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A PREFACE To all Chriſtian Readers.
[Page]
[Page]
IT cannot ſeem ſtrange, that a man in my caſe, removed by the force of the Warr, from the Service of the Church, ſhould dedicate his time to the conſideration of thoſe Controverſies which cauſe diviſion in the Church. For, what could I do more to the ſatisfaction of mine own judgment, than to ſeek a ſolution, what truth it is, the overſight whereof hath divided the Church; and therefore, the ſight whereof ought to unite it? But, that I ſhould publiſh the reſult of my thoughts to the world, this, even to them that cannot but allow my converſing with thoſe thoughts, may ſeem to fall under the Hiſtorians cenſure; S [...]ipſum fa­tigan [...]o nihil aliud quâm odium quaerere, extremae eſſe dementiae. That, to take pains to get nothing but diſpleaſure, is the extremity of madneſs. Socrates (if wee believe his Apology in Plato) could never reſt for his Genius, alwayes putting him upon diſputes, tending to convict men, that they knew not what they thought they knew. The diſ­pleaſure which this got him, hee makes the true cauſe of his death. The opinion which I publiſh, being indeed the fruit of more time and leiſure, of leſs ingagement to the world, than others are under, will ſeem a charge upon thoſe who ingage otherwiſe. And when, be­ſides, ſo much intereſt of this world depends upon the diviſions of the Church; what am I to expect, but; Great is Diana of the Epheſi­ans? My Apology is this.
The title of Reformation which the late Warr pretended, menti­oned onely Epiſcopacy and the Service. The effect of it was a new Confeſsion of Faith, a new Catechiſm, a new Directory, all new; With chapter and verſe indeed, quoted in the margine, but, as well over a­gainſt their own new inventions, as over againſt the Old Faith of the Church. This burthen was as eaſily kicked off by the Congre­gations, as layed on by the Presbyteries; As carrying, indeed, no conviction with it, but the Sword, and what penalties the Sword ſhould inforce it with. Which failing, what is come in ſtead of it, to warrant the ſalvation of Chriſtians, but that the Bible is preached, (which, what Hereſie diſowneth?) and, by them whom the Tryers count godly men; Make they what they can of it. I, from my non age, had embraced the Church of England, and attained the Order of Prieſthood in it, upon ſuppoſition that it was a true Church, and ſalvation to be had in it, and by it; Owning nevertheleſs (as the Church of England did own) the Church of Rome for a Church, in which, ſalvation, though more difficult, yet might be had and ob­tained. That there is no ſuch thing as a Church by Gods Law, in the nature of a Body, (which this ſtate of Religion requireth) is oppo­ſite [Page] to an Article of my Creed, who alwayes thought my ſelf a mem­ber of ſuch a Body, by being of the Church of England. The iſ­ſue of that which I have publiſhed, concerning that title of Refor­mation which the Warr pretended, was this; That they are Schiſ­maticks, that concurr to the breaking or deſtroying of the Church of England, for thoſe cauſes. And, the objection there neceſſarily ſtar­ting; Why the Church of England no Schiſmaticks, in Reform­ing without the Church of Rome; My anſwer was, that the cauſe of Reforming muſt juſtifie the change which it maketh, without conſent of the Whole Church. For, the pretenſe of Infallibility in the Church on the one ſide, the pretenſe of the Word and Sacraments, for marks of the Church, on the other ſide, I hold equally frivolous; As, equally declaring a reſolution, never to be tried by reaſon, in that which wee alwayes diſpute. For, what diſpute remains, i [...] the Decrees of the Council of Trent be Infallible? If, that form of Doctrine and miniſtring the Sacraments, which the Reformation may pretend, be marks to diſtinguiſh a Church from no Church? If they were, where there is no ſuch form, there are no ſuch marks; And therefore, no ſuch thing as a Church. Nor is it ſo eaſie to de­ſtroy theſe doubts in mens judgments, as the Laws by which the Church of England ſtood. And, if the ſalvation of a Chriſtian conſiſt in profeſſing the common Chriſtianity, as I ſhow you at large; ſhall not the ſalvation of a Divine conſiſt in profeſſing what he hath attained to believe, when, hee thinks, the exigent of the time renders it neceſſary to the ſalvation of Gods people? How ſhall hee, other­wiſe, be miniſterial to the work of Gods Grace, in ſtrengthening them that ſtand, in comforting and helping the weak, in raiſing them that are fallen, in reſolving the doubtfull, without ſearching the bot­tom of the cauſe? Nay, how ſhall hee make reparation for the of­fenſes hee may have given, by not knowing that, which now, hee thinks hee knows? The cauſes of diviſion have a certain depen­dence upon common principles, a certain correſpondence one with another, which, when it cannot be declared, the ſatisfaction which a man intends is quite defeated; when it is declared, that diſſatisfa­ction, which the conſideration of particulars of leſs waight cauſeth, muſt needs ceaſe. Whether it were the diſtruſt of my own ability, or the love of other imployment, or, whatſoever it were, that diver­ted mee from conſidering the conſequence of thoſe principles which I alwayes had, till I might come to that reſolution, which now I de­clare; Neither was I ſatisfied till I had it, nor, having it, till I had de­clared it: And, if I be like a man with an arrow in his thigh, or like a woman ready to bring forth, that is, as Eccleſiasticus ſaith, like a fool, that cannot hold what is in his heart; I am in this, I hope, no fool of Solomons, but, with S. Paul, a fool for Christs ſake.
Now, the miſchiefs which diviſion in the Church createth being invaluable; all the benefit that I can perceive it yield is this, that the offenſes which it cauſeth ſeem to drown, and ſwallow up as it were, that offenſe, which, declaring the truth, in another time, would pro­duce. For, Unity in the Church is of ſo great advantage to the ſer­vice of God, and that Chriſtianity from whence it proceedeth, that [Page] it ought to overſhadow, and cover very great imperfections, in the Laws of the Church; All Laws being ſubject to the like. Eſpecial­ly, ſeeing I maintain, that the Church, by divine inſtitution, is, in point of right, one viſible Body, conſiſting in the communion of all Chri­ſtians, in the offices of Gods ſervice; and ought, by humane admini­ſtration, in point of fact, to be the ſame. For, the Unity of ſo great a Body will not allow, that the terms ſhould be ſtrict, or nice, upon which the communion thereof ſtandeth; But obligeth all, t [...]at love the general good of it, to paſs by, even thoſe imperfections in the Laws of it, which are viſible, if not pernicious. But, where this Unity is once broken in pieces and deſtroye [...], and palliating cures are out of date, the offenſe which is taken, at ſhowing the true cure, is imputable to them that cauſe the fraction, not to him that would  [...]ee it reſtored. For, what diſeaſe was ever cured, without offending the body that had it? The cauſe of Epiſcopacy, and of the Service, is the cauſe of the whole Church, and the maintenance thereof infer­reth the maintenance of whatſoever is Catholick. Owning, there­fore, my obligation to the Whole Church, notwithſtanding my obli­gation to the Church of England; I have preſcribed the conſent thereof, for a boundary to all interpretation of Scripture, all Refor­mation in the Church. Referring my  [...]pinion,  [...]n point of Fact, what is Catholick, to them, who, by their Title, are bound to acknowledg, that, whatſoever is Catholick ought to take place. While all Engliſh people, by the Laws of the Church of England, had ſuffi [...]i [...]n [...] and probable means of ſalvation miniſtred to them; it had been a fault to acknowledg a fault, which, it was more miſchief to m [...]nd than to bear with. But, when the Unity that is loſt may as well be obtained, by the primitive Truth and Order of the Catholick Church, as by that which ſerved the turn in the Church of England, becauſe it ſerved to the ſalvation of more; I ſhould offend good Chriſtians, to think that they will ſtand offended at it.
In fine, all variety of Religion, in England, ſeems to be compriſed in three parties; Papiſts, Prelatical, and Puritanes; comprehending under that, all parties, into which the once common name ſtands di­vided. All of them are originally, as I conceive, terms of diſ­grace; which therefore, I have not been delighted with uſing. This laſt, I have found ſome cauſe to frequent, when I would ſignifie ſome thing common to all parties of it. If with eagerneſs at any time; the Engliſh Proverb ſays; Looſers may have leave to ſpeak. I finde my ſelf diſobliged by the Papiſts, in that, deſiring to ſerve God with all Chriſtians, they barr mee their Cōmunion, by clogging it with con­ditions inconſiſtent with our common Chriſtianity. I finde my ſelf diſobliged by the Puritanes, in that, deſiring to ſerve God with all Chriſtians, but acknowledging the Catholick Church; I ſtand obli­ged by the Rule of it, not to communicate with Hereticks or Schiſ­maticks. I complain for no Benefice, or other advantage. That, de­ſiring to communicate with all Chriſtians, I am confined, for oppor­tunity of ſerving God with his Church, to the ſcartered remains of the Church of England; is that for which I complain. If, owning this offenſe, I ſuffer mine indignation, at the pretenſe of In [...]allibility, [Page] or of Reformation, to eſcape from mee; I do not therefore intend to revenge my ſelf by words of diſgrace. Let him that thinks ſo call mee Prelatical, let him uſe mee with no more moderation than I uſe. In the mean time, I remain ſecured, that the offenſe which my opinion may give is imputable, in the ſight of God, to thoſe that cauſe the diviſion. One offenſe I acknowledg, and cannot help; That I undertake a deſign of this conſequence, and am not able to go through with it as it deſerves. I ſhould not have ſet Pen to pa­per, till my materials had been prepared in writing, that no term might have eſcaped mee unexamined. Till the quotations of mine Authors had been all before mee, ſo as to need no recourſe to the Copies. A labor, which, I have not been able every where to under­go. In fine, till I had cleared all pretenſe of obſcurity or ambi­guity in my language. For, the obſcurity of my mater I am not ſory for. If, writing in Engliſh, (becauſe here the occaſion commences) the reaſons, by which I determine the ſenſe of the Scriptures in the Original, if, the conſequence▪ o [...] it, in ſome maters, ſeem obſcure; I conceive it ought to teach the World, that the people are made parties to thoſe diſputes, whereof they are not able to be judges. And, I am willing to bear the blame of obſcure, if that leſſon may be learned by the people. The deſire of eaſing my thoughts, by giving them vent, hath reſolved mee to put them into the world  [...]ough-baked, on purpoſe to provoke the judgments of all parties,  [...]or the furniſhing of a ſecond Edition, (if God grant mee life) with that which ſhall be miſſing in this. I am therefore content, to con­fine my ſelf to the model of an abridgment, and referr my ſelf, for the conſent of the Church, to thoſe books which I am beſt ſa­ti [...]fied with, in each point. When that could not be done, I have alleged authorities, which I may call tranſlatitias, becauſe I lay them down as I finde them alleged; Not doubting, that I juſtifie my opinion, ſo farr as I deſire to do here, that there is no conſent of the Church againſt it. What the ſenſe of the Church is poſitive­ly, and hath been, (into which, I conceive, that which here I ſay hath made mee a fair entrance) I ſhall, upon examination of parti­culars, indeavor to give ſatisfaction, in that which may be found miſſing here. In the mean time, it ſhall ſuffice to have advanced thus much, towards the common intereſt of Chriſtianity, in the re-union of the Church.
