persons, and not

worship God constantly by ourselves, and perform

no offices with other people. For if we are obliged to

communicate with any one person in the world, we are

to hold communion with the whole Church of Christ,

For we are not obliged to communicate with this or that

particular person on account of any civil or natural

relation, but as we are Christians, and from the common
nature of our Christianity. Since therefore our obliga-

tion to communicate with any particular persons does

not arise from any private particular relation, but from

the common nature of our religion ; this does equally

oblige us to hold communion with all Christians as with

any particular Christians, they being all equally re-

lated to us as Christians ; and consequently it is as

necessary to hold communion with the external visible

Church, as with any particular Christian. From this

also it is plain, that it is as lawful to avoid communion

with every particular Christian in the world, as to refuse

communion with any sound part of the Church on earth.

I beg of your Lordship to produce but one argument

why any two or three should meet together for the
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service of God, which will not equally prove it necessary

that Christians should join in external communion.
May it all be laid aside, my Lord ? Need there be no
more of this assembling ourselves together for perform-

ing of duties, which we thought we could not perform
separately ?

I have shown in my second letter that your Lordship

cannot consistently with your principles urge any
reasons to any Dissenters to come over to the Church
of England ; and here, my Lord, it will appear, that

you have not one argument against the absenters from

all public worship. For it would be as odd and un-

reasonable in your Lordship to offer any argument to

such an absenter, why he should join in some public

worship, after you have denied any authority which

obliges us to external communion, as it would be for

an atheist who had denied the necessity of any

religion, to persuade a man to be a sincere

Mahometan.

If your Lordship should tell this absenter from all

communions, that he ought to join with some com-

munity or other in the worship of God ; might he not

fairly ask your Lordship, how you came to tell the

world that you know of no authority to oblige any

Christians, or anything to determine them to external

communion .'' Can any one be obliged to join in divine

service, who is not obliged to external communion }

Could any one imagine that if he was not obliged to

join in external communion, that it was not lawful to

stay at home .* Could he think that when your Lord-

ship was declaring against any obligation to church

communion, that you meant he ought to join himself

with some of the Dissenters .' Had your Lordsliii)

plainly declared that no Christian need read any book

in the world, could you consistently with yourself offer
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any arguments why he should read the Bible ? Yet this

is as consistent as to desire any person to communicate

with any body of Christians, after you have plainly

disowned any obligation to external communion.

For whatever arguments your Lordship can offer to

an absenter from all public worship may be answered

in this manner. " Either your arguments for my join-

ing with any Christians, are invented by yourself, and

of your own making, or they are not ; if they are fictions

of your Lordship's, and destitute of any foundation in

the will or authority of God, then they are vain and to

no purpose ; but that all such arguments are mere fictions

and inventions of your own, is plain from your Lord-

ship's express declaration, that you knew of no authority

or anything to oblige or determine Christians to ex-

ternal communion, so that all the arguments you can

offer for my external communion are declared by your-

self to be such as are of no authority, or have anything

in them to determine me to external communion."

And indeed had your Lordship first declared that

there was no such thing as figure in bodies, and then

pretended to prove that the world is round, it would be

no more miraculous, than first to give out, that no

Christians are obliged to external communion, and

afterwards take upon you to persuade any one to join

himself to some body of Christians. Here therefore

your Lordship has so preached up and advanced this

kingdom of Christ, that consistently with yourself, you

cannot so much as require any one to be a visible mem-

ber of it, or offer the least shadow of an argument why

an absenter should rather go to some church, than trust

to his own religion at home. Your Lordship wrote a

treatise some years ago on the " Reasonableness of Con-

formity to the Church of England." ^ But pray, my

^ This work brought Hoadly into controversy with the Dissenters ic

1703. He was answered by Dr Calamy.
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Lord, where is the reasonableness of conforming, if we
are under no obligation to conform ? Where is the

reasonableness of doing that, which is not our duty to

do ? Where can be the reasonableness of going two or

three miles to church for the sake of external communion,
if there be " no authority, or anything to determine us to

external communion "
? Can it be reasonable to spend

our time and some part of our wealth in making up such
meetings, as God has not required at our hands ?

Your Lordship must therefore either retract what you
have said, and allow that there is an authority to oblige

us to external communion, or acknowledge that no
Christians are under any obligations to serve God in

any communion, but may confine themselves to a

private religion, separate from every other Christian

in the world. That is, that no one is obliged to wor-

ship God in the public assembly, or join with any one
else in the service of God.

3. Thirdly ; If there be no authority to oblige us to

external communion, then it may well be questioned

how your Lordship can answer for your joining in ex-

ternal communion in the Church of England. Your
Lordship knows that the communion of the Church of

England gives great offence to the Papist and Pro-

testant Dissenters of all kinds ; how then can your

Lordship justify your doing that which you need not

do, which gives so much scandal to so many tender

consciences .''

Will your Lordship be of a church, though it is this

very church communion that is so very offensive .•' Your

Lordship knows that the animosities and churchdivisions

amongst Christians are two of the most sore evils under

the sun; that all the party heats and controversies arc

concerning whom we are to communicate with, and in
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defence of particular external communions. Now, my
Lord, what should that Christian do who is all sincerity,

who believes there is no obligation to external com-

munion, and who sees that the pretended necessity of it

causes all the difference and division amongst Christians?

Can that sincere person who believes and knows all this,

keep at the head of a particular communion ? Can he

support so unnecessary, so needless an evil ? Can that

sincere person be a bishop in that communion, which

stands distinguished from other external communions
chiefly as it is Episcopal communion, when he allows

there is no necessity of being in communion either with

bishops or anybody else ? Could that Pope be reckoned

sincere who should declare that he knew of no authority,

or anything to determine him to exercise the Papal

powers, could he be a sincere Christian, if he yet con-

tinued to exercise them to the scandal and offence of so

many Christian countries ? If he could, so might your

Lordship for continuing at the head of an external

communion, which divides and disturbs Christians,

though you know of no authority to oblige or anything

to determine you to this external communion.

Surely your Lordship will have more compassion at

last for your dissenting brethren, more concern for the

peace of Christ's kingdom, than to keep up such un-

necessary communions, and disturb so many weak
consciences by joining externally in the Church of

England, when you know of no authority or anything

to oblige you to join with any body.

Suppose the peace of Great Britain was miserably

destroyed by party rage and dispute about the stars.

Would your Lordship head one party of star-gazers

against another > Would you join yourself to such a

vain and useless cause at the expense of the public

peace } Now, my Lord, if there be nothing to oblige
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.us to external communion, it is all a trifle, and mere
star-gazing; and a person who appears in the cause

and at the head of this external communion, can be no
more a friend to Christianity, by keeping up such an

unnecessary cause of division, than he could be a good
subject, who should join in the needless idle quarrels of

star-gazing party-men. In a word, if your Lordship
knows of anything that obliges you to continue in the

Church of England, you ought not to have said that
" you know of no authority to oblige, or anything to

determine any Christian to external communion "

:

but if you know of nothing that obliges you to continue

in the Church of England, then you ought rather to

leave it, than to bear a part in so needless a community,

and which gives so much offence to all those who
dislike the terms of it.

4. Fourthly ; if there be no authority to oblige us to

external communion, how comes there to be such a sin

as schism .'' How comes the schismatic, or divider of

communions, to be so frequently in the Scriptures

ranked amongst the most guilty offenders .-'

Can it be a sin to be divided, unless we are under

some obligation to be united .-*

It has always been granted that schism is the separa-

tion of ourselves from such a communion of Christians

as we ought to have held communion with. Now if

separate worship from any Christians in the world be the

sin of schism, then there must be some law that obliges

those schismatics to join with those Christians from

whom they separate, and consequently there is an

authority which obliges Christians to cxtcrn.d com-

munion.

Your Lordship must either show that schism does

not consist in refusing to communicate with some

U
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Christians, or that though it be the damnable sin of

schism to refuse communion with some Christians, yet

there is no authority to oblige us to external commun-
ion with any Christians

—

i.e., that though schism be a

sin yet it is the transgression of no law.

The Apostle says, " Mark those who cause divisions

contrary to the traditions which ye have learned of me,

and avoid them.''^ My Lord, what strange language is

this, if there is nothing to oblige us to external com-

munion ? If there is no obligation to be united, why
must they be marked who cause divisions ? If there be

no authority that requires external communion at our

hands, why must those persons be avoided who prevent

external communion ?

Either the Apostle or your Lordship must be mightily

mistaken ; the Apostle tells us that divisions in the

Church are contrary to the doctrine which he had

taught, and therefore there is the express authority of

the Apostle to oblige us to external communion. But

your Lordship says there is no authority to oblige us to

this duty, therefore you must either maintain that the

Apostle taught no such doctrine, though he said he

had, or that there is no authority in his doctrine to

oblige us.

I suppose, my Lord, that the Apostle by divisions

here means external visible divisions, because he bids

them mark those who cause them, and avoid them
;

for invisible internal divisions can no more be marked,

or invisible schismatics avoided, than we can avoid

people's thoughts, or lock out a spirit. If therefore the

division here spoken of be external division, then the

sin here condemned is a breach of external communion,

and consequently we are here required by the Apostle

to join in external communion ; unless we can suppose

' I Cor. xvi. 17.
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that the Apostle could condemn those who were ex-
ternally divided, without meaning that they ought to

be externally united.