But let no man therefore barre mee the lot of Reconcilers; To be contradicted on all ſides. I profeſs no ſuch thing. It is enough for the greateſt Powers in Chriſtendom to undertake. If it be an offenſe, for a man of my years, equally concerned with all Chriſti­ans in our common Chriſtianity, to ſay his opinion, upon what terms the parties ought to reconcile themſelves; it remains, that offenſes remain unreconcileable. But, contradiction, from all parties, I ſhall not be diſpleaſed with. Hee that will tell mee alone, in writing, what hee findes fault with, and why, ſhall do a work of charity to mee a­lone. Hee that will tell the world the ſame, ſhall do mee the ſame charity that hee does the world, in it. Hee who can delight in that barbarous courſe, which Controverſies in Religion have been ma­naged [Page] with among Chriſtians, by caſting perſonal aſperſions; Let him rather do it than be ſilent, provided the ſtuff hee brings be con­ſiderable, to bear out ſuch inhumanity among civil people. But, let him conſider the dependences, and concernments, of the point hee ſpeaks to; let him not ſay, for anſwer, that theſe things are an­ſwered by our Divines. It is eaſie to make  [...]bjections, but not eaſie to clear difficulties. And, whether or no theſe difficulties were clear already, I muſt referr it to the Reader to judge. In the mean time, though no arbitrator, to chuſe a middle opinion for par­ti [...]s to agree in; I take upon mee the perſon of a Div [...]ne, in deliver­ing mine opinion, what is true, not in confining the parties to a mean. Wee have ſeen two men of repute now amongſt us cen [...]ure Grotius his labors upon the Scriptures; (from which, I acknowledg to have received much advantage) The one of them hath made him a So­cinian, the other a Papiſt. Both could have given us no better argu­ment that hee was neither, than this, that hee cannot be both. It is not my intent, to bring mens perſons into conſideration, with the common concernment of Chriſtianity, and of Gods Church. To his own Maſter hee ſtands or falls. I do but inſtance in an eminent perſon, that muſt needs be a Papiſt, though never reconciled to the Church of Rome; That muſt needs be a Socinian, though appeal­ing to the Original conſent of the whole Church; Upon which terms, how ſhould there be any ſuch thing as Papiſts or Socinians? I remember an admonition of his bitter adverſary Doctor Rivet▪ That the Sea of Rome will never thank him for what hee writ. And from thence I inferred, as charity obliged mee to inferr; That the common good of Chriſtianity, and of Gods Church, obliged him to that, for which hee was to expect thanks on no ſide. This for certain; Grotius never lived by maintaining diviſion in the Churc [...]. Whether any body doth ſo or not, I ſay not. Their Maſter will judge them for it if they do.
Now, to ſhow the world, that I am in a capacity to recall any thing that I have ſaid, upon due information; I will here paſs a Review upon that which I have ſaid, to the hardeſt point that I have ſpoke to; the agreement of Gods fore-knowledg and providence with contingence. For I conceive it had need be limited a little further, to be free from offen [...]e. That the conſideration of the object, which providence preſents a man with, determines the Will to every choice that it makes; (which I argue at large II. 24.) may be underſtood two wayes; in the nature of an object, (which belongs to the for­mal cauſe, when wee ſpeak of faculties, habits, and acts, which are ſpecified by their objects, as the Scholes ſpeak) or in the nature of an effective cauſe. Not as if the object were not the eff [...]ctive cauſe, in reſpect to the act of deliberation: But becauſe, in reſpect to the act of reſolution, or choice, it determineth one­ly as an object, without conſideration whereof, the choice could not be made; not as a motive, effectively producing the choice. For I acknowledg, in point of reaſon, that there may be ſuch contingencies as the School calls ad utrumlibet; where a man is no more inclined to this ſide than to that. And, in point of Faith, [Page] I acknowledg, that, ſetting aſide the temptations, by which, the Angels and our firſt parents that  [...]ell might be ſaid to incline, rather to fall than to ſtand; as they were created by God, they were not inclined to fall, but to ſtand. Beſides, ſhould I ſay, that the ob­ject  [...]ff [...]ctively determineth the choice, how ſhould I ſay, that which I take expreſs notice of pag. 200. that thoſe contingen­ci [...]s, wherein the will inclineth to the one ſide, as balanced by a propenſity of diſpoſition towards it, (not as every faculty is in­clined to the object, to which it naturally tends) remain uncertain, as nevertheleſs contingencies, whatſoever probability that propen­ſi [...]y may create? And indeed, though it is a perfection in mans knowledg, riſing from the conſideration of the object, to ſay what is like to come to paſs, though it fail; yet to Gods, which  [...]th from God alone, it were blaſplemy to ſuppoſe it to fail, be­cauſe then God ſhould fail. The infallib [...]lity, therefore, of it, no▪ being de [...]ivable from the object; muſt neceſſarily be reſolved into the infinity, eternity, immenſity of that perfection which is his nature, comprehending the future inclination and reſolution of that will (moved with a conſideration capable to determine it) which, nothing but the native freedom thereof effectively determi­neth. And, if it be further demanded, how that reaſon can ſtand, which reſolveth into that which no man underſtands; The anſwer is neceſſary, that, it is an argument of infidelity to demand how, in  [...]rs of Faith. It is, and ought to be ſufficient, that it invol­veth no manner of contradiction, that the thing which may not be, ſh [...]ll certainly be; and therefore, may be known and revealed by God, that it ſhall come to paſs. For, if it be a point of perfecti­on, rather to know this than not to know it, of neceſſity God muſt have it, how little ſoever wee underſtand how. And therefore, what appearance ſoever there may be, in the motives which the ob­ject pre [...]enteth, agreeing with the preſent diſpoſition of the Will, that choice wi [...]l follow; yet, ſo long as it continueth undetermined, though not indifferent, (by reaſon of the agreement, between the inclination thereof and the motives tendred) it is alwayes able to de­termine it ſelf to the contrary of that which it is moved to; though, not without appearance of a motive determining it otherwiſe. And the tender of that motive is that act of providence, in which, I ſay pag. 201. that Gods determining of future contingencies ends; conſiſting with another, whereby hee maintains the will in that abi­lity of taking or refuſing, which the creation thereof conſtituteth. In which caſe, hee who maintaineth, that it is not impoſſible for the infinite wiſedom of God, comprehending all things, to ſee what man will do; ſhall not derive his fore-ſight from the object, but from his very Godhead; Onely ſuppoſing, that it hath pro­ceeded to the work of providence, in purpoſing to place every man in an eſtate ſo circumſtanced, as at each moment hee compre­hendeth. For, as man cannot proc [...]ed to chuſe this and not that, not ſuppoſing the conſideration upon which the choice proceeds; (which alſo muſt make it a good or a bad choice) ſo neither doth God fore ſee his choice, not fore-ſeeing the motive which the ob­ject [Page] preſenteth him with. Which, ſeeing hee fore-ſeeth in the pur­poſe of his providence, ſuppoſing that perfection of his Godhead, which his proceeding to the ſame requireth; It is manifeſt, that, according to this ſaying, that which hee ſeeth, hee ſeeth in himſelf, and not in his creature.
Wherefore, I confeſs, it may be ſaid, that, ſeeing a Divine, when hee is come thus farr, muſt ſtay here, and reſolve the reſt of his inquiries into the vaſt and bottomleſs chaos of Gods infinite per­fections; it had been better to have ſaid ſo at the firſt, and never have troubled the Reader with a diſcourſe, to prove by the Scri­ptures, that God conſidereth the ſtate wherein his providence pla­ceth men, for the ground upon which hee fore-ſeeth what they will do (which that XXIV. Chapter containeth) For, why ſhould not our ignorance be as learned at the firſt, as at the laſt? But, that which hath been ſaid, will ſerve to make the diſcourſe no way ſuperfluous. For▪ contingencies that ſhall be, though they be nothing before they c [...]me to paſs; yet is God ſomething, and the purpoſe of his p [...]ence  [...]omething, for the placing of every man, every mo­m [...]n [...],  [...]  [...] eſtate, which thereby hee fore-ſeeth▪ And the poſſibi­lity o [...] fore-ſeeing what will follow, being ſomething, (becauſe no con [...]r [...]iction deſtroyes the conſiſtence of the terms, in [...]errs, by the infi [...] perfection of God, the actual fore-ſight of what will come to p [...] ▪ though not in it ſelf, which is nothing, yet in God, who is all things. And, all this involving no predetermination of mans will by God; the diſcourſe cannot be ſuperfluous, which reſolveth the fore­ſight of future contingencies into the decree, which ſuppoſeth the knowledg of things conditionally future, not which inferreth the fore knowledg of things abſolutely future. For, by this means, no­thing that is found in the Scripture will contradict the ſubſtance of Faith, which predetermination deſtroyeth; though diſclaiming all poſſibility of making evidence to common ſenſe, how it may come to paſs. And, though Gods decree to permit ſin, can be no ſufficient ground of his fore ſight, that, what hee hindreth not ſhall come to paſs; as I have argued, pag. 209. yet, if wee conſider withall, that there is no queſtion of Gods permitting any man to ſin, but onely him that is prevented with temptation to ſin; it may not untruly be ſaid, that God fore-ſees ſin in his own deccee of permitting it, in­cluding the ſtate of him that is tempted, in that caſe, wherein God decrees to permit ſin. In which caſe, God fore-ſeeth it properly, in his decree of placing the man in that eſtate, not of ſuffering himto ſin; which, the opinion that I contradict, in that place, abſolutely refuſeth. And upon theſe terms, when it is reſolved Chap. XXVI. that predeſtination to the firſt Grace is abſolute, you muſt not un­derſtand predeſtination to the act of converſio [...]; but to the helps which effect it. For, whatſoever be the motives upon which a man actually reſolves it, in whatſoever circumſtance hee meets them; nothing but his own freedom determines his converſion, though, without thoſe helps, hee had not, or could not have deter­mined it. And therefore, if it be ſaid, that it is a barr to the prayers and indeavors of thoſe that are moved to be Chriſtians, to [Page] tell them, that their reſolution depends upon ſomething which is not in their Power; To wit, that congruity, wherein the efficacy of Grace conſiſteth; The anſwer is; That, abſolutely, whatſoever is requiſite to the converſion of him who is called to be a Chriſtian, is in his Power; Though, upon ſuppoſition of Gods fore-knowledg, that may be ſaid to be requiſite, without which, God fore-ſees hee will not be converted, when abſolutely, if hee would, hee might have been converted, and when, ſuppoſing hee had been otherwiſe moved, hee would have been converted. In which caſe, it is abſo­lutely enough to the charging of any man with his duty, that, abſo­lutely, hee wanted nothing requiſite to inable him for a right choice; Though, upon ſuppoſition of Gods fore-knowledg, the doing of his duty requires whatſoever God fore-ſees that it will not be done without it.