5. Fifthly ; If there be no authority to oblige us

to external communion, then there is no authority to

oblige us to be baptised. For baptism is an external

visible ordinance of God, which as plainly implies ex-

ternal communion with others, as any contract in the

world implies correspondence with others. And any
person might as well be obliged to bargain and mer-

chandise with others, without being obliged to be

concerned with others, as be obliged to be baptised,

without being obliged to external communion.
For as we cannot bapti.se ourselves, this shows that

the Christian religion is not suited to the state of single

independent persons, but requires our external com-

munion to the performance of its obligations. And as

we cannot be baptised by others, but by resigning up

ourselves to the observance of new laws, this plainly

proves that the person is baptised into a state of

society and external communion. That baptism does

not leave the baptised person to a separate independent

worship, is very plain from the following instances.

The Church of England, in the office for baptism, thus

expresses herself: " We receive this person into the con-

gregation of Christ's flock," &c. Again, " Seeing now

—

this person is regenerated and grafted into the body of

Christ's Church," &c. I should think it very plain, my
Lord, to every reader, that these passages shew that

baptism necessarily implies external communion, and

puts it out of the power of every baptised person to re-

fuse external communion, unless he will break throujjh

the conditions of his baptism. For can wc be received

into the congregation of Christ's flock, without being
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obliged to keep up this congregation, or to perform any
duties or offices considered as a congregation or flock ?

Can we in any sense be considered as a congregation or

a flock, but in our communion in those offices which

shew us to be Christ's flock ? Can we be said to be

grafted into the body of Christ's Church, if we are at

liberty never to meet as a church, or act as a church ?

The Apostle says, " for by one spirit we are all bap-

tised into one body."^ What can more manifestly

denote external communion, than this account of bap-

tism ? Can we be baptised into one body, and not be

obliged to act as a body ? Can we act as a body, by

running away from one another, and refusing to unite

in that service, into which we are baptised ? I suppose

we are here to be considered as a Christian body ; but

how a number of people can be a Christian body, who
are not united in Christian worship, is hard to conceive.

When therefore you declare that you know of no

authority to oblige Christians to external communion,

you desert the doctrines of Christ, as plainly as if you

said, that you know of no authority which obliges

people to be baptised.

6. Sixthly ; If there be no authority to oblige, nor

anything to determine us to external communion, then

there is no authority to oblige, nor anything to deter-

mine us to communicate in the blessed sacrament of

the Body and Blood of Christ. For if there is any law

which obliges us to join externally in the observance of

this institution, then it is out of all doubt, that we are

obliged to external communion. Now if you will say

there is no law of God as to this matter, then the thing

itself must needs be indifferent, and private mass must

be allowed to be as right and lawful, as a joint com-

munion in the holy Sacrament, Either therefore you

^ I Cor. xii. 13.
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must defend private mass, or shew some authority
against it

;
if you can produce any authority against it,

then you produce an authority for external communion,
and contradict your other declaration, where you give
out, that you do not know of anything to determine us
to external communion.

§ //. In sum (a) The aiilhoHtyivhich obli<:;es us to external communion is

the same which obliges us to be Christians.

(3) This may be called Church authority, because it arises from the

very nature of the Church, and was in the Church before N. T.

Scriptures were written,

(c) The obligation is as absolute as the obligation to baptism.

§ II. {a.) From all this it plainly appears what kind

of authority that is, which obliges us to external com-
munion

; it is that same authority which obliged us to

be baptised, to receive the Communion, to profess the

same faith, to worship God in the public assemblies,

and to avoid the sin of schism ; or. in a word, that same
authority which obliges us to be Christians.

For all the offices of Christian worship and devotion

which constitute external communion, are every one

expressly required by God ; and therefore external

communion, which consists only of these offices, is

equally required by God.

{b.) And this authority may be very justly called

Church authority, because it arises from the very nature

of the Church, because it is the institution of the Clhurch,

from whence this obligation to communion ariseth. For

Christ has instituted this Church in order to oblige

mankind to enter into it for the salvation of their souls :

As the Church therefore is instituted for this end, the

existence of the Church lays an obligation upon all, wlu)

have any opportunity, of entering into it ; and this

obligation will last as long as the Church of Christ shall

last. The short is this ; God li.is instituted an otMr or
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society of people, for the particular manner of serving

and worshipping him ; this society is not a voluntary
one, which we may be members of, or not, as we please

;

but it carries in its very nature and institution an
authority obliging us all, as we hope for happiness,

to be members of it ; we are obliged to be of the
Church, because Christ has instituted the Church

;

therefore it is the institution of the Church, which lays

us under an obligation of entering into it ; and this, and
no other, is that Church authority which obliges all

people to external communion.

Farther ; This may be very properly called Church
authority, because it was in the Church, or that order of

men which Christ had instituted, before the Scriptures

were written.

When there was only this order of men, before the
writings of the New Testament were in being, there was
then this authority arising from that instituted order of

men, which obliged others to enter into communion
with them ; therefore this authority which began with
the existence of the Church, and flowed from the very
nature of the Church, may very justly be called Church
authority.

(<:.) If it should be asked whether this authority be
absolute

;
I answer, it is just as absolute, as that

authority which obliges us to be baptised. Our Saviour
has told us, that if we are not baptised, we shall be
damned :

^ here therefore is an authority for baptism
;

the Scripture has not said whether this be so absolutely
obliging, that there is no room in any case for a dis-

pensation
; therefore it is no case which concerns us.

Now the authority which obliges us to external com-
munion, is just upon the same terms ; the thing is as
plainly required as baptism

; but whether in any cases

^ Mark xvi. i6.
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it will be dispensed with, is what we have nothin^c: to dc^

with. If there be any sincerity, any weakness, any
ignorance, or the want of anything which will excuse
those who refuse to be baptised, those same considera-

tions may excuse the refusal of external communion
with the Church.

This, my Lord, is the nature of that Church authority,

which obliges to external communion ; it is that very

same authority which obliges us to the profession of

Christianity, or to enter into covenant with God. For
he who is in external communion with the Church of

Christ, is of the Church of Christ, or in covenant with

God ; and he who is not in external communion, is not

of the Church of Christ, nor in covenant with God ; and

consequently it is that same authority which obliges us

to be Christians, or in covenant with God, which obliges

us to external communion.

So that when you say, you know of no Church

authority to oblige, or anything to determine people to

external communion, it is directly saying that you know
of no Church authority to oblige, or anything to deter-

mine them to the profession of Christianity, or to enter

into covenant with God.

§ ///. The Bishop might say his meaning is merely, he knows of no

human authority to oblige to external (onimtinion : it is answer tJ

1. The phrase used is " no Churcli authority."

2. Why did he not say he meant this, and declare the trtu authtrity f

3. Further he said, " / know not anylliing to determitu."

4. The words, ^^ not anything but their own consiientes," e.nlude all

positive laws, human and divine.

§ III. If your Lordship should here say, that you

only meant, you know of no human authority to oblige

people to external communion, &c.

To this it may be answered, that you might as well

have meant nothing at all by it, as have meant this. For,
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1. Firstly; Suppose the question had been, whether

there be any authority, or what authority it is, which

obliges peoples to be baptised ; and that in order to

settle this point, you had here declared, that you know

of no Church authority to oblige, or anything to deter-

mine them to be baptised, but their own consciences.

Could it be thought, my Lord, after this, that you

had not denied all authority for baptism ? Could it be

supposed, that by this declaration you only meant to

deny, that the authority which obliges us to be baptised,

is human or civil authority ? Could any one who only

meant thus much express himself in this manner ?

Yet thus it is that you have expressed yourself in the

dispute concerning our obligations to external com-

munion, you know of no church authority to oblige, or

anything to determine people to it ; which makes it

equally absurd to suppose, that you only deny that our

obligation to external communion arises from any

human or civil authority.

2. Secondly ; If you only meant to deny an human or

civil authority in this matter, how came you not to say

so.? How came you not to tell us what divine or

Scripture authority there is to oblige us > Is it not as

proper and as necessary in a dispute about this author-

ity, to declare the true and right authority, as to protest

against the wrong authority ? But indeed nothing can

be more trifling than to say, that you have only denied

any human or civil authority in this matter.

For, my Lord, whoever imagined that our obligations

to profess Christianity, that is, to be members of

Christ's Church, could proceed from any human

authority.? Human authority may and ought to en-

courage us in the practice of our Christian duties ;
but

that our obligation to serve God as Christians, that is,

in the external communion of the Church, should arise
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from any human authority, can be supposed by none
but those who imagine Christianity tc be a creature of

the State.

3. Thirdly ; You not only say that you know of no

Church authority to obh'ge, but also add these words,
" nor anything to determine people to external com-
munion, but their own consciences."

Now, my Lord, if you only meant to deny a human
authority in this matter ; if you intended to own a

divine authority to oblige us to external communion
;

how come you to express yourself thus contrary to

your meaning .-* For if you believe there is a Scripture

or divine authority which obliges us to external com-

munion, surely this authority is something, and has

some right to determine us to external communion
;
yet

you expressly say that you do not know of anything to

determine Christians to external communion.

If it was asked whether Christians arc obliged to

pray for their enemies, and you should answer, I do not

know anything to determine them to pray for their

enemies ; would it not be nonsense and contradiction

after this declaration, to suppose, that you acknowledge

that the Scriptures require Christians to pray for their

enemies .-'

But to suppose, that you acknowledge a divine or

Scripture authority which obliges to external com-

munion, after you have expressly declared that you

do not know of anything to determine us to external

communion, is ccjually contradictory.

4. Lastly ; You say you do not know "of anything to

determine Christians to external communion, but thur

own consciences^

Now this further shows that you deny all divine as

well as human authority to determine us to external

communion. For if there was a divine law which
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required this practice, we are no more left solely to our

own consciences in this practice, than if it was deter-

mined by an express human law. For,

Can it be said that the Jews had nothing but their

own consciences to determine them to abstain from

blood ? Can it be said tliat Christians have nothing but

their own consciences to determine them to receive the

holy Sacrament ? If this cannot be said, because there

is a divine law in both these cases ; then it is as false

and absurd to say, that there is nothing but our own

consciences to determine us to external communion, if

there be a divine authority which requires this practice.

And consequently you have plainly denied all divine

or Scripture authority for external communion, when

you say that you do not know of " anything to deter-

mine people to external communion, but their own

consciences." The short is this ; if you will say, that

you own a divine and Scripture authority which obliges

us to external communion, and if you will allow this

authority to be something, then your contradiction in

this matter is as palpable and gross as ever appeared in

any writings ; for you have expressly said, that you

do not know of anything to determine us to external

communion : but if you own a Ssripture authority

that obliges us to external communion, then your con-

tradiction proceeds thus, that you do know of some-

tkinghut you do not know of anything, to determine us

to external communion. If you will not assert both

parts of this contradiction, then you must stand to that

which you have asserted—viz., that you do not know of

anything to determine us to external communion,

which I have already shown, is the same thing as

declaring, you know of no authority, or anything to

determine people to profess Christianity, or enter into

covenant with God. But to proceed.
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§ IV. The Bishop may say he denies oiry an authority that tan oblii^e

lis to any particular external communion.
Ans. The obligation to external communion with the Church of

Christ in getieral, ana the obligation to external communion with
any particular Church, is one and the same.

Propositions which follow—
1. The same authority which requires us to embrace Christianity

requires us to enter the local branch of the Church,
2. This authority is of God, not by human (i.e., civil) laws.

3. This authority of God may rightly be called Church authority.

4. It is not unjust that civil laws should confirm the law of God.

5. Yet the obligation to Church membership does iwt rest on civil

law, and in case of conflict the divine law must override ail

other.

§ IV. If you should say that you do not deny an
authority that obliges us to external communion in

general, but only an authority that can oblige us to

2iX\y particular external communion.

To this I answer, that this is a groundless, false dis-

tinction ; for our obligation to external communion
with the Church of Christ in general, and our obligation

to external communion with this or that particular

Church, is exactly one and the same obligation.

For we are not obliged to join with this or that

particular Church, for any private, particular reasons,

but because we are obliged to be Christians, or of the

Church of Christ. And as no sound part of Christ's

Church, is more His Church than another sound part,

so if we separate from any sound part we arc as truly

out of Christ's Church, as if we had separated from

every part. And we can give no reasons for scjjarating

from such a part, but such as will equally justify our

separating from every part of Christ's Church ; and

consequently there can be no reasons offered why wc

should be Christians, or of the Church of Christ, but

will equally oblige us to enter into that particular part

of Christ's Church which offers itself to us. For ihc
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whole intent of entering into this or that particular

Church, is only to be a Christian, or of the Church of

Christ, and therefore it must be one and the same
authority which obliges us to be Christians, that obliges

us also to be of any particular Church.

There is a Scripture authority which obliges us to

forgive our enemies : now it would be as proper to

say, that though there is an authority which obliges us

to forgive our enemies in general, yet that authority

does not oblige us to forgive our particular enemies, as

to say, that though we are obliged to be of the Church

of Christ in general, yet we are not obliged to be of

this or that particular part of Christ's Church.

For the Church of Christ in general, as truly consists

of these particular parts, as our enemies in general,

consist of our particular enemies.

So that, as it is one and the same authority which

obliges us to forgive our enemies that obliges us to for-

give our particular enemies, so it is one and the same
authority that obliges us to be Christians, that obliges

us also to communicate with that particular sound part

of Christ's Church where we live.

There is therefore no room for this distinction, to

suppose, that though we may be obliged to be of

Christ's Church, yet we are not obliged to be of this or

that particular sound part of Christ's Church ; it being

fully as absurd as to suppose, that we may be obliged

to be Christians, and yet not be obliged to be

Christians.

When therefore you declare, that you know of no

Church authority to oblige, or anything to determine

us to external communion, it will be to no purpose to

say, that you do not mean communion with the Church

of Christ in general, but only with any particular part

oi Christ's Church ; for I have shewn that this dis-



of Church Principles. 309

tinction is false, and fully as absurd, as to imacrfne, that

we ma)- be obliged to obey Christ's commands in

general, but not be obliged to obey His particular

commands.

From what has been said upon this subject, these

following propositions are plainly true:

—

1. Firstly; That as our enteringinto anyparticular part

of the Church, implies our entering into the Church of

Christ, or in other words, our embracing Christianity
;

it evidently follows, that the same authority which re-

quires us to embrace Christianity, requires us also to

enter into that sound part of Christ's Church where we
live.

2. Secondly ; That this authority does not arise from

any human laws, or the power which any men in what

station soever have over others, but is the authority of

God, Who has instituted this Church, in order to oblige

all mankind to enter into it.

3. Thirdly; That this authority from God, maybe
very properly called Church authority, because God

manifested this authority to the world by the institution

of the Church, because it began with the Church, and

flowed from its very nature ; mankind being therefore

obliged to enter into this Church, because there wa^

such a Church instituted by God.

4. Fourthly ; That this account does not in the least

make it either unjust or improper, in our spiritual or

temporal governors, to make laws for our conformity

to this or that part of Christ's Church ; for though the

authority which makes it necessary that we shmild

enter into such a part of Christ's Church is from God,

yet this no more excludes our governors from requiring

the same thing by their law.s, than they arc excluded

from requiring us to observe any moral duties, because

the same moral duties arc matle ncces.sary by lUc
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authority of God. And as our violation of any moral

duties that are commanded both by divine and human
laws, receives an higher aggravation, so the guilt of

opposing any sound part of Christ's Church is enhanced,

by our breaking through the laws both of God and

man.

5. Fifthly ; From this account of the authority which

obliges us to external communion, it will be very easy

to discover the weakness and fallacy of several of your

Lordship's arguments upon this matter.

Thus when you say, " It is evident that there is no

choice of judgment left to Christians, where there is a

superior authority to oblige them ;— that in Italy, or

Spain, or France, they are as much obliged by the

Church authority in Italy, Spain, or France, as

Christians in England are obliged to a particular ex-

ternal communion in England, by any human authority

as such in England."^

Now, my Lord, what could you have thought of less

to the purpose, than these words thus put together .-'

For does any one say, that our obligation to be of the

Church of England, arises from any human authority,

as such, in England .'' No, my Lord, if human authority

should not only desert the Church, but make the

severest laws against it, yet we should be still under

the same necessity of communicating with it ; because

that necessity is independent of human laws, is founded

upon the authority of God, and constantly obliges in

the same degree, let the laws of the State be what they

will.

Granting therefore, my Lord, that the human
authority, as such, in France or Spain, obliges the

people of those kingdoms to conform to those Churches,

as truly as the laws of England oblige the people of

^ Answer to Repres., p. 115 [ii- 494].
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England to conform to the Church of England. What
follows ? Does it follow that therefore the people of

France or Spain are as truly obliged to communion
with the Church in those kingdoms, as the people of

England are obliged to communion with the Church in

England ? No, this will by no means follow ; for since

we should hold the same necessity of joining with the

Episcopal Church in England, though all the human
laws in England should forbid us, since we allow only

an accidental and conditional authority in human laws

as they establish any particular religion, it follows, that

in France and Spain, &c., they ought to pay the same

regard to human laws, and no more continue in their

Church because it is established, than we ought to leave

our Church though it was persecuted. The short is

this:

The Church authority which obliges us to external

communion with any particular part of Christ's Church,

is that same divine authority which calls upon us to be

baptised, and enter into covenant with God.

Now if human laws, whether of Church or State,

strike in with this authority, then they oblige us, as

they do in other cases, where they require us to do that

which the laws of God required before ; but if human

laws, whether of Church or State, require us to enter

into such a communion as hath not the authority of

Christ for it, or forbid our joining with such a com-

munion as is a true part of Christ's Church, such laws

are no more to be observed, than if they had cstab

lished idolatry, or forbid the worship of the true God.

For human laws are not supposed to make it our duty

to enter into such a communion, but are applied as

proper means to induce us to do that which the

laws of God had made it our duty to do before. And

it is undeniably true, that though there should be ever
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so many human laws to command us to enter into any
particular communion, that we must not comply with

such laws, unless it be in regard to such a communion
as it was our duty to enter into, though no such human
laws were in being.