I have no more to ſay, but, that the Contents of the Chapters are premiſed inſtead of a Table, for which they may well ſerve, in books of this nature. And that, in regard to the difficulty of the Copy, and the ordinary faileurs of the Preſs, the Reader is deſi­red to correct the faults that are marked, before hee begin, and to ſerve himſelf in the reſt.
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OF THE PRINCIPLES OF Chriſtian Truth.
[Page]
The Firſt BOOK.
CHAP. I. All agree, that Reaſon is to decide controverſies of Faith. The objection, that Faith is taught by Gods Spirit, anſwered. What Reaſon decideth queſtions of Faith. The reſolution of Faith ends not in the light of Reaſon, but in that which Reaſon evidenceth to come from Gods meſſengers.
THe firſt thing that we are to queſtion in the beginning is, Whe­ther there be any means to reſolve, by the uſe of reaſon, thoſe controver [...]es which cauſe diviſion in the Church? Which is all one, as if we undertook to enquire, whether there be any ſuch skill or knowledg, as that for which men call themſelvs Divines: For if there be, it muſt be the ſame in England as at Rome. And if it have no principles, (as no principles it can have, unleſſe it can be reſolved what thoſe principles are) then is it a bare name, ſignifying nothing. But if there be certain principles which all parties are obliged to admit, that diſcourſe which admits no other will certainly pro­duce that reſolution, in which all ſhall be obliged to agree. And truely this hope there is left, that all parties do neceſſarily ſuppoſe, that there is means to reſolve by reaſon all differences of Faith: Inaſmuch as all undertake to per­ſwade all, by reaſon, to be of the judgment of each one, and would be thought to have reaſon on their ſide, when ſo they do; and, that reaſon is not done them when they are not believed.
There are indeed many paſſages of Scripture, which ſay, that Faith is only taught by the Spirit of God: Mat. XVI. 17. Bleſſed art thou Peter ſon of Ionas, for fleſh and blood revealed not this to thee, but my Father which is in the heavens. II. 25. I thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou haſt hid theſe things from the wiſe and prudent, and revealed them unto babes. 1 Cor. I. 26, 27, 28. For, Brethren, you ſee your calling, that not many wiſe according to the fleſh, not many mighty, not many noble. But, the fooliſh things of the world hath God choſen to ſhame the wiſe: The weak things of the world hath God choſen to ſhame the ſtrong: The ignoble and deſpicable things of the world hath God choſen, and the things that are not, to confound the things that are. John VI. 45. It is written in the Prophets; And they ſhall be all taught of God. Heb. VIII. 10. Jer. XXXI. 33. This is the Cove­nant that I will make with the houſe of Iſrael in thoſe dayes, ſaith the Lord; I will put my Laws in their mindes, and write them in their hearts. Theſe and the like Scriptures then, aſ [...]ribing the reaſon why wee believe, to the work of Gods Spirit, ſeem to leave no room for any other reaſon, why wee ſhould believe.
But this difficulty is eaſie for him to reſolve, that di [...]inguiſhes between the reaſon that moveth in the nature of an object, and that motion which the active cauſe produceth. For, the motion of an object ſuppoſes that conſideration, which diſcovers the reaſon, why wee are to believe. But the motion of the Holy [Page] Ghoſt, in the nature of an active cauſe, proceeds without any notice that wee take of it: According to the ſaying of our Lord to Nicodemus, John 111. 8. The winde bloweth where it liſteth, and a man hears the noiſe of it, but cannot tell whence it cometh, nor whither it goeth: So is every one that is born of the ſpirit. For, wee muſt know, that there may be ſufficient reaſon to evict the truth of Chriſtianity, and yet prove ineffectual to induce the moſt part, either inwardly to believe, or outwardly to profeſſe it. The reaſon conſiſts in two things: For, neither is the mater of Faith evident to the light of reaſon, which wee bring into the world with us; And, the Croſſe of Chriſt, which this profeſſion drawes after it, neceſſarily calls in queſtion that eſtate, which every man is ſetled upon in the world. So that no marvel, if the reaſons of believing fail of that effect, which, for their part, they are ſufficient to produce; Intereſt diverting the conſiderati­on, or intercepting the conſequence of ſuch troubleſom truth, and the motives that inforce it. The ſame is the reaſon, why the Chriſtian world is now to barren of the fruits of Chriſtianity: For, the profeſſion of it, which is all, the Laws of the world can injoyn, is the common privilege, by which men hold their eſtates: Which, it is no marvel thoſe men ſhould make uſe of, that have neither reſol­ved to imbrace Chriſt with his Croſſe, nor conſidered the reaſon they have to do it: who, if they ſhould ſtick to that which they profeſſe, and when the pro­tection of the Law failes; or act according to it, when it would be diſadvantage to them in the world ſo to do, ſhould do a thing inconſequent to their own prin­ciples; which carried them no further than that profeſſion, which the Law, whereby they hold their eſtates protecteth. The true reaſon of all Apoſtaſy in all trials.
As for the truth of Chriſtianity; Can they that believe a God above, refuſe to believe his meſſengers, becauſe that which they report ſtands not in the light of any reaſon to evidence it? Mater of Faith is evidently credible, but cannot be evidently true. Chriſtianity ſuppoſes ſufficient reaſon to believe; but, not ſtanding upon evidence in the thing, but upon credit of report, the temptation of the Croſſe may eaſily defeat the effect of it, if the Grace of Chriſt and the operation of the Holy Ghoſt interpoſe not. Upon this account, the knowledg of Gods truth revealed by Chriſt may be the work of his Grace, according to the Scriptures; (for, that ſo it is, I am not obliged, neither have I any reaſon here to ſuppoſe, being to come in queſtion hereafter, for the Principles, which here wee ſeek, to decide) but ſuppoſing ſufficient reaſon propounded, to make it evidently credible. And hee that alleges Gods Spirit, for what hee cannot ſhow ſufficient reaſon to believe otherwiſe, may thank himſelf, if hee periſh by be­lieving that, which hee cannot oblige another man to believe.
Here wee muſt make a difference between thoſe men, whom God imployes to deal with other men in his name, and thoſe which come to God by their means. For, of the firſt, it is enough to demand, how it appears that they come from God. To demand, by what means hee makes his will known to them, (ſuppoſing they come from him) is more than needs, at leaſt in this place. For, if it be granted mee, that the Apoſtles and Prophets were the meſſengers of God, ſuppoſe I cannot tell, how Propheſies are made evident to the ſouls of them, to whom the Spirit of God reveals them; No body will queſtion; Whe­ther or no hee ought to believe theſe, whom hee acknowledges Gods meſſen­gers. And therefore it will be no prejudice to my purpoſe, to ſet aſide all curi­ous diſpute, how, and by what means, God reveales his meſſages to thoſe, whom, by ſuch revelations, hee makes Prophets. But, thoſe that derive their knowledg from the report of ſuch as are believed to come from God, muſt as well give ac­count, how they know, that which they believe to come from ſuch report, as, why ſuch report is to be believed. For, if wee believe, that God furniſhed thoſe whom hee imployed, with ſufficient means, to make it appear that they came on his meſſage, wee can diſpute no further, why their report is to be believed. If wee believe it not, there will be no cauſe, why thoſe, who pre­tend themſelves to be Gods meſſengers, ſhould not be neglected as fools, or re­jected as impoſtors; Nay, there will be no cauſe, why wee ſhould be Chriſti­ans, [Page] upon the report of thoſe, that ſhow us not ſufficient reaſon to receive them for Gods meſſengers. But this being admitted and believed, unleſſe evidence can be made what was delivered by them that came on Gods meſſage, it is in vain to impoſe any thing on the Faith of them, that are ready to receive, what­ſoever comes upon that ſcore. The reſolution then of all controverſies in Re­ligion, which the Church is divided about, conſiſts in making evidence, what hath been delivered by them, whom, all Chriſtians believe, that God ſent to man on his meſſage.
And therefore there will remain no great difficulty about the force and uſe of reaſon in matters of Faith, if wee conſider, that it is one thing to reſolve them by ſuch principles as the light of reaſon evidenceth; another, to do it by the uſe of reaſon, evidencing what Gods meſſengers have delivered to us. For, all diſpute, in point of Faith, tends only to evidence what wee have received from the authors of our Faith. Till that evidence come, doubt remaineth; when it is come, it vaniſheth. Without the uſe of reaſon this evidence is not made, though not by that which the light of nature diſcovereth, yet by thoſe helps which rea­ſon imployeth, to make it appear, what wee have received from thoſe, from whom wee received our Chriſtianity; Which, without thoſe helps, did not ap­pear. But, if competition fall out, between that which is thus evidenced to come from God, on the one ſide, and, on the other ſide, the light of reaſon, ſeeming evidently to contradict the truth of it: Firſt, wee are certain that this competition or contradiction is only in appearance, becauſe both reaſon and revelation is from God, who cannot oblige us to make contradictory reſoluti­ons: Then, there is no help, without the uſe of reaſon, to unmask this appea­rance. I will not here go about to controule that which may be alleged on either ſide, in any particular point, by any general prejudice; chuſing rather, to referre the debate to that particular queſtion, in which, cauſe of competition may appear, then to preſume upon any thing, which the truth of Chriſtianity (the only ſuppoſition which hitherto I premiſe) appeareth not ſo contain. On­ly this I will preſcribe; It is not the exception of a Chriſtian to ſay; That which the light of reaſon evidenceth not to be poſſible is not true, though commen­ded to us by the ſame reaſons which move us to be Chriſtians. For, the nature of God, the counſails of God, the works of God, being ſuch things, as mans un­derſtanding hath no skill of, till it be enlightened by God from above, That ſenſe of Gods oracles, which the motives of Faith do inforce, is no leſſe undiſ­putable, then it is undiſputable, whether that which God ſaith be true or not, who inacts his revelations by thoſe motives.

CHAP. II. The queſtion between the Scripture and the Church, which of them is Judge in mat­ters of Faith. Whether opinion, the Tradition of the Church ſtands better with. Thoſe that hold the Scripture to be clear in all things neceſſary to ſalvation, have no reaſon to exclude the Tradition of the Church. What opinions they are, that deny the Church to be a Society or Corporation by Gods Law.