So that human laws create no necessity of external

communion, any more than they create the necessity

of praying to God ; but they may be applied as very

proper means to induce people to perform the duty of

external communion, and to perform the duty of prayer

to God.

The question therefore in any country is not this,

whether the laws either of their Church or State require

us to enter into such a communion, but whether it be

such a communion as it would be our duty to enter

into, were there no human laws to enjoin it, whether it

be a part of Christ's Church, which we are obliged to

enter into on pain of everlasting damnation.

When therefore you say, if the people of England

are obliged by a human authority, as such, to enter

into the Church of England, then the people of France,

Spain and Italy, are as truly obliged by the human
authority there to enter into those particular com-

munions
;
you say exceedingly true, but to no more

purpose, than if you had made the following de-

claration :

—

If the people of England are obliged to enter into

communion with the Church of England by any mili-

tary authority, as such ; then the people of France,

Spain, and Italy, are obliged to communion with the

churches in Spain, France, and Italy, by the military

authority, as such, in Spain, France, and Italy.

This, my Lord, is as much to the purpose as what

you have said ; for our obligation to enter into a par-

ticular part of Christ's Church, is no more founded in
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any human laws, as such, than in any miUtary authority,

as such
; but is founded in the will of God, Who has

instituted the Church on earth, and made our salvation

depend upon our entrance into it. This is the authority

which obliges, this is the necessity which lies upon us,

to enter into any part of Christ's Church.

If therefore you would show, that in Spain, or France,

&c., they are under the same necessity of being of the

Church in those kingdoms, which the people of Eng-
land are of being members of the Episcopal Church in

England
;
you ought to show that the established

Church in Spain, or in France, is as truly a sound part

of the Church of Christ, as the established Church in

England is a sound part of the Church of Christ ; and

that the way of worship there, is as certainly that

necessary method of salvation which Christ has insti-

tuted, as the way of worship in the Church of England

is that necessary method of salvation which Christ has

instituted.

For this is the only authority or necessity which

obliges us to enter into any Church in any part of the

world ; namely, a necessity of being Christians, by

entering into that Church which Christ has instituted
;

so that if this same Church be in Spain, and France,

and England, then there is an equal necessity of being

of the Church in each kingdom ; but if the Church in

Spain be not the Church which Christ has instituted,

and the Church of England be that Church which Christ

has instituted, then there is as great a necessity of re-

fusing to communicate with the Church in Si)ain, as ol

joining in communion with the Church of Enj^lanii.

This therefore being the nature of the authority or

necessity which obliges to external communion, nothing

can be more trifling, tJian to argue frou) the necessity

of complying with the Church in one kingdom, to a

X
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necessity of complying with the Church in all other

kingdoms ; unless you could demonstrate, that because

the established Church in one kingdom is the true

Church of Christ, therefore the established Church in

every other kingdom is the true Church of Christ.

Yet your Lordship has spent a great many pages in

declaiming against any authority or necessity which

can oblige people to communicate with the Church of

England ; because then there would be the same neces-

sity that the people of Spain, and France, and Italy,

should communicate with the Church in those king-

doms. But I hope the most ordinary reader will be

able to tell your Lordship, that there is no more good

sense, much less divinity, in this way of instructing

the world, than if you had said, there is no necessity

that the people of England should believe things which

are true, because then the people of Spain will be

under the same necessity of believing things which are

false ; and again, that there is no necessity that in this

kingdom we should comply with good laws, because in

other kingdoms people will be under the same necessity

of complying with wicked laws.

But to conclude this point ; I have here stated the

nature of that authority or necessity which obliges us

to external communion, that it does not arise from the

laws of any men, whether in Church or State, but from

the will and authority of Christ, who has instituted

such external communion as a necessary method of

salvation.

I have shown also, that human laws, though they, as

such, do not create a necessity of external communion,

yet they have a very proper significance, and are as

useful in this matter as in any other parts of our duty.
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Chapter V.—Of Sincerity and Private
Judgment.

§ /. Obj. ' That the choice of an external communion is thus resolved into

private judgment.

'

Ans, In the acceptance of Christianity, and in every part of duty
there is left a choice ofjudgment. But this does not destroy the

force of authority.

§ I. If you should here say, that by denying the

necessity of external communion to arise from human
laws, as such, I have resolved the choice of a particular

communion into private judgment.

To this I answer

;

Firstly; That by entering into any particular com-
munion, we are to understand the same thing as

entering into the Church of Christ, or embracing the

religion which Christ has instituted.

Secondly ; That when Christ came into the world,

people were left to their choice whether they would

embrace Christianity.

Thirdly ; That Christianity is still upon the same
terms with mankind, and it is still loft to every one's

private judgment, whether he will comply with the

terms of salvation.

Fotirthly ; That this does not destroy the force and

obligations of authority, or make it withcnit any effect

upon the condition of men. l*"or it does by no means

follow, that there is no authorit)', or that there are no

effects to be feared from such authority, because men
may disown it if they please. For to say there is nothing

in authority, that it is insignificant and without .my

effect upon the condition of men, if they may use their

private judgments ; is as ridiculous as to say, there is

nothing in the happiness of heaven, or torments of hell
;

that they can have no effect upon the condition of men,
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because men may judge of these things as they

please.

Fifthly ; There is a choice of judgment left to us in

every part of our duty ;

Whether we will believe a God,

Whether we will worship Him,
Whether we will believe in Jesus Christ,

Whether we will acknowledge a world to come.

Whether we will believe there is such a place as hell.

And now, my Lord, is there no authority for these

things, because we are not forced to believe them
against our judgments } Have those who refused to

believe in Christ, nothing to fear from His authority,

because He appealed to their reason, and left them to

determine for themselves } Is there no authority for

the torments of hell, or nothing to be feared from that

authority by those who deny there is any such place.

Now if there can be an authority in these matters,

though the use of private judgment is allowed in these

same matters, if this authority will condemn those who
acted contrary to it ; then it is certain that there may
be an authority or necessity which obliges us to be of

such a particular religion, though the exercise of our

private judgment is allowed in the choice of our

religion ; and that we may have as much to fear from

acting contrary to such authority, though by following

our own opinions, as they have who act contrary to the

will of God in any other respect, though by following

their own opinions.

So that an authority or necessity which obliges us to

be of this or that particular communion, that is, par-

ticular religion, is as consistent with the exercise of

private judgment, as the necessity of believing a God
and worshiping Him, is consistent with the exercise of

our private judgment.
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And ifyou will say, there is an end of all authority, if

men may choose one communion before another
;
you

must also say, that if men might consider whether they

should follow Christ, then there was an end of all

authority in Christ over them.

And again ; If men may reason and consider whether

there be a God, or Providence, then there is an end of

all necessity of believing either a God, or Providence.

If they may consider whether the Scriptures are

the Word of God, or any particular doctrines be con-

tained in Scripture, then there is an end of all necessity

of believing the Scriptures to be the Word of God, or

of believing any particular doctrines to be contained

in Scripture.

If they may consider and examine whether any

particular religion comes from God, then there is an

end of all necessity of receiving any particular religion

from God.

All this reasoning is full as just, as to conclude that

there is an end of all authority to oblige people to any

particular communion, if they may consider the excel-

lency of one communion above another, which is wliat

you over and over declare.

Now, my Lord, let us suppose, that tiic question was,

whether it be necessary to believe the Scriptures to be

the Word of God : would it not become every honest

man not only to assert this necessity, but to show

wherein it is founded, and explain to every one that

authority which calls upon us to receive the Scriptures

as the Word of God, and which will rise up in judg-

ment against us, if neglected.

And what might we not justly think of him. who,

instead of showing the authority or necessity which

obliges us to receive the Scriptures as the Won! t/fGod.

should deliver himself in tins manner.'
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' You are reasoning whether there be any authority

or necessity which obliges you to receive the Scriptures

as the Word of God. Whereas your very reasoning

upon this matter, shows there is no necessity or au-

thority to which you are obliged to submit. For since

you are allowed to reason and enquire whether this be
necessary, it is certain there is an end of all authority

or necessity to oblige you to receive the Scriptures as

the Word of God ; and if you do but sincerely follow

your own private persuasions, you are entitled to the

same degrees of God's favour, whether you receive the

Scriptures as His word or not"

Now, my Lord, thus it is that you have instructed

the world in relation to the authority which obliges us

to external communion.

§ //. The question is whether Christ instituted any particular tnethod of

external communion. But the Bishop holds that " our title to

God^s favour can only depend upon our real sincerity.
^^

Ans. This doctrine of sincerity overthrows all the terms ofsalvation
laid down in Scripture.

§ II. The question is, whether there be any authority

which obliges us to any particular external communion.
Now, my Lord, what has any one to do in this dis-

pute, but to show whether Christ has instituted external

communion, or not.? For on this alone must the

necessity of it depend. And if it appears that external

communion be instituted by our Saviour as a method
of salvation, then it will follow that we are under a

necessity, as we hope for salvation, of being in that

particular method or manner of external communion,
which Christ has instituted ; so that unless it can be
shown that all pretended Christian communions, are as

truly that method or particular communion which

Christ has instituted, as any other communion is ; it



of Church Principles. 319

must be as necessary to be in some one particular

cotninunion, as it is necessary to obey Christ ; and as

dangerous to join in some other communions, as it is

dangerous to despise His authority.

But now your Lordship, instead of considering what
external communion is instituted, and what necessity

arises from such institution, or where we may find such

external communion amongst the many pretended

Christian communions, has wholly passed over this

point, and determined the question, by telling us, that

since we are allowed the use of our reason in the choice

of religion, it matters not what authority we oppose

either of God or man, and that there can be no neces-

sity of our being of any particular communion, but

where our private judgment sincerely directs us.

Thus you say ;
" If the excellence of one communion

above another may be regarded, then there is an end

of all human authority to oblige us to one particular

external communion."^ And to show that you can as

easily destroy all divine authority or necessity of any

particular communion or religion, you tell us, that " our

title to God's favour cannot depend upon our actual

being or continuing in any particular method, but upon

our real sincerity." ^ So that here the sincerity of

private judgment as effectually destroys all divine

authority and necessity of any particular communion

or religion, as it destroys that which is human ;
and we

are rendered as happy and as high in the favour of

God for breaking His laws, as if we had observed

them.

For here it is proved that there is no necessity of

any particular communion or religion, not because

there is none instituted by God, but because, wIicIIki

'Answer to Rcprcs., \>. 115 (ii. 4951-

" rreservativf, \>. 90 [i. 5y.:J
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instituted or not, our sincere persuasion will equally

justify us, whether it complies with or opposes such

institution.

But to proceed.

I shall now shew how this doctrine of yours of sin-

cerity exposes all the terms of salvation as delivered in

Scripture.

In the Scripture we find that baptism is made a

term of salvation ; but if sincerity without baptism be

as certain a title to the favour of God, as sincerity with

baptism, then it is plain, that not to be baptised, is as

much a condition or term of salvation, as baptism is a

term of salvation. For, if baptism with sincerity, was

more a term or condition of God's favour, than no

baptism with sincerity, then it is certain that it is not

sincerity alone that procures the favour of God : and

it is as certain, that if sincerity alone procures us the

favour of God, then baptism is no more a term of

salvation, than the refusal of baptism is a term of

salvation. So that this doctrine makes baptism and

and the refusal of baptism either equally terms, or

equally no terms of salvation ; equally advantageous,

or equally insignificant.

When therefore our blessed Saviour says, that ex-

cept Ave are baptised we cannot enter the kingdom of

God, ^ and he that is not baptised shall be damned
;

according to this doctrine of yours, we may also say
just the contrary, that except we refuse baptism we
cannot enter into the kingdom of God ; and he that is

baptised shall be damned.
This, my Lord, is very shocking; but I shall easily

show that these assertions are as proper and as just

as the contrary assertions, if your doctrine of sincerity

be right.

^ John iii. 3.
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For, since your doctrine puts the sincere acceptance

and the sincere refusal of baptism upon the same foot

as to the favour of God, there can be no more danger
in sincerely refusing baptism, than in sincerely accept-

ing of baptism. Now if there is no more danger in the

one practice than in the other, it must be plain to the

most ordinary understanding, that it is as just and
proper to declare one practice dangerous as the other

;

that is, it must be as proper to say, he that is baptised

shall be damned, as to say, he that is not baptised shall

be damned.

Now I know your Lordship cannot, upon these

principles, shew, that it is more dangerous to refuse

baptism sincerely, than to receive baptism sincerely ; and

so long as this is granted, you must allow that it is as

just to fix danger upon baptism itself, as upon the want

of baptism. And consequently all your reasonings

upon this subject are one continued censure upon our

blessed Saviour's doctrine in relation to baptism, which

according to your notions, is only as just and proper as

the quite contrary would have been.

Again, our Saviour tells us, " that except we cat the

flesh of the Son of Man, and drink His blood, we have

no life in us." ^

Here we see the eating the flesh and drinking the

blood of the Son of Man is an instituted term of salva-

tion, and insisted upon by our Saviour; but if your

doctrine be true, we may as well declare the contrary

to be a term of salvation, and say, except we sincerely

refuse to eat the flesh and drink the blood of the Son

of Man, we have no life in us.

For, my Lord, if sincerity in refusing to cat this ilcsh,

be the same title to God's favour that the eating of it

with sincerity is, it is plain, there is no moic advantage

» Julin vi, 5J.
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in eating than in not eating ; and consequently it is as

well to say, that except we forbear eating the flesh of

the Son of Man we have no life in us, as to say, that

except we eat the flesh of the Son of Man we have no
life in us, there being plainly from this doctrine, no
more danger in forbearing to eat, than in eating ; nor

any more necessity of eating, than of forbearing to eat,

since both these practices are equally good and advan-

tageous with sincerity, and equally bad and insignifi-

cant without it.

And now, my Lord, let the world judge, whether you
could have thought of doctrine more contradictory to

the express words of our Saviour, and all the instituted

terms of salvation, than this of yours about sincerity,

which makes it no more necessary to observe the insti-

tuted terms of salvation, than to break them ; and
which also makes it as proper, to declare it as dangerous

to observe such institutions as to reject them. This I

have shewn particularly in baptism, where your doctrine

makes it as proper to say, he that is baptised shall be

damned, as to say, that he who is not baptised shall be

damned ; and in the same manner does it contradict

and confound the Scriptures, and make the contrary to

every institution as much a means of salvation as the

institution itself.

§ ///. The Bishop's assertion " thai the Protestants were only justified

through the persuasion of their otvn consciences."

Ans. Those who leave a true religion and they who leave a Jalse,

through sincere persuasion, are not equaWy justified.

1. Argumentfrom the nature of Religion.

2. Argumentfrom the nature of Sincerity.

I. Argumentfrom the nature of Religion.

(a.) If things true and right are more acceptable to God
than things false and wrong, then a true religion and
sincerity in it must be more acceptable than a false

religion and sincerity in that.
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(b.) Bttt if sincerity in any religion entitles us to the same
degrees of God's favour, then no religion is better than
another.

The Bishop's defence, " PVhat I said about private pcruiasion relates

to the justification of man before God, not to the excellency oj

one religion over another.

"

Ans. To iustify man before God is the only excellency of a religion.

2. Argumentfrom, the nature of Sincenty.

Persuasion is not the only thing which recommends to God,

for it may be founded on a wron^ motive.

Obj. ' This would not be sincere persuasion.'

Ans. (a.) On the Bishop's principles, that man is sincere who thinks

hii?iself sincere.

Ans. (b.) A man may as easily be mistaken concerning his own
sincerity as concerning true religion.

§ III. Your Lordship has given us a demonstration,

as you call it, that your doctrine of sincerity and pri-

vate persuasion is right.

Thus you ask :
" What is it that justified the Protes-

tants ... in setting up their own bishops } Was it, that

the Popish doctrines were actually corrupt, or that the

Protestants were persuaded in their own consciences

that they were so } The latter without doubt." And
then comes your demonstration, in this manner ;

" Take
away from them this persuasion, and they are so far

from being justified, that they are condemned for their

departure; give them this persuasion again, they arc

condemned if they do not separate."^

You want to be shewn the fallacy in this demonstra-

tion, which 1 hope I shall shew to your satisfaction.

It is granted, that corruption in rcli.4ion is no justifi-

cation of those who leave it, unless they are persuaded

of that corruption.

It is also granted, that they who are fully pcrsii.ulcd

that a religion is .sinful, are obliged to scparati: from it,

though it should not be sinful. Hut then it docs I)y no

' Preservative, p. 85 [i. 590] ; Answer to Rcpres., j>. lOJ [li. 490J.
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means follow, that they who leave a true religion, and

they who leave a false religion, through their particular

persuasions, are equally iustihed, or have an equal title

to the same degree of God's favour.

Here lies the great fallacy in this argument, that you

use the same word (viz., justified) in relation to both

these people in tJie very same sense ; whereas if they

are justified (if this word must be used), it is in a very

different sense and different measure, and are not

entitled to the same degree of God's favour. Now, a

fallacy in this point destroys the whole demonstration,

for the question wholly turns upon this point, whether

they who are sincere in a true religion, and they who
are sincere in a false religion, are equally justified and

entitled to the same degrees of God's favour.

This very thing was objected to you by the learned

committee, who said, " that an erroneous conscience was

never, till now, allowed wholly to justify men in their

errors." ^

To which you have no better answer to make than

this, "That it must either justify them or not justify

them. It must either wholly justify them, or not

justify them at all."
^

My Lord, I suppose a man is justified by his living

soberly, righteously and godlily in this present world.

I ask therefore, does his living soberly justify him
wholly, or does it not justify him at all } If it justifies

him wholly, then there is no occasion of his living

righteously and godlily ; if it does not justify him at

all, then there is no need of his living soberly.

Your answer to the committee has just as much
sense or divinity in it, as there is in this argument.

Here I must desire, that it may be observed, that the

' Rep. of Com. of Convoc. p. 7.

-Answer to Repies., p. 95 [ii. 487].
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question is, not whether sincerity in any reh'gion does
not recommend us to the favour of God, but whether
we are entitled to the same degrees of God's favour,

whether we are sincere in a true or false wa}- of

worship.

I shall therefore further consider this point.