THe cure of all diſeaſes comes from the ſound ingredients of nature, when they get the upper hand, and reſtore nature, by expelling that which was againſt it. Neither can the diviſions and diſtempers of the Church be cured, but by the common truth which the parties acknowledg, when the right underſtan­ding of it clears the miſtakes, which mans weakneſſe tainteth it with. There is a ſufficient ſtock of ſound Principles left all the parties, which I mean, when all of them acknowledg the Scriptures, that is, ſo much of them, as all agree to contain the word of God. But, ſuppoſing the truth of them to come from God; Firſt it remaines in difference, how the meaning of them may be deter­mined, when doubt is made of it? And then, becauſe nothing but the true meaning of the Scripture can be counted Scripture, (if there be a way to determine that) Whether any thing over and above it, is to be received [Page] for the word of God with it? Concerning which point, it is well enough known what opinions there are on foot. When Luther firſt diſputed againſt the Indul­gences of Leo X Pope, thoſe that appeared in defenſe of them, (the Maſter of the Popes Palace, and Eckius) finding themſelves ſcanted of mater to allege out of the Scriptures, betook themſelvs to the common place of the Church, and the Power of it; the force whereof ſtood upon this conſequence; That, whatſoever the Church ſhall decree, is to be received for unqueſtionable. Afterwards, certain Articles extracted out of Luthers Writings being condemned by a Bull of the Pope, Luther interpoſes his appeal to a Council, that ſhould decree according to the Scripture alone. This is the riſe of the great Controverſie ſtill on foot, be­tween the Church and the Scripture; between Scripture, and the Tradition of the Church; of what force each of them is, in deciding controverſies of Faith. They that hold the Church to be the onely infallible Judge of all Contro­verſies of Faith, neceſſarily ſuppoſe, that the Church is, by Gods appoint­ment, that is, Jure divino, a Corporation, Society, or Body of men, viſible though not Civil; becauſe ſtanding upon Gods will, revealed in order to the happineſſe of the world to come: In which Society, (becauſe, in no Society, all that are Intereſſed can act for themſelvs) it behooveth, that there be a publick Authori­ty veſted in ſome perſons or Bodies, the Act whereof may oblige the whole. And, thus it may and muſt be underſtood, that the Church is maintained to be Judge in Controverſies of Faith, by the definitive ſentence of thoſe, that have authority to oblige the Body; Whether Pope or Council, wee diſpute not here, or what elſe may be imagined: For that, as all other Controverſies in Re­ligion, is to be decided by the reſolution of the point now in hand, what is the means to determine by reaſon all ſuch differences. Which, if it could not be decided without ſuppoſing whoſe authority is to tye the Church, there could be no end of differences in the Church, whatſoever there will be. Here is then an opinion famous enough, that the Church is indowed with a gift of Infallabi­lity; by virtue whereof, whatſoever ſentence is paſſed by them that are authori­zed on behalf of the Church, becomes matter of Faith, and obliges all men to receive it, by the ſame reaſon, for which they receive the Chriſtian Faith.
Now they, who, in oppoſition to this opinion do maintain the Scriptures to be the onely Judge in Controverſies of Faith, do involve, in this oppoſition, an equivocation manifeſt enough: For it is manifeſt, that their intent is to render a reaſon, by this poſition, why they ſubmit not to that ſen­tence, which condemneth their poſitions in the name of the Church; To wit, becauſe it is contrary to the Scriptures: And further, why they with-draw themſelves from the communion of that Church which condemneth them, and joyn in communion grounded upon the profeſſion of the poſitions condemned, maintaining themſelves thereupon to be the true Church of God, and thoſe that condemne them the corrupt and counterfeit. Whereby it appeareth, that, in effect, they do maintain, that there is no Judge provided by God, to be viſible in his Church, with the gift of Infallible: But, that they are themſelves, and ought to be Judges, to condemne all ſentences given againſt the Scripture, by any authority eſtabliſhed in the Church. By which means, the Scripture becomes no more the Judge, but the Rule, or the Law, by which men are to judge; Whether they are to ſtand to ſuch ſentences, as are given in the name of the Church, or not: Now, if the Scripture be the Law, or the Rule, by which Controverſies of Faith are to be judged, there will be no pretenſe to exclude any means, that may ſerve as evidence, to clear the meaning of it. And there­fore, there will be no cauſe, why the Tradition of the Church ſhould not be joy­ned with the Scripture, in deciding Controverſies of Faith; Not diſputing hither­to, whether or no it contain any thing that the Scripture containeth not, to clear and to determine the ſenſe of the Scripture. Whereas, they that maintain the ſen­tence of the preſent Church to be the reaſon of believing, can no way reſolve their belief into the Tradition of the Catholick Church: Becauſe, that ſuppo­ſes only the act of our Lord and his Apoſtles, delivering to the Church that which it holdeth; Which who ſo ſuppoſeth, can allege no other reaſon why hee be­lieveth: [Page] And therefore, the ſentence of the preſent Church cannot be the rea­ſon, why any man ſhould believe that, which, there was reaſon from the be­ginning, to believe, without it.
They, who, to exclude the Tradition of the Church, ſtate this poſition upon theſe terms; That all things neceſſary to ſalvation are clearly contained in the Scriptures; pretending to limit the generality of the queſtion, put it upon an iſſue not to be tryed, till wee have reſolved, what means there is to determine the meaning of the Scripture. For, to be neceſſary to ſalvation, is, to be true, and ſomething more: So that, nothing can appear neceſſary to ſalvation, till it can appear to be true: Nor appear to be true, untill it can be reſolved, what means there is, to diſtinguiſh between true and falſe. Beſides, how unlimited this limitation is, may appear by this; Becauſe, whatſoever is clear, is ſaid to be clear in relation to ſome ſight; And there is ſo much difference between the ſight of ſeveral Chriſtians, that nothing can be ſaid to be clear to all, becauſe it is clear to ſome. And, that which is not clear to all whoſe ſalvation is con­cerned in it, what availes it thoſe to whom it is not clear? Now, I ſuppoſe, thoſe that advance theſe termes, will not grant, that nothing is neceſſary to ſal­vation, that may be queſtioned, by an argument out of the Scripture, which all Chriſtians cannot anſwer; Knowing, that ſuch things, as themſelvs hold neceſ­ſary to ſalvation, may be aſſalted by ſuch reaſons out of the Scripture, as they do not think all Chriſtians fit to reſolve. Beſides, they do not pretend that all things neceſſary to ſalvation are clear in the Scripture of themſelvs, but, by con­ſequence of reaſon, which may make them clear. Now hee that would draw true conſequences from the Scripture, had need be well informed of the mater of that Scripture, which hee drawes into conſequence. And, to that informa­tion, how can it appear, that any thing is more neceſſary, than the Tradition of the Church? Therefore though I ſay not yet, whether it be true or falſe, that all things neceſſary to ſalvation are clearly contained in the Scriptures; yet, at the preſent I ſay, that this is not the prime truth, which muſt give a reaſon of all that followes upon it, but demands a reaſon to be given for it, by thoſe princi­ples, upon which, the reſolution of all maters of Faith depends.
All this while wee agree upon the ſuppoſition, that the Church is a Society of men ſubſiſting by Gods revealed will, diſtinct from all other Societies. Be­cauſe, as I ſaid, thoſe that have departed from the Church of Rome, have hitherto pretended, their own communion to be the true Church. For if it be ſaid, that they do not, or ſcarce ever did agree in communion one with another, ſo that they can pretend to conſtitute all one Church; That is not, becauſe they do not think, that they ought all to conſtitute one Church, but becauſe they agree not upon the conditions; Each part thinking, that the other doth not believe, as thoſe whom they may communicate with ought to believe. But this is now manifeſtly contradicted by two opinions among us, though the one can be no  [...]ect, the other as yet appears not to be one. The firſt is that of them that think themſelves above Ordinances; the Communion of the Church onely obliging proficients, and every perfect Chriſtian being to himſelf a Church. Of theſe, I ſaid, there can be no ſect, as communicating in nothing viſible, as Chriſtians. But, I need not have recourſe to ſuch an obſcure Sect as this: For, the ſame is neceſſarily the opinion of all the ſect that makes every Congregation Indepen­dent and Sovereign in Church maters. For, if particular Congregations be not obliged, to joyn in communion to the conſtitution of one Church, wee may perhaps underſtand, the collection of all Congregations to be ſignified at once, by the name of the Church; but wee cannot imagine, that the Church, ſo un­derſtood, can be obliged by any ſentence that can paſſe in it. And if this opi­nion be true, it muſt be acknowledged, as of late years it hath been diſputed a­mongſt us, that there is no crime of Schiſme, in violating the unity of the Church; but, when a breach is made in a Congregation, obliged to communi­cate one with another in Church maters. For, where there is no bond of unity, what crime can there be in diſſolving it? This is then the ground of all Inde­pendent Congregations, that there is no ſuch thing as the Church, underſtanding [Page] by the name of the Church, a Society or Corporation founded upon a Charter of Gods; which ſignification, the addition of Catholick and Apoſtolick in our Creed hath hitherto been thought to determine.
But there is a ſecond opinion in the Leviathan, who allowes all points of Ec­cleſiaſtical Power, in Excommunicating, Ordaining, and the reſt, to the Sove­raign Powers that are Chriſtian; Though, before the Empire was Chriſtian, hee granteth, that the Churches, (that is to ſay, the ſeveral Bodies of Chriſtians that were dwelling in ſeveral Cities) had and exerciſed ſome parts of the ſame right, by virtue of the Scriptures. As you may ſee pag. 274-279. 287-292. Making that right, which the Scriptures give them for the time, to eſchete to the Civil Power, when it is Chriſtian, and diſſolving the ſaid Churches into the State or Common-wealth, which, once Chriſtian, is, from thenceforth, the Church. And this, I ſuppoſe, upon this ground; (though hee doth not expreſly allege it to that purpoſe) Becauſe the Scripture hath not the force of a Law, obliging any man in juſtice to receive it, till Soveraign Powers make it ſuch to their ſubjects, but onely contains good advice, which, hee that will, may imbrace for his ſouls health, and, hee that will not, at his peril may refuſe. Thus hee teacheth, pag. 205. 281-287. If therefore the act of Soveraign Power give the Scripture the force of Law, then hath it a juſt claim to all rights and Powers founded upon the Scripture, as derived from it, and therefore veſted originally in it. Hence followeth that deſperate inference, concerning the right of Civil Power in mater of Religion, (not for a Chriſtian but for an Apoſtate to publiſh) that, if the Soveraign command a Chriſtian to renounce Chriſt, and the faith of Chriſt, hee is bound to do it with his mouth, but to believe with his heart. And therefore, much more, to obey whatſoever hee commandeth in Religion beſides, whether to believe, or to do. The Reaſon; Becauſe, in things not neceſſary to ſalvation, the obedience due by Gods and mans Law to the Soveraign, muſt take place. Now there is nothing neceſſary to ſalvation, ſaith hee; but to be­lieve that our Lord Jeſus is the Chriſt. All that the Scripture commandeth be­ſides this, is but the Law of Nature, which, when the Civil Law of every Land hath limited; whoſoever obſerves that Law, cannot fail of fulfilling the Law of Nature. Theſe things you have pag. 321-330.
The late learned Selden in his firſt book de Synedriis Judaeorum, maintaining Eraſtus his opinion, that there is no power of Excommunicating in the Church by Gods Law, grants, (that which could not be denied) that the Church did exerciſe ſuch a Power before Conſtantine, but, not by any charter of Gods, but by free conſent of Chriſtians among themſelves. pag. 243, 244. Which, if hee will follow the grain of his own reaſon, hee is conſequently to extend to the power of Ordaining, and, to all other rights which the Church, as a Corpo­ration founded by God, can claim by Gods Law. And upon this ground, hee may diſſolve the Church into the Common-wealth, and make the power of it an eſchere to the Civil Power that is Chriſtian, with leſſe violence than the Levi­athan doth: Becauſe, whatſoever Corporations or Fraternities are bodied by ſuf­ferance of the State, diſſolve of themſelves at the will of it, and reſolve the powers which they have created into the diſpoſition of it. And that this was his intent, whoſo conſidereth what hee hath written; of the indowment of the Church in his Hiſtory of Tithes; of Ordinations; in the ſecond book de Syne­driis of the right of the Civil Power in limiting cauſes of divorce; in his Ʋxor Ebraica; hath reaſon to judge, as well as I, who have heard him ſay, that all pretenſe of Eccleſiaſtical Power is an impoſture. I ſay not that hee, or the reſt of Eraſtus his followers make themſelves, by the ſame conſequence, liable to thoſe horrible conſequences which the Leviathan admits; But I ſay, that they are to bethink themſelves, what right they will aſſign the Civil Power, in deter­mining controverſies in Religion that may ariſe; And, what aſſurance they can give their ſubjects, that their ſalvation is well provided for, ſtanding to their de­crees. Beſides, I was to mention theſe opinions here, that thoſe, who take the ſentence of the Church to be the firſt ground of Faith, into which it is laſtly re­ſolved, may ſee, that they are to prove the Church to be a Corporation by di­vine [Page] Right, before they can challenge any ſuch power for it. For, that which is once denied, it will be ridiculous to take for granted, without proving it. And, whatſoever may be the right of the Church, in deciding controverſies of Faith, it cannot be proved, without evidence for this charter of the Church, as you ſhall ſee by and by more at large.

CHAP. III. That neither the ſentence of the Church, nor the dictate of Gods Spirit, can be the reaſon why the Scriptures are to be received. No man can know that hee hath Gods Spirit, without knowing that hee is a true Chriſtian; Which ſuppoſeth the truth of the Scripture. The motives of Faith are the reaſon why the Scriptures are to be believed: And the conſent of Gods people the reaſon that evidences thoſe motives to be infallibly true. How the Scriptures are believed for themſelves. How a Circle is made in rendering a reaſon of the Faith. The Scriptures are Gods Law to all, to whom they are publiſhed, by Gods act of publiſhing them; But Civil Law, by the act of Soveraign Powers, in acting Chriſtianity upon their Sub­jects.
IT would not be eaſie to finde an entrance into ſuch a perplexed Queſtion, had not the diſpute of it ſtarted another, concerning the reaſon why wee be­lieve the Scriptures, whether upon the credit of the Church, or for themſelves, or whether nothing but the Spirit of God ſpeaking to each mans heart, is ſuffi­cient to evidence, that it is the word of God which they contain. This if wee can reſolve in our way, perhaps wee may diſcover ground to ſtand upon, when wee come to the main. Hee that ſayes the Scriptures are to be believed for themſelves, expoſes them to the ſcorn of unbelievers, by tying himſelf to uſe no other reaſon for them, leaſt for that reaſon, they ſhould finde that credit, which, the ſeeking of it ſhowes, they had not of themſelves. Hee that ſayes they are to be believed for the authority of the Church, is bound to give account how wee ſhall know, both that there is a Church which ſome perſons may ob­lige; And who is the Church, that is, who be the men whoſe act obliges the Church; And that, without alleging Scripture, becauſe hitherto wee have no rea­ſon to receive it: And being but men, how their Act obliges the Church, which cannot be ſhowed, without ſhowing, that God hath founded a Corporation of his Church, and given power to ſome men, or ſome qualities or ranks of men in it, to oblige the whole: Which, how it will be ſhowed, without means to de­termine the ſenſe of the Scriptures, the parties agreeing in nothing but the truth of Chriſtianity, and of the Scriptures, is impoſſible to be ſaid. This poſition then induces that ſtop to all proceeding by reaſon, which Logicians call a Circle: When a man diſputes in a round, as a mill-horſe grindes, arguing this power to be in the Church by the Scriptures, (without which hee can ſay nothing to it) and arguing the truth of the Scriptures back again, by alleging the authority of the Church. Which deſtroyes that ſuppoſition upon which all diſpute of reaſon proceeds, that nothing can be proved, but by that which is better known than that which it proveth. But, are thoſe that allege the ſpirit for the evidence upon which they receive the Scripture leſſe ſubject to this inconvenience? For, is it not manifeſt, that men may and do delude themſelves, with an imagination, that Gods Spirit tells them that, which their own Spirit, without Gods Spirit conceives? How then ſhall it diſcerned, what comes from Gods Spirit, what does not, without ſuppoſing the Scriptures, by which the mater thereof is diſcer­nable? And is not this the ſame Circle, to prove the truth of the Scriptures by the dictate of Gods Spirit, and that by alleging the Scriptures?
To make the ground of this inconvenience ſtill more evident, I will here inſiſt upon this preſumption; That the gift of the Holy Ghoſt preſuppoſeth Chriſti­anity, that is, the belief and profeſſion of the Chriſtian Faith; And therefore, that no man can know that hee hath the Holy Ghoſt, but hee muſt firſt know the truth of Chriſtianity, and of the Scriptures. Not that it is my meaning, ei­ther to ſuppoſe or prove in this place, that, whoſo hath the Spirit of God, doth [Page] or may know that hee hath it; For, that is one of thoſe controverſies, which wee are ſeeking principles to reſolve. But, that no man can know that hee hath the Spirit of God, unleſſe, firſt hee know himſelf to be a true Chriſtian. That is to ſay, that, ſuppoſing for the preſent, but not granting, that a man can know that hee hath Gods Spirit, and that it is Gods Spirit which moves him to believe this or that; hee muſt firſt know what is true Chriſtianity, and by conſequence, the means to diſcern between true and falſe. And this I propoſe for an aſſumption neceſſary to the evidencing of that which followes, but not queſtioned by any party in the Church, becauſe it is a principle in Chriſtianity, that the Grace of the Holy Ghoſt is a promiſe peculiar to thoſe that undertake it. Who were they on whom the Holy Ghoſt was firſt beſtowed? Was it not the Apoſtles and the reſt of Diſciples aſſembled to ſerve God with the Offices of the Church, that is to ſay, already Chriſtians? When Philip had converted the Samaritanes, came S. Peter and S. John to give them the Holy Ghoſt by laying on their hands, till they were baptized? Concerning the Diſciples at E­pheſus, Acts XIX. 1-6. there is ſome diſpute, whether they received the Holy Ghoſt by the impoſition of S. Pauls hands, (by virtue of the Baptiſm of John, which they had received before they met with S. Paul) or whether they were ba­ptized over and above with the baptiſme of Chriſt, and thereupon received the Holy Ghoſt by the laying on of S. Pauls hands. But of this, they that will have them to have been baptized only with S. Johns baptiſme, make no diſpute, that they were fully made Chriſtians by it. Can any thing be clearer than S. Pauls words, Gal. II. 2-5. That, by the hearing of Faith, (that is, obeying it) they had received the Holy Ghoſt, which by the works of the Law they could not re­ceive? And 2 Cor. XI. 4. If hee that cometh preach another Jeſus whom wee preached not, or yee receive another Spirit, which yee received not, or another Go­ſpel which yee admitted not; Another Jeſus, another Goſpel, inferreth another Spirit. So Gal. III. 14. That the bleſſing of Abraham may come upon the Gen­tiles through Chriſt Jeſus, that yee may receive the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt by Faith. The promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt then, ſuppoſeth the condition of Faith. And Gal. IV. 6. Becauſe yee are ſons, therefore God hath ſent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts crying, Abba, Father. Heb. VI. 6. It is impoſſible for thoſe that were once inlightened, and taſted the heavenly gift, and became partakers of the Holy Ghoſt; Upon inlightening, that is, baptiſme, followes the participation of the H. Ghoſt. And, ſeeing the reſurrection of the fleſh unto glory is aſcribed by S. Paul, to the Spirit of God that dwelt in it, while it lived upon earth Rom. VIII. 10, 11. as the reſurrection of our Lord Chriſt is aſcribed to the Spirit of holi­neſſe that dwelt in him without meaſure Rom. I. 4. John III. 34. of neceſſity the Holy Ghoſt dwelleth in all them that ſhall riſe to glory. But Baptiſme aſſureth reſurrection to glory; Therefore it aſſureth the Holy Ghoſt by which they riſe. Nor can it be underſtood how wee are the Temple of God, becauſe the Spirit of God dwelleth in us, 1 Cor. III. 16. but becauſe the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt de­pendeth upon that which diſtinguiſheth Chriſtians from other people. In fine, when our Saviour promiſeth, John XIV. 23. If any man love mee, hee will keep my word, and my Father will love him, and wee will come to him and abide with him; Seeing the Father and the Son do dwell in thoſe that love God, by the grace of the Holy Ghoſt, the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, of neceſſity ſuppoſeth the love of God in them that have it. And yet his diſcourſe is more effectual Rom. VIII. 1-9. That, there is now no condemnation for thoſe that are in Chriſt Jeſus, that walk not after the fleſh but after the Spirit. For, as hee inferreth, that, if any man have not the ſpirit of Chriſt, hee is none of Chriſts: So hee had premiſed Rom. V. 1-5. Being juſtified by Faith, wee have peace towards God through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, together with the joy of hope, by the love of God, poured out in our hearts through the Spirit of God which is in us. The Kingdome of God conſiſting in righteouſneſſe and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghoſt, Rom. XIV. 17. If it be here objected, that the Grace of the Holy Ghoſt is neceſſary to bring a man to Chriſtianity, and therefore can­not ſuppoſe it; Suppoſing this for the preſent, but not granting it, becauſe it is [Page] in controverſie, and muſt be reſolved by the grounds which wee ſeek; It will be eaſie to diſtinguiſh between the grace of the Holy Ghoſt, and the gift of the Ho­ly Ghoſt. For, hee that is converted to believe the truth of Chriſtianity, may ac­knowledge it to be of Grace, but muſt not preſume of the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, that it is beſtowed on him for his own, till his converſion be complete, by undertaking the profeſſion of Chriſtianity. If it be further alleged, that Corne­lius and his company received the Holy Ghoſt before they were baptized: The anſwer is ready, from that maxime of Law; That, every exception againſt a Rule, eſtabliſhes the Rule in caſes not excepted. Cornelius, no Jew, but converted from Idols to worſhip the true God, under the promiſes which the Jewes expe­cted, with his company of the ſame Faith, being in the ſtate of Gods grace up­on that account, receives the Holy Ghoſt before Baptiſme, becauſe God knew him ready to undertake the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, ſo ſoon as it could appear to be commanded by God. And this, for the ſatisfaction of S. Peter and the Jewes, in that ſecret, which hereby beg [...]n to be declared, that the Gentiles, as well as the Jewes, belonged to the Church.