{a.) Firstly ; If true and right religion has anything
in its own nature to recommend us to God, then sin-

cerity in this true and right religion must recommend
us more to God, than sincerity in a false and wrong
religion ; because we have a recommendation from our
religion, as well as from our sincerity in it. For
instance ; if it be in any degree in the world more
acceptable to God, that we should follow Christ, than

Mahomet, our sincerity in following Christ must recom-

mend us to just so much more of God's favour, than

our sincerity in following Mahomet ; as it is more
acceptable to him that we should follow One than the

other. Now to say that true and right religion has

nothing in its own nature to recommend us to God, is

saying, that things true and right are no more accept-

able to God, than things false and wrong ; but as it

would be blasphemy to say this, so it is very little less,

to say, that sincerity in a false and wrong religion is

just the same justification or recommendation to the

favour of God, that sincerity in the true and right

religion is.

Farther ; the whole end and design of religion, is, to

recommend us to the favour of God. If therefore we

can suppose a religion instituted by God, which does no

more, as such, recommend us to the favour of God,

than a religion invented by men or devils, as such,

recommends us to the favour of God ; then we must

also suppose, that God has instituted a religion which

does not at all answer the general end and design ol
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religion—viz., the recommending us to the favour of

God.

Unless therefore we will profanely declare, that God
has instituted a religion, which, as such, does us no

service, nor any better promotes the general end of

religion, than any corrupt inventions of men, we must

affirm, that sincerity in His religion will entitle us to

greater degrees of His favour, than sincerity in a religion

not from Him.

{b) Secondly ; If there be any real excellency or

goodness in one religion which is not in another, then

it is certain, that sincerity does not equally justify us in

any religion ; and on the contrary, it is as certain, that

if sincerity in any religion does entitle us to the same

degrees of God's favour, then there is no such thing as

any real excellency or goodness in one religion, which

is not in another.

When you was charged with destroying all difference

between religions by this account of sincerity, you

retreat to an answer as weak as could possibly have

been thought of. Thus you say ;
" What I said about

private persuasion relates to the justification of the

man before God, and not to the excellency of one

communion above another, which it leaves just as it

found it."
1

Here, my Lord, you suppose that one religion may
very much exceed another religion in goodness and

excellency, and yet that this goodness and excellency

has nothing to do with the justification of persons ;
for

you say, you was not speaking of the excellency of one

communion above another, but of what relates to the

justification of a man, &c., which plainly shows that

you do not allow the excellency of religion to have any-

thing to do with the justification of men ; for if you

^ Answer to Repres., p. 113 [ii. 494].
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did, it must have been necessary to speak of the excel-

lency of one religion above another, when you was
speaking of what it is which justifies a man before

God.

Now, my Lord, to grant that there is an excellency

and goodness in some religion, and yet exclude this

excellent and good religion from having any more in

it to justify and recommend us to the favour of God,
than what is to be found in any other religion less

excellent ; is just as good sense, as to allow, that some
food is much more excellent and proper than other

food, and yet exclude this most excellent proper food

from having anything in it to preserve health and
strength, more than in any other food.

For the goodness and excellency of religion is as

truly a relative goodness and excellency, as the good-

ness and excellency of food is a relative goodness and

excellency. And as that food can only be said to be

better than another food, because it has a better effect

upon the body than any other food ; so that religion

can only be said to be better than another, because it

raises us higher in the favour of God than any other

religion.

It is therefore most certain, that if any one religion

can be said to be better than another, it must be

because one religion ma)- be of more advantage to us

than another.

For as religion in general is good, because it docs us

good, and brings us into favour with God ; so the par-

ticular excellency and goodness of any religion, must

consist in this, that it does us a more particular gooti,

and raises us to higher degrees of God's favour, than a

less excellent religion would have done.

So that when your Lordship talks of the excellency

of one religion above ancjther, as having nothing in it.
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as such, to recommend us to higher degrees of God's

favour, or effect our justification ; it is fully as absurd,

as to say, that though one kind of learning may be

more excellent than another kind of learning, yet no

men are more excellent or valuable for having one kind

of learning than another.

For as no kind of learning can be said to be pecu-

liarly excellent, but because it gives some peculiar

excellency to those who are masters of it ; so no kind

of religion can be said to be more excellent than

another, unless those who profess it reap some advan-

tage from it, which is not to be had from a religion less

excellent.

From all this, it appears, yf;'^'/, that there can be no

such thing as any goodness or excellency in one reli-

gion above another, but as it procures a peculiar good

and advantage to those who profess it.

Secondly ; That your Lordship can allow no other

goodness or excellency in religion, even from your own
express words, but what implies as great an absurdity,

as to allow of good food, good learning, or good advice,

which can do nobody any good at all.

For since you expressly exclude the goodness or ex-

cellency of any religion from having any part in recom-

mending us to the favour of God, and will only allow it

to carry us so far as sincerity in a worse religion will

carry us; it is certain, that this good and excellent

religion, is just as good as that, which does us no good

at all.

So that whether you will yet own that you have

destroyed all the difference betwixt religions, or not, I

cannot tell
;
yet I imagine every one will see that you

have only left such a goodness in one religion above

another as can do nobody any good at all.

The short is this ; if you will own there is no excel-



of Church Principles. 329

lency in one religion above another, then you are guilty
of making Christianity no better than Mahometanism

;

but if you will acknowledge a goodness and excellency
in one religion above another, and yet contend that it is

sincerity alone which does us any good, or recommends
us to the favour of God, in all religions alike; this is

as absurd, as to say, such a thing is much better for us
than any other thing, and yet assert, that any other thing
will do us as much good as that.

2, I have, I hope, sufficiently confuted your doctrine

of sincerity, from the nature of religion. I shall now in

a word or two examine it farther, by considering the

ttature of private persuasion, which can do all these

mighty things.

And, first, I deny that persuasion was the only thing

which justified the Protestants, or which recommends
people to the favour of God in the choice of a religion

;

and that, because if their private persuasion was founded

in pride, prejudice, worldly interest, or anything but

the real truth and the justice of the cause, that their

private persuasion did not justify them before God
;

nor had they, upon this supposition, so good a title to

His favour, as those who did not reform.

If you say, that persons cannot be sincere in their

persuasions, who are influenced by pride, or prejudice,

or any false motive. To this I answer
;

{a.) Firstly; That according to your own principles,

that man is to be esteemed sincere, who thinks him.scH

to be sincere. For, as it is a first principle with you,

that a man is justified in point of religion, not bccau.sc

he observes what in its own nature is true and right re

ligion, but because he observes that which he thinks to

be true and right religion ; so according to this prin

Y
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ciple a man is to be accounted sincere, not because he

acts up to true and just principles of sincerity, but be-

cause he thinks in his own mind that he does act up to

such just and true principles of sincerity. So that, my
Lord, sincerity it seems is as truly a private persuasion,

as religion is a private persuasion ; and therefore any

one may as easily think himself truly sincere, and yet

not have true sincerity, as he may think himself in the

true religion, and yet not be in the true religion.

Unless therefore you will maintain, that a person who
is mistaken in his sincerity, and mistaken in his reli-

gion too, who has neither true religion, or true sincerity,

has as good a title to the favour of God, as he who is

truly sincere, and in a true religion, you must give up

this cause of sincerity. For it is demonstrable from

your own principles, that any one may as often happen

to be mistaken in his sincerity, and take that for sin-

cerity which is not sincerity, as he may be mistaken in

his religion, and take that for religion which is not

religion.

And consequently it is as reasonable to talk of sin-

cere persons who are influenced by wrong motives, as

to talk of persons being justified in religion who live in

a false religion.

So that, my Lord, this is the result of your doctrine,

that persons neither truly sincere, nor in the true reli-

gion, are yet entitled to the same degrees of God's

favour, with those who are truly sincere in the true

religion.

The short is this, according to a maxim of your own,

you are obliged to acknowledge that man to be sincere,

who thinks himself to be sincere ; because you say a

man is to be esteemed religious, not because he practises

true religion, but because he thinks he practises true

religion ; therefore you must say, that a man is sincere,
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not because he is truly sincere, but because he thinks

himself to be sincere.

(^.) It is also as possible and as likely for a man to

be mistaken in those things which constitute true

sincerity, as in those things which constitute true

religion.

And therefore if this sincerity be the only and tht

same title to God's favour in any religion, it follows,

that sincerity, though influenced by false motives, and
in a false way of worship, is as acceptable to God, as a

sincere persuasion governed by right motives in a true

and instituted way of worship.

So that all the fine things which you have said of

sincerity, as implying in it all which is rational and

excellent, are come to nothing ; and you are as strictly

obliged to allow that man to be sincere who mistakes

the grounds and principles of true sincerity, because he

thinks himself to be sincere, as to allow that person to

be justified in his religion, who mistakes the true re-

ligion, because he thinks himself in the true religion.

So that it is not sincerity as it contains all that is

rational and excellent which alone justifies, but as it

may be an idle, vain, whimsical persuasion, in which

people think themselves in the right. This persuasion,

though founded in the follies, passions and prejudices

of human nature, consecrates every way of worship,

and makes the man thus persuaded as acceptable to

God, as he who through a right use of his reason

serves God in that method which He has instituted.