It is true, the graces of the Holy Ghoſt are of two kindes: For, ſome of them are given for the benefit and ſalvation of thoſe in whom they are: Some for the benefit and edification of the Church. And it is true, that, both kindes are meant and expreſſed by theſe Scriptures. But it is no leſſe true, that neither of them is to be had, but, ſuppoſing the truth of Chriſtianity, and of the Scri­ptures. For, the firſt kinde is granted to none, but thoſe that imbrace Chriſtia­nity, with a ſincere intention of living according to that which they profeſſe: Being indeed, the help that God, by his Goſpel, promiſes and allowes them, to go thorough with that high and difficult profeſſion which they undertake. Wee ſee the Apoſtles forſake their Lord, and make a doubt of his reſurrection, before the coming of the Holy Ghoſt; Whom having received, they are ready to pro­feſſe Chriſt, in the midſt of utmoſt dangers. And S. John, as hee giveth the rea­ſon why the righteous ſin not, becauſe their  [...]eed abideth in them, that is, the word of the Goſpel by which they were ingendred anew to be Chriſtians; 1 John III. 9. So hee giveth the reaſon, why they were not to be ſeduced by the Here­ſies of that time, becauſe the unction which they had received from the Holy One taught them to know all things. 1 John II. 20, 27. Thus the Unction of the Spirit ſuppoſes the ſeed of the Word, and the ſeed of the Word inferres the Unction of the Spirit. And as, when the Word of God came to the Prophets, they were withall poſſeſſed by Gods Spirit, moving them to deliver it to the people: So, when the word of Faith is eſtabliſhed in the heart of a Chriſtian, (as David ſaith) the Spirit of God poſſeſſeth him with an inclination, both to profeſſe it, and to live according to it. As for the ſecond kinde, it is true, they are granted to thoſe that are not heires of Gods promiſes, as it appeares by the inſtances of Saul, ſurpriſed with the Spirit of Propheſie, when hee intended the death of David, 1 Sam. XIX. 23, 24. Of thoſe that have propheſied and caſt out Devils and done miracles in our Lords name, to whom hee ſhall ſay; I know you not: Mat. VII. 22, 23. Of Caiaphas, who propheſied of our Lords death, when hee was compaſſing of it, John XI. 49,-52. And of Balaam in the laſt place, as all know. But, as the former kinde ſuppoſeth true Chriſtianity in him that hath it, ſo doth this, correſpondently, ſuppoſe the profeſſion of it, as, under the old Law, the profeſſion of the true God. The tryal of a Prophet under the Law was, not the doing of a miracle alone; If hee ſeduced from God, in ſtead of taking him for Gods meſſenger, they were to put him to death, Deut. XIII. 1-5. So, the tryal was, the doing of a miracle, under the profeſſion of the true God. Under the Goſpel; No man ſpeaking by the Spirit of God calleth Jeſus anathema, nor can any man call Jeſus Lord, but by the Holy Ghoſt, 1 Cor. XII. 3. Suppoſing, that a man ſpeaketh ſuch things as muſt come, either from Gods Spi­rit, or from evil Spirits, the tryal is, whether hee profeſſe Chriſt or not. And 1 John IV. 2, 3. Every Spirit, that confeſſeth Jeſus come in the fleſh to be Chriſt, is of God. And every Spirit that confeſſeth not Jeſus Chriſt, that is come in the fleſh, is not of God. Every Spirit, that is, every inſpiration which a man of [Page] himſelf cannot have. God will not have his people ſo tempted, that, under the profeſſion of the true Religion, the Devils inſtruments ſhould have power to work miracles, to ſeduce them from it. Upon theſe terms propheſied Saul un­der the Law, and upon the ſame terms propheſied thoſe under the Goſpel, whom our Lord will not own, having done miracles in his name. As for Caiaphas, it doth not appear that hee ſpoke thoſe words, whereby S. John ſaith hee prophened of our Lords death, by revelation, or inſpiration from God: For, the reaſon is given why hee prophened, becauſe hee was High Prieſt that year. Now, when the High Prieſts declared Gods orders to his ancient people, there is no appea­rance that they were inſpired by revelation with that which they declared: But that, putting on the Pontifical robes, Gods will appeared by the breſt-plate of Urim and Tummim, though now wee know not how. Accordingly, to were Caiaphas his words ordered, (this gift being ceaſed many ages afore) as to con­taine a Propheſie of our Lords death by Gods intent, but without his. But Ba­laams caſe is farre otherwiſe. Arnobius adverſ. Gent. I. tells us, that Magicians, in their operations, met with contrary Gods, whom hee calls Antitheos, that would not ſuffer them to proceed. Balaam met with the true God, and knew him to be ſo, and all his Inchantments controlable by him, and yet ſacrifices to falſe Gods, that, by their help, hee might curſe Gods people. In this caſe, Ba­laam, though commanded as a ſubject, is not, as a friend, inſpired by God, when God forces him to ſpeak what hee would not.
If any man, then, reſolve the credit of the Scripture into the inward witneſs of Gods Spirit, dictating to his Spirit, that they are the word of God, it will be utterly impertinent to our purpoſe. For, ſeeking, as wee do, the means to re­ſolve one another, it will be impertinent to allege that, which, though a man is inwardly ſatisfied with, yet outwardly to another cannot appear. And certain­ly, if there be no reaſon to ſatisfie another man, of the truth of the whole, that is, of Chriſtianity, or of the Scriptures; It cannot be expected, that there ſhould be ſatisfaction, why this or that ſhould belong to the truth of Chriſtianity, or the intent and meaning of the Scriptures. For, of neceſſity, whatſoever evi­dence can be made, for this or that truth contained in the Scriptures, muſt de­pend upon the reaſon, for which Chriſtianity is received as Gods truth. In fine, the reaſon why controverſies in Religion may, and are to be ended by diſpute of reaſon is this, as hath been premiſed, becauſe that the Holy Ghoſt, which ef­fectually moveth us to believe, ſuppoſeth ſufficient reaſon, moving, in the nature of an object propoſed, to believe. Therefore, neither the truth of Chriſtiani­ty, nor the Scripture is admitted upon the dictate of Gods Spirit, but, ſuppo­ſing the reaſons which convict us that they are to be admitted. And correſpon­dently, the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, that inableth to continue in the profeſſion and exerciſe of Chriſtianity, ſuppoſeth the belief of that Chriſtianity, which a man from his heart profeſſes; And, by conſequence, the reaſon why hee is to be­lieve, which will not fail to inferre the truth of the Scriptures. But if it be ſaid; That any perſon or perſons, as Rulers of the Church, have the promiſe of inſpiration or revelation from God, for a ground, upon which others are to be­lieve; It hath been ſhowed, that all ſuch grace ſuppoſeth the profeſſion of Chri­ſtianity, and the truth of the Scriptures, and therefore the grounds of the ſame. If any man ſhould ſay, as, I perceive ſome have a minde to ſay, that the gift of Infallibility in the Church, ſuppoſes no ſuch inſpiration or revelation, but onely the qualities of ſuch perſons as have power to conclude the Church, and that they do viſibly proceed to determine; It will be evident, that they can no more challenge this right, not ſuppoſing Chriſtianity, and the foundation of the Church, than the High Prieſt of the Jewes could proceed to give anſwer by U­  [...]im and Tummim, not ſuppoſing, that God had given the Law, and appointed the Prieſt ſo to do.
The reſolution of this Queſtion may make it appear, that Chriſtians, falling out among themſelves, maintain themſelves upon ſuch grounds, as would leave no room for the truth of that Chriſtianity which both ſuppoſe. Had wee to do with the enemies of it, it would eaſily appear, wee muſt allege ſuch reaſons, for [Page] the truth of Gods Word, as might convince the enemies of it, and not ſup­poſe the truth of it, when the queſtion is, how it may appear to be true. It were therefore fit to conſider, whether a man can reaſonably be a Chriſtian, and yet queſtion the truth of the Scriptures; or rather, not fit to conſider that, which there can be no doubt in. The whole content of the Scripture is, either the motives, or the mater of Chriſtianity. They that profeſſe Chriſtianity, ſuppoſe the motives of it true, which they admit to be ſufficient. Suppoſing them true, they cannot queſtion the Scriptures that record them: Suppoſing thoſe Scri­ptures, they cannot queſtion thoſe motives for true; Whether ſufficient, is re­ſolved, by admitting Chriſtianity. Alwaies, the ſame reaſon that moves a man to be a Chriſtian, reſolves him to believe the Scripture; neither would hee allege any other, had hee to do with the enemies of Chriſtianity. What thoſe motives are concernes not us, proceeding upon ſuppoſition of common Chriſtianity, to determine differences within it. Yet, that I may be the better underſtood, my meaning is; That the miracles, done by thoſe from whom wee have the Scri­ptures, is the onely motive to ſhew that they came from God, and therefore, that wee are obliged to receive what they preached, and, by conſequence, the Scriptures that containe it. Not intending hereby to quit the advantage which the Law hath of Heatheniſm, and the Goſpel of the Law, in regard of the rea­ſonableneſſe and holineſſe of the mater of each above other reſpectively, juſti­fied by the light of nature. But becauſe the buſineſſe is, at preſent, onely to ſhew the evidence wee have, that God did ſend, (whatſoever reaſon may be gi­ven why hee would ſend) which, without other evidence, had remained unknown, though never ſo probable or reaſonable. Not intending hereby to balk that witneſſe, which the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament yield to the truth of the New. But becauſe that witneſſe depends upon the miracles done by Mo­ſes and the Prophets, to evidence their Commiſſion from God: And ſo, the cre­dit which the New Teſtament hath from the Old, is reſolved into thoſe miracles, which evidenced the ſending of Moſes and the Prophets, and conſiſts in the miracle of fore-telling thoſe things, by the one, which, by the other are full­filled. I know the Jewes expreſly deny the credit of the Law to depend upon any miracles done by Moſes and the Prophets, but onely upon the appearance of God at giving the Law, to all that people, and ſpeaking to them mouth to mouth: The like whereof not having been done, nor to be done, in giving Chriſtianity, (belonging to all nations, who could not meet at once to receive it) they think themſelves grounded thereupon, that the Law is not, nor could be reverſed by it. Thus are they content, that God, ſending Moſes on his am­buſſage, with the miracles which hee gave him for his letters of credit, ſhall be thought, not to have convicted Pharao: That the Law provided no legal tryal, God no evidence to the conſcience of his ſervants, diſtinguiſhing true and falſe Prophets, which cannot be imagined, but by their ſayings and doings, predi­ctions and other miracles. Well may the delivering of the Law have circum­ſtances which no other miraculous action recorded in the Scriptures can com­pare with; Shall that obſcure the glory of Chriſts reſurrection, fore-told by him expreſſe, to witneſſe the truth of his meſſage? Shall it make an Ocean of miracles, done by him and his Apoſtles, to ſtand for nothing? Shall it diſable God himſelf, to do any thing competent to make faith of a meſſage, the na­ture whereof bore not thoſe circumſtances, which hee had uſed afore?
Now, if the reaſon why wee believe the Scriptures to come from God, as they pretend, be the motives of Chriſtianity, ſtrange it is that a man ſhould be troubled how to anſwer the difficulty that may be made, how wee know the truth of thoſe motives, ſpeaking onely to Chriſtians, which have admitted them to be true. But I am ſure, neither the witneſſe of the Church, nor the dictate of the Spirit, can be alleged to Infidels, but by them that would have themſelves and this Goſpel laught at both at once. Seeing therefore that Chriſti­ans do believe for the ſame reaſons, for the which Infidels ought to believe, I ſhall yield, that it is onely the credit of Gods ancient people, and of Chriſts Church, that ma [...] evidence, that thoſe miracles were truly done, which I affirm [Page] to be the onely motive to believe, being done at ſuch diſtance of time and place from us. But, let not thoſe that would learn, miſtake what is meant by the name of the Church. For, if you ſuppoſe the Church to be a Society of men, whereof ſome, by Gods appointment, have power to oblige the whole, then will the credit of the Scripture be reſolved into the authority of the Church, if the truth of thoſe miracles, on which alone the credit thereof is ſaid to depend, be grounded upon ſuch a witneſſe of the Church. But my meaning is, to ſup­poſe no more by the name of the Church, in this place, but the whole number of believers from Chriſt to the worlds end; And ſo to ſay, that there is no o­ther reaſon, why wee believe, that ſuch men as Moſes and the Prophets, as our Lord and his Apoſtles, did ſuch works as the Scriptures report, to evidence that they came from God, but the conſent of all Chriſtians, that have imbraced the Goſpel upon that motive. Neither ſhall the Goſpel, hereby, depend more upon the witneſſe of man, which may fail, than it depends upon the witneſſe of him, who, upon ſeeing what was done by our Lord and his Apoſtles, ſhould be mo­ved to imbrace the Faith. For, though they had not taken effect with him; but for the report of his eyes, yet did not the force of them depend upon it. Hee that conſiders, ſhall finde, that the conſent of all believers, in the whole motive of Faith, more than ſupplies the uſe of our eyes, in ſhowing us ſufficient reaſon to believe. There is a diſtance of place as well as of time; And, God forbid wee ſhould ſay, thoſe that never ſaw our Lord and his Apoſtles do the works for which wee believe, had not ſufficient reaſon to believe. Their ears ſupplyed to them the uſe of their eyes, inaſmuch as experience and common ſenſe ſhows, that thoſe things wherein the world agrees are no leſſe certain and evident, though morally, than thoſe which wee ſee with our eies. Hee that ſhould not traffick into the Eaſt or Weſt-Indies, or travail to Rome or Conſtantinople, before hee had ſeen them, muſt reſolve not to ſee them. The reaſon is, becauſe the world can have no common intereſt to deceive or to be deceived: Much leſſe could the Law of Moſes, leaſt of all the Goſpel of Chriſt have found credit, (the one impoſing ſuch an endleſſe moroſity of precepts to obſerve, the other the Croſſe of Chriſt) had it not been originally manifeſt, that ſuch things were done to evidence that and this. By which it appears, that this reaſon ſuppoſes no authority in the Church, founded upon the Goſpel, as a Society communicating in it, becauſe it ſuppoſes the ſame, in the people of the Jewes, as in the Church; The authori­ty of the Church ſtanding upon the Goſpel, that which was over the Jewes, on the Law, whereof the one was to be removed, when the other took place. The reaſon, becauſe it referreth nothing to the Church, but that intelligency which the community of mankinde furniſh one another with, for aſſurance, in thoſe things whereof all cannot be eye-witneſſes, by the conſent of all, which com­mon reaſon makes to be as good evidence as our own ſenſes.
And now it will not be difficult to ſay, how the Scriptures are to be believed for themſelves. For, inaſmuch as the motives of believing are things recorded in Scripture, it will be neceſſary to grant, that the Scriptures are to be believed for themſelves, which are to be believed for thoſe things which the Scriptures report. But, if wee be further demanded, for what reaſon, thoſe motives, which, if true, are ſufficient to oblige all men to believe, are taken to be true? Hee that ſaies, becauſe they are recorded in the Scriptures, grants that there is no reaſon to be­lieve the Scriptures, granting, that there is no reaſon to believe the motives of faith, but the report of thoſe Scriptures, the belief whereof ſuppoſes the truth of thoſe motives. But, if wee impute the belief of that truth, to the common ſenſe of all, who, upon the ſuppoſition of them, have ſubmitted to Chriſtianity and hold it, wee have the whole truth of the Scripture evidenced upon ſuch a ground, as ſhall ſerve to inforce a reſolution of whatſoever is queſtionable in Chriſtianity, upon it. Whereas they who make the authority of the Church, or the dictate of the Holy Ghoſt the reaſon of believing, muſt either ſtand ſtill when they are demanded the reaſon, or give it by ſuppoſing Chriſtianity and the Scriptures; the truth whereof they pretend to prove by it, which is the Circle that I ſpoke of afore, admitting neither principle nor concluſion of diſcourſe.
[Page]
To confirm that which hath been ſaid, let me demand how the Writings of Homer or Virgil, of Ariſtotle or Plato, of Tully or Demoſthenes, of Hippocrates or Galen, come to be admitted without any queſtion, for their Writings, after ſome two thouſand years more or leſſe? Is it not becauſe, ever ſince they were penned, there have been thoſe that have ſtudied them for paterns of good Lan­guage and Oratory, for the leſt authors in Philoſophy and Phyſick? Becauſe, by them, and through their hands, they have been tranſmitted from age to age? Is not their credit by this means ſo unqueſtionable, that a man would be laught at, that ſhould ask other reaſon for it? And yet, what is this in compariſon of that which is to be ſaid for the Scriptures? That, all nations having ſtarred aſide to worſhip many Gods, one people of the Jewes took upon them the worſhip of the onely true God, according to the Lawes recorded in the books of Moſes; and that of ſo ancient time. That, being planted in the land of Canaan, God ſtirred them up Prophets from age to age, to keep them cloſe to the ſervice of their God. That, howſoever they kept them, they alwaies profeſſed to be under thoſe Lawes as Gods. That our Lord Jeſus, and his Apoſtles by commiſſion from him, in due time preached both Jewes and Gentiles to be rebels againſt God; And, that neither the Law of nature nor of Moſes was able to free them from ſin; Tendering in Gods name the terms upon which all may be reconciled to God, and evidencing their Commiſſion by the works which they did in Gods name. That all parts of the civil world, being by that means convicted of the truth hereof, undertook to profeſſe Chriſtianity, notwithſtanding the perſecuti­ons to which it was lyable, and do continue in it till this time. Is not this in­fallible evidence, that wee have the very Writings of Moſes, and of the Pro­phets and Apoſtles, and that they who left them us were ſent by God, ſeeing them admitted for Lawes to mens lives and converſations, which nothing but ſufficient evidence that they came from God could have brought to paſſe? Here, if any man ſhould ſay; I know I have the Writings of Homer, Ariſtotle or Tully, by the Writings themſelvs, he might be convicted by tendering them to one that knowes nothing of Tully or Homer or Ariſtotle, and asking him, whether hee can ſay by thoſe books, whether they be Homers or Ariſtotles or Tullies Writings. Bu [...] he that firſt underſtands, what account the world alwaies hath had their Writings in, and ſtudying them, finds the marks in them, may well ſay, that hee knows the authors by their Writings. So, tender the Scripture in Ebrew or Greek to a ſa­vage of the Weſt-Indies, and ask him, whether they be the Word of God or not, who believes not in God as yet, do you believe hee can tell you the truth? But, convict him of that which I have ſaid, how and by what means they came to our hands, how they have been and are owned for Lawes to the hearts and lives of Gods people, and hee will ſtand convict to God, if hee believe not, finding that written in the Books, which the men own for the rule of their converſa­tions. So, by the ſame means that all records of Learning are conveyed us, are the Scriptures evidenced to be mater of hiſtorical faith. But, inaſmuch as the mater of them had never been received but by the work of God, in that regard, they become mater of ſupernatural faith, in regard of the reaſon, moving in the nature of an object, to believe, as well as in regard of Gods grace, moving in the nature of an effective cauſe.
I know there have been divers anſwers made to aſſoile this difficulty, by thoſe that diſpute Controverſies; That the Scriptures authority is better known in or­der of nature, the Churches in that order, by which wee get our knowledg, (as Logicians and Philoſophers uſe to diſtinguiſh between notius naturâ and notius nobis, becauſe our knowledg riſes upon experience which wee have by ſenſe of particulars, and yet the general reaſon, being once attained by that means, is in ſome ſenſe better known than that which depends upon it) That the autho­rity of the Scripture is the reaſon why wee believe, but, the authority of the Church, a condition requiſite to the ſame, creating in the mindes of men that diſcreetly conſider it a kinde of inferior Faith, though infallible, which diſpoſes a man to accept the mater of that Faith which God onely revealeth, though the reaſon why we believe is only the act of God revealing that which he obligeth us [Page] to believe. But all this to no purpoſe, ſo long as they ſuppoſe the foundation of the Church in the nature of a Corporation, for the ground of admitting the ma­ter of Faith, not the credit of all believers agreeing in witneſſing the motives of Faith. I remember in my yonger time in Cambridge an obſervation out of Averrois the Saracene his Commentaries upon Ariſtotle, which as I finde exactly true, ſo may it be of good uſe; That, in Geometry and the Mathematicks the ſame thing is notius naturâ and nobis, to wit, the firſt principles and rudiments of thoſe ſciences, which, being evident as ſoon as underſtood, produce in time thoſe concluſions, which no ſtranger to thoſe ſtudies can imagine how they ſhould be diſcovered. For, being offered to the underſtanding that comprehendsthe mean­ing of them, they require no experience of particulars with ſenſe & time brings forth, to frame a general conceit of that in which all agree, or to pronounce what holds in all particulars; Becauſe it is immediately evident, that the ſame holds in all particulars, as in one, which a man has before his eyes. The like is to be ſaid of the proceſſe in hand, though the reaſon be farre otherwiſe. Hee that conſiders may ſee, that the motives of Faith, aſſured to the common ſenſe and reaſon of all men, by the conſent of believers, are immediately the reaſon, why wee believe the Scriptures in which they are recorded to be the Word of God, without ſo much as ſuppoſing any ſuch thing as a Church in the nature of a Cor­poration, indowed with authority over thoſe of whom it conſiſts; The conſent of Chriſtians as particular perſons, obliging common reaſon, both to believe the Scriptures, and whatever that belief inferres. As this muſt be known before wee can believe the Scriptures, ſo being known, it muſt be, if any be, the onely reaſon why we believe either the Scriptures, or that Chriſtianity which they con­vey unto us. And if it be the onely reaſon why wee believe, then is it better known in order of reaſon as well as of ſenſe, to be true, than the authority of the Church, the knowledg whereof muſt reſolve into the reaſon why wee are Chriſtians. And if this be true, then is not the authority of the Church, (as a Cor­poration to be obliged by the act of ſome members) ſo much as a condition re­quiſite to induce any man to believe; All men, by having the onely true reaſon why all are to believe, being ſubject to condemnation if they believe not: But not if they believe not the Corporation of the Church, unleſſe it may appeare to be a part of that Faith, which that onely reaſon moves us to believe. Neither doth the credit which wee give to all Chriſtians, witneſſing the motives of Faith to be true, by ſubmitting to Chriſtianity in regard of them, create in us any inferior Faith of the nature of humane, becauſe the witneſſe of man convayes the motives thereof to our knowledg. But ſerves us to the ſame uſe, as mens eyes and other ſenſes ſerved them, when they ſaw thoſe things done, which Moſes and the Prophets, which our Lord and his Apoſtles did, to induce men to believe that they came from God. For, as true as it is, that, if God have provided ſuch ſigns to atteſt his Commiſſion, then we are bound to be­lieve; So true is it, that, if all Chriſtians agree, that God did procure them to be done, then did hee indeed procute them to be done that men might believe. For ſo great a part of mankinde could not be out of their wits all at once: Let not therefore thoſe miracles which God hath provided to atteſt the Commiſſions of Moſes and the Prophets, of our Lord and his Apoſtles, be counted common and probable motives to believe, unleſſe wee will confeſſe, that wee have none but common and probable motives. For, what reaſon can wee have to believe that ſhall not depend upon their credit? Unleſſe it be the light of natural reaſon, which may make that which they preach more evidently credible, but never evi­dently true. If theſe works were provided by God to oblige us to believe, then is that Faith which they create truely divine, and the work of God; Though, had all men been blinde, they had not been ſeen, and had all men been out of their wits, wee might preſume, that they had agreed in an impoſture.