I shall end this point with only this observation, that

however hearty a friend you may be to the Christian

religion yourself, this I dare say, that the heartiest

enemy it has, will thank you for thus defending it.

And they who wish all the distinction betwixt religions

confounded, and maintain that wc iiavc nothing; to
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hope or fear but from our own persuasions, are the only

persons who can call you their proper defender.

Chapter VI.—Of the Reformation.

§ /. * If there be a Church authority to oblige people to external communion

,

Iww can the Reformation be justified ? For there was a Church

authority then, and the Reformers violated it.'

Ans. What the Reformers broke were not the Divine laws obliging

to Church communion, but human laws which bound us to

Rome. These latter could only be obeyed by violating the laws

of Christ. Therefore disobedience was necessary.

§ I. I proceed now in a word or two to show, that

the necessity of communion with any particular Church,

and the efifects of excommunication are perfectly con-

sistent with the principles of the Reformation.

You say, " If there be a church authority to oblige

people to external communion—I beg to know how
can the Reformation itself be justified.—For there was

then an order of churchmen, vested with all spiritual

authority—there was therefore a Church authority to

oblige Christians, a power of some over others. What
was it therefore to which we owe this very Church of

England.?"*

To this it may be answered,

Firstly ; That this argument proceeds upon a false

supposition, namely, that it is the laws of any men,

which oblige us to external communion. Which I

have already shown to be as false, as to suppose that

it is the laws of any men which oblige us to be

Christians.

Secondly ; That there may be a real and a great

authority which obliges us to external communion,

though this authority be not founded in any human
^ Answer to Repres., p. Il8 [ii. 495, 496].
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laws, for there is as real and apparent an authorit)- for

baptisnn, and the supper of the Lord, and other parts

of external communion, as if they were the express

matter of any human laws.

Thirdly ; That the laws of men in this affair of

religion, are of the same obligation and force that they

are in other matters. If they command things indif-

ferent, they are to be obeyed for the authority of the

command ; if they enjoin things in their own nature

good, the necessity of obedience is greater ; but if they

command things unlawful, we are not to comply, but

obey God rather than man. ^

FoiirtJdy ; The question therefore at the Reformation

was not whether the laws of the Pope or the Prince

were on the side of the Church of Rome, but whether

that faith and those institutions which constitute the

Christian religion was with the Reformers, or with the

Papists. For the Church authority which obhged them

then, and which obliges us now to external communion,

was not an authority which obliged them to comply

with any number of bishops, or any State laws, but to

enter into communion with that bishop or bishops who

observed that way of worship which Christ had insti-

tuted. The necessity of being in external communion,

does not oblige us to be in communion with the Pope

or any number of bishops as such, whose authority wc

may happen to be born under, but it obliges us to he

in that communion which is that way or method of sal-

vation which Christ has instituted.

So that though wc should grant, that at the Reforma-

tion we broke through the human laws of the Cluirch

which required us to continue in communion with the

Church of Rome, it will by no means follow that we

broke through that authorit)- which obliges us to ex

' Acts V. 29; iv. ly.
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ternal communion, because that authority is not founded
in any human laws, but is the authority of Christ, re-

quiring us to observe all those things which constitute
external communion. For as it is the authority of
Christ which obliges us to be Christians, so that same
authority obliges us to enter into that communion where
the institutions and faith of Christ are preserved.
When therefore you say, " If church authority (mean-

ing human laws) be a sufficient obligation upon them to
determine them, then our forefathers ought not in con-
science to have separated from the Church of Rome."i

This, my Lord, is no more to the purpose than if

you had said, if the King of France has a right to be
obeyed all over Europe, then all over Europe they
ought in conscience to obey him.

For since it is neither pretended nor allowed, that
human laws are a sufficient obligation to external com-
munion, to argue from this supposition is as foreign to

the purpose, as to suppose that the King of France was
governor of all Europe.

§ //. ^But the Reformation was ri^ht, for men are their own judges as to

Church communion,

'

Ans. This is to reject all authority in religion, and Jews, Turks,
and Infidels are equally justified. The Reformers must stand or

fall by reference to the instituted terms of Christ's salvatio?i.

The defence of the Church of England is that it fnaintains all those

orders, institutions, and doctrines which Christ has made neces-

sary to salvation. And hence it is a true Church. And because

it is a true Church, wilful separation from it is the sin of
schism.

§ II. The next step you take is also very extraordinary,

where having rejected human authority from being a
sufficient obligation to external communion, you thus

proceed, "but if men are their own judges by the laws

^ Answer to Repres., p. ii8 [ii. 496].
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of God and of Christ in this matter
; if they have a

right to use their judgment and be determined by it-
then here is a justification of the Reformation, and par-

ticularly of the Protestant Church of England." 1

The most complaisant justification, my Lord, that

could possibly have been thought of, because it as pecu
liarly justifies all the enemies of the Church of England,
of what kind soever, as it justifies the Protestant Church
of England.

For your argument proceeds thus ; If there be no

human authority to which we are absolutely obliged to

submit, but have a right to use our own judgments,

then the Reformation is justified. Here we see the

doctrines of the reformed Church are not taken into the

question ; she is not said to be justified, as being a true

Church, or as preserving those orders and institutions

which constitute the true Church ; but is justified, be-

cause men may use their reason, and not enter into any

communion which human laws have happened to

establish. Now if we of the Church of England are

justified in the choice of our religion, because no human

laws have an absolute power to oblige us to be of any

particular religion, then all people, whether Papists or

Protestants, whether Quakers, Ranters, Jews, Turks and

infidels, arc equally justified in the choice of their par-

ticular ways of worship, because human laws have not

an absolute power to oblige them to be of any partic-

ular religion. So that though you call this a justifica-

tion of the Protestant Church of England, you might as

justly have called it a justification of Quakers, Jews,

Turks and infidels : for it is as truly a justification of

every one of them, as it is a justification of the Church

of England.
But to proceed.

' Answer lo Kqucs., p. 118 ["• 19*]-
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How comes it, my Lord, that the Reformation is

justified, because people may use their reason, and are

not under a necessity from human laws of being of this

or that Church ? Why must the Reformation be right

and just, because human laws are not sufficient to

hinder a Reformation ? Is there no other authority that

can make any particular religion necessary, because

human authority cannot ? May it not be our duty to

be of this communion, and a sin to enter into another

communion, though human laws as such cannot nfake

the one a duty, or the other a sin ? Does baptism, the

supper of the Lord, and a belief in Jesus Christ, cease

to be necessary, because that necessity does not arise

from human laws ?

Now if things may be necessary to salvation, though

they are not made so by human authority, then it is

no justification of the Reformation to say, that the

reformers might use their reason, and not choose that

religion which human laws commanded them to choose

;

this will be no justification, till it appears, that they chose

that religion which the authority of God required them

to choose.

For it would be nonsense to say people are justified

for having such a sort of baptism, because the necessity

of baptism does not arise from human laws. Yet this

is as good sense, as to say, such a people are justified in

their religion, because no religion is made necessary by
human laws. For as they are only justified in point of

baptism, who observe such baptism, as the authority of

God has appointed, so are they only justified in their

religion, who enter into that religion which the authority

of God has instituted.

But your Lordship has no sooner shewn that human
authority, as such, cannot oblige us to be of any par-

ticular religion, but you presently congratulate your
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readers upon an entire freedom from all authority in

religion, and without once mentioning that the Reforma-
tion is right and just, because of the orders, doctrines

or institutions, which it maintains
; you say it is

justified for such a reason, as justifies in an equal

degree every religion, and every change of religion in

the world. You have so far justified it, as to show
that it is as well to be of it, as of any other Church

;

and as well to be of any other Church, as of it.

Who would not think, my Lord, that the instituted

terms of salvation had something to do with the justi-

fication of Christians? Yet you can justify people

without any regard to them. Who would not think

that a religion is unjustifiable, if it is contrary to the

religion instituted by Christ ? Yet your Lordship has

justified all changes in religion, without any regard to

the institutions of Christ, solely for this reason, because

men may use their own judgment, and not submit to

the laws of men, as such, in the choice of religion. As
if because they are not to be altogether governed by

the commands of men in the choice of a religion, neither

are they to be determined by the authority of God, or

any more tied down to His institutions than to human

laws. Who would think that no change in religion is

dangerous, because religion is only instituted by God,

and has His authority to make it necessary } Yet your

Lordship banishes all danger from every change of

religion, and pronounces the same safety in every

opinion, because people are under no absolute human

authority.

It is very surprising, after all this, to see your Lord-

ship breaking out into passionate expressions for the

cause of the Reformation, and so often declaring that it

is for the sake of the Reformation that you have taken

so much pains, and with so much pleasure, in your laic

writings.
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Now it seems your adversaries have undermined the

very foundations of the Reformed Church of England
;

and that in this manner.

Firstly ; They justify the Church of England, by

showing that it maintains all those orders, institutions,

and doctrines, which Christ has made necessary to salva-

tion ; that it is a true Church, because it consists of all

those things which by the institution of Christ con-

stitute a true Church.

For this, your Lordship rebukes them as enemies to

the Reformation, as friends to Popery ; and declares,

that the Protestants are not justified because they have

chosen a true and right religion, but because they think

they have chosen a true and right religion.

Again, your adversaries insist upon the necessity of

entering into communion with the Church of England,

because it is a true Church of Christ ; and declare those

guilty of the heinous sin of schism, who separate from

her communion.

Here again you condemn them, as conspiring the

ruin of the Reformation, because if the Dissenters are not

justified in their separation from the Church of England

by their private persuasion, neither is the Church of

England to be justified for its separation from Rome.

So that the difference between your Lordship and your

adversaries in relation to the Reformed Church of

England, is this.

They support and recommend this Church, because

it contains all the necessary doctrines and institutions

of Christ, and consequently give it an advantage over

every other way of worship, which is either corrupted

or defective in these doctrines and institutions of Christ.

But you support and recommend it (pardon the

expressions) not from anything which relates to it at

all, but from private persuasion ; and consequently
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allow every religion in the world to be as just, and good,
and safe, if men are but so persuaded.

They defend the Church of England, by showing
what it is, and by asserting the truth of its doctrines.

You have no title to be mentioned amongst its

defenders, but as you may be called a defender of

Quakers and fanatics, Jews and Turks, and every
religion in the world, which any one thinks to be right.

§ ///. * The Reformers treated all excommwuealions as upon an equalfoot
and disregarded all alike.

'

Ans. It would be as good sense to say we disregard all the Christian

faith and all the Bible, because we differfrom Rome concerning

the Faith and the canon of Scripture,

§ III. To proceed; as a farther defence of the Reforma-
tion, you ask, " How did the first reformers behave them-

selves } Did they not think and speak of them (viz.,

absolution and excommunication) as having nothing

to do with the favour of God, as human engines, and
mere outcries of human terror.' And did they mean
by this to claim to themselves the right of absolution,

which they had denied to others, because they were

fallible and weak men ; or to assert a power of excom-

munication, so as to affect men's eternal salvation, to

themselves in one Church, which they had disregarded

and trampled upon in another? No: They treated all

excommunications as alike, and upon an equal foot
;

and could upon no other account neglect and disregard

them as they did, but because God had not given to

any man the disposal of His mercy or anger." '

The argument, my Lord, here proceeds thus: Firstly

;

that all absolutions and excommimications must have

been esteemed alike, and equally insignificant by our

reformers, because they were not terrified at the ex

' Answer to Keprcs., p. 121, 122 (ii. 497J.
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communications of the Church of Rome, nor thought

an absolution from that Church necessary.

Secondly ; that the Reformers having thus disre-

garded these powers in that Church, ought not to

pretend that the same powers have any more effect

when they exercise them in this Church.

To this it may be answered, that if we ought not to

pretend to any effects in absolution or excommunica-
tion, because we disregarded those powers as-exercised

by the Church of Rome ; that then we ought not to

pretend the necessity of any faith, because we disre-

garded the faith of the Romish Church ; nor the

necessity of any sacraments, nor the necessity of the

canonical writings, because we disregarded the canonical

books of the Church of Rome. And it is as good
sense to cry out here, " Did they not treat their sacra-

ments as mere inventions of men } Did they mean by
this to claim to themselves a power to make sacraments

necessary in one church, which power they had trampled

upon in another .-' Did they deny the necessity of seven

sacraments there, in order to assert the necessity of

two sacraments here } No : they treated all sacra-

ments as alike, and upon an equal foot with respect

to God's favour, and could upon no other account

neglect and disregard them as they did, but because

God's favour or displeasure was in no way affected by
any sacraments."

Here let common-sense judge, whether this argu-

ment of yours shewing the unreasonableness of pretend-

ing to any significance in excommunication, because we
disregarded the excommunication of the Church of

Rome, does not prove it as unreasonable to insist upon
the necessity of any faith, or any sacraments, or any
canonical books, because we denied the Romish creed,

the Romish sacraments, and canon of Scripture ?
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1

For our reformers no more intended to show that

excommunication was a dream and trifle, because
they disregarded the excommunication of the Church
of Rome ; than they intended to show that all sacra-

ments, all faith, and all Scripture, were dreams and
trifles, by their not owning either the sacraments, or

the creed, or the canon of the Church of Rome. And,
my Lord, what a worthy defender of Christianity and
the Reformation would he be, who should ask us what
we mean by the necessity of sacraments, or faith, or

Scripture, since we have not allowed the necessity

either of the Romish sacraments, faith, or Scripture ?

Yet such a defender is your Lordship, who contends

that we ought to reject excommunication as a trifle

and dream, because we disregarded the excommunica-

tion of the Church of Rome.
I have now gone as far in the examination of your

doctrines as my present design will allow me, and am
apt to think that in this and my former letters, I have

gone so far, as to show, that a few more such defences

of Christianity and the Reformation as you have given

us, would complete their ruin, as far as human writings

can complete it.

And had you meant ever so much harm to Chris-

tianity and the Reformation, 1 believe no one who

wishes their confusion, would have thought you could

have taken a better way to obtain that end, than by

writing as you have lately written.

For he must be a very bitter enemy to them both

who would not think it sufficient, to set Christianity

and Mahometanism, the Reformation and Quakerism

upon the same foot.

And he must be very slow of apprehension, who docs

not see that to be plainly done, by resolving all into

private persuasion, and making sincerity in every r*
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ligion, whether true or false, the same title to the same
degrees of God's favour.

I shall not with your Lordship make any declara-

tions about my own sincerity ; I am content to leave

that to God, and to let all the world pass what judg-

ment they please about it.— I am your Lordship's most
humble servant,

WILLIAM LAW.

POSTSCRIPT.

The learned Committee observed to your Lordship,

that "an erroneous conscience was never, till now,
allowed wholly to justify men in their errors,"

This observation I have shewn to be true and just,

as it implies, that though sincerity in an erroneous way
of worship should in some degree or other recommend
men to the favour or mercy of God

;
yet it is not that

entire recommendation to His favour, which is effected

by our sincere obedience in the true way of salvation

:

that is, though it should justify them in some degree,

yet it cannot justify them in that degree, in which they

are justified, who sincerely serve God in that true

religion which He Himself has instituted.

Now our justification, as it is effected by the merits

of Christ, is in one and the same degree ; but as our

justification is effected by our own behaviour, it is as

capable of different degrees, as our virtue and holiness

is capable of different degrees ; and it is also necessary

that our justification be more or less, according as our

holiness is more or less.

Yet in answer to this observation of the learned

Committee, you say, it must either justify them, or
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not justify them ; it must either justify them wholly, or

not justify them at all. This, my Lord, is as contrary

to the Scripture, as it is to the observation of the Com-
mittee. For our blessed Saviour, speaking of the

publican, says, " I tell you, this man went down to his

house justified, rather than the other." ^

Here, my Lord, is as plain a declaration of degrees

in justification as can well be made, so far as justifica-

tion can be effected by our own behaviour.

For, it is plain, the publican was not wholly justified,

because then there would be no need of his embracing

Christianity ; it is also plain, that he was justified in

part, or else he could not be said to be justified rather

than the Pharisee.

If therefore your answer confutes the observation of

the learned Committee, it must also confute this passage

of Scripture.

I shall only add one word in relation to another

point.

I have already shewn the falseness and evil tendency

of your argument against excommunication, which you

asserted to be a dream and trifle without any effect,

because it is our own behaviour alone which can signify

anything to us with regard to the favour of God. Now,

my Lord, this philosophy strikes at the very vitals of

the Christian religion : for, if this sentence can have

no effect, if it is a dream and trifle, because it is our

behaviour alone on which the favour of God depends

;

then how shall we account for these passages of Scrip-

ture, which attribute our justification to the merits and

death of Christ .<* As thus :

"Jesus Christ, who gave Himself for our sins'" ;

-

"In whom we have ledcmption througii His

blood "
;

^

' Luko will, 10, &c. • Ual. i. j. tphe:.. i. 7.
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" Being justified by His blood, we shall be saved

from wrath." ^

It is the constant, uniform doctrine of Scripture, that

our reconciliation and peace with God, our justification

and sanctification before God, is owing to the merits

and death of Christ. But if what you have said be

true, that it is our behaviour alone which procures the

favour of God, then the blood of Christ must be as

truly without any effect, as excommunication is with-

out any effect.

For if the favour of God depends entirely upon our

behaviour alone, then it can depend upon nothing else;

and if it depend upon nothing else, then everything else

is equally trifling and without any effect as to that

purpose ; and consequently every passage in Scripture

which ascribes our acceptance with God to the merits

and blood of Christ, is as much condemned by your

doctrine, as the effects of excommunication are con-

demned by it.

Whether your Lordship did not perceive the incon-

sistency of this doctrine with that satisfaction and

redemption which the Scriptures teach ; or whether

you knowingly intended to oppose this doctrine, is,

what I shall leave to every one's own judgment. Thus
much I shall say, that as you have here directly con-

tradicted this first principle of the Christian religion, if

it is not what you intended, I hope you will, for the

sake of Christianity, venture to declare, that though

you have asserted that it is our behaviour alone, yet it

is not our behaviour alone, but more particularly the

merits and death of Christ which recommend us to the

favour of God.
1 Rom. V. 9.

J. BAIN AND SONS, PRINTERS, EDINBURGH.
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