And now it will be eaſie to anſwer the words of S. Auguſtine contra Epiſto­lam fundamenti cap. V. which alwaies have a place in this diſpute, though I can as yet admit S. Auguſtine no otherwiſe than as a particular Chriſtian, and his ſaying, as a preſumption, that hee hath ſaid no more than any Chriſtian would [Page] have ſaid in the common cauſe of all Chriſtians againſt the Manichees. Ego Evan­gelio non crederem, ſaith hee, niſi me Eccleſiae Catholicae moveret authoritas. I would not believe, or have believed, the Goſpel, had not the authority of the Catholick Church moved mee. For, ſome men have imployed a great deal of learning to ſhow, that moveret ſtands for moviſſet, as in many other places both of S. Auguſtine and of other Africane Writers. And without doubt they have ſhowed it paſt contradiction, and I would make no doubt to ſhow the like in S. Hierome, Si­donius and other Writers of the decaying ages of the Latine tongue, as well as in the Africane Writers, if it were any thing to the purpoſe. For is not the Queſtion, manifeſtly, what it is that obligeth that man to believe who as yet be­lieveth not? Is it not the ſame reaſon that obliges him to become and to be a Chriſtian? Therefore, whether moveret or moviſſet, all is one: The Queſtion is, whether the authority of the Church as a Corporation, that is, of thoſe per­ſons who are able to oblige the Church, would have moved S. Auſtine to believe the Goſpel, becauſe they held it to be true: Or the credit of the Church as of ſo many men of common ſenſe, atteſting the truth of thoſe reaſons which the Goſpel tenders, why wee ought to believe. What is it then that obliged S. Au­ſtine to the Church? The conſent of people and nations, that authority which miracles had begun, which hope had nouriſhed, charity increaſed, ſucceſſion of time ſettled, from S. Peter to the preſent, the name and title of Catholick ſo viſible, that no Heretick durſt ſhow a man the way to his Church, demanding the way to the Catholick. So hee expreſſeth it cap. 111. And what is this in Engliſh, but the converſion of the Gentiles foretold by the Prophets, atteſted by God, and viſibly ſettled in the Unity of the Church? Whereupon hee may boldly affirm, as hee doth afterwards, that, if there were any word in the Go­ſpel manifeſtly witneſſing Manes to be the Apoſtle of Chriſt, hee would not believe the Goſpel any more. For, if the reaſon for which hee had once belie­ved the Church that the Goſpel is true, becauſe hee ſaw it verified in the being of the Church, ſhould be ſuppoſed falſe, there could remain no reaſon to ob­lige us to take the Goſpel for true. All that remaines for the Church in the na­ture and quality of a Corporation, by this account, will be this; That it is more diſcretion for him that is in doubt of the truth of Chriſtianity, to take the rea­ſon of it from the Church, that is, from thoſe whom the Church truſteth to give it, than from particular Chriſtians, who can by no means be preſumed to underſtand it ſo well as they may do. For otherwiſe, ſuppoſing a particular Chriſtian ſets forth the ſame reaſons which the Church does, how can any man not be bound to follow him, that is bound to follow the Church? So that, the reaſons which both allege being contained in the Scriptures, the Church is no more in compariſon of the Scriptures, than the Samaritane in compariſon of our Lord himſelf, when her fellow-citizens tell her John IV. 12. Wee believe no more for thy ſaying; For wee our ſelves have heard and know that this is of a truth the Saviour of the World, the Chriſt. For, the reaſons, for which, our Lord himſelf tells us that wee are to believe, are contained in the Scriptures.
But by the premiſes it will be moſt manifeſt, that the ſame Circle in diſ­courſe is committed by them, who reſolve the reaſon why they believe into the dictate of the Spirit, as, into the decree of the Church. For, the queſtion is not now of the effective cauſe, whether or no, in that nature, a man is able to imbrace the true Faith without the aſſiſtance of Gods Spirit or not; Which ought here to remain queſtionable, becauſe it is to be tried upon the grounds upon which here wee are ſeeking. And therefore, that Faith which is ground­ed upon revelation from God, and competent evidence of the ſame, is to be counted divine ſupernatural Faith, without granting, (whatſoever wee may ſup­poſe) any ſupernatural operation of Gods Spirit, to work it, in the nature of an effective cauſe, which muſt remain queſtionable, ſuppoſing the reaſon why wee believe the Scriptures. But, in the nature of an object, preſenting unto the un­derſtanding the reaſon why we are to believe, it is manifeſt by the premiſes, that no man can know that hee hath Gods Spirit, that knoweth not the truth of the Scriptures. If therefore hee allege, that hee knowes the Scriptures to be true, [Page] becauſe Gods Spirit ſaith ſo to his Spirit; hee allegeth for a reaſon, that which hee could not know, but, ſuppoſing that for granted, which hee pretendeth to prove; To wit, That the dictate of his own Spirit is from Gods Spirit. Indeed when the motives of Faith proceed from Gods Spirit in Moſes and the Pro­phets, in our Lord and his Apoſtles, witneſſing, by the works which they do, their Commiſſion as well as their meſſage, who can deny that this is the light of Gods Spirit? Again, when wee govern our doings by that which wee believe, and not by that which wee ſee, who will deny that this is the light of Faith and of Gods Spirit? But, both theſe conſiderations take place, though wee ſup­poſe the mater of Faith to remain obſcure in it ſelf, though to us evidently cre­dible, for the reaſons God ſhowes us, to believe that hee ſaith it. If any man ſeek, in the mater of Faith, any evidence to aſſure the conſcience, in the nature of an object, or reaſon why wee are to believe, that is not derived from the mo­tives of Faith, outwardly atteſting Gods act of revealing it, hee falls into the ſame inconvenience with thoſe, who believe their Chriſtianity becauſe the Church commends it, and again the Church, becauſe Chriſtianity commends it.
As for that monſtrous imagination, that the Scripture is not Law to oblige any man in juſtice to believe it, before the Secular Powers give it force over their ſubjects; Suppoſing for the preſent that which I ſaid before, that it is all one queſtion, whether Chriſtianity or whether the Scriptures oblige us as Law or not; Let mee demand, whether our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles have ſhowed us ſufficient reaſons to convince us, that wee are bound to believe and become Chriſtians? If not, why are wee Chriſtians? If ſo, can wee be obliged, and no Law to oblige us? ſuppoſing for the preſent, though not granting, becauſe it is not true, that, by refuſing Chriſtianity ſufficiently propoſed, a man comes not under ſin, but onely comes not from under it, but remains under that ſin, which, by refuſing the Goſpel, hee refuſes to eſcape; The man whom God ſhowes competent reaſons to convict him of the truth of Chriſtianity, does hee not thereby oblige to believe? If ſo, then is Chriſtianity, by thoſe reaſons, and, by out Lord and his Apoſtles advancing them, publiſhed for Gods Law, to all them, to whom thoſe reaſons become known. Suppoſe that, not onely the Apoſtles, but God himſelf do no more than perſwade men to believe, can any Secular Power do more? For, what can it do more, in making a Law, than de­clare the will of the Soveraign, under a puniſhment expreſſed? And doth not God declare, when hee ſends thoſe that are furniſhed with means to convict the world of the truth of Chriſtianity, that it is his will that they become Chriſti­ans? And is it not competent puniſhment to inact a Law, that, by diſobeying, men become incapable of eſcaping their own ſin, and the puniſhment of it? If Chriſtianity be no Law, becauſe a man hath his choice whether hee will believe or not, hath not a thief his choice whether hee will be hanged or not ſteal? or is not the miſchief that comes by refuſing the Faith, as great as that? As for the point of juſtice, is not gtatitude juſtice? doth not God oblige them in point of juſtice, whom hee obligeth in point of gratitude? doth hee not oblige them in point of gratitude, whom, by his Goſpel, hee ſhowes the way to come from under ſin, to everlaſting happineſſe? Again, is it not juſtice that mankinde ſhould be ſubjects, and not rebels to God? doth not the Goſpel preach, that mankinde are become rebels to God, and that they ought to return and become his Subjects? If wee can owe a debt of juſtice to God or to our ſelves, the greateſt is that, which the Goſpel bindeth upon us. But, ſuppoſe not onely that which this Dogmatiſt granteth, that hee who is bound to renounce Chriſt with his mouth when his Soveraign commandeth, is bound to believe him with his heart at the ſame time, let mee demand by what Law hee is bound to it, if the Scriptures be not Law? Or how a man can be bound to believe in heart that our Lord Jeſus is the Chriſt, and not be bound to receive, either the mater, or the motives to believe that which Chriſt teacheth, which is all that the Scriptures containe? Wherefore wee are by no means to admit that which this Author preſumes upon as evident truth; That it is one thing to demand, why a man believes the Scriptures, another thing to demand, how a man knowes them [Page] to be the Word of God, and a third, by what authority they become Law: Be­cauſe, ſaith hee, one man believes for this reaſon, another for that; But, to know the Scripture to be the Word of God, is a thing that no man can do, but onely hee to whom this or that Scripture was revealed. For, it is true, that one man be­lieves for this reaſon, another for that, if they believe not for that reaſon for which they ought to. believe. But there is but one reaſon for which God requires us to believe, namely, his will, declared by the motives of Faith, which hee, by his meſſengers or deputies hath preſented us with; And hee that is moved to believe for any reaſon beſides that, is but called a believer, for hee is not ſuch in Gods eſteem. And hee that by theſe reaſons ſtands convict, that thoſe meſ­ſengers came from God, though hee cannot know by the report of his ſenſes, nor by any evidence of the mater which they contain, that the Scriptures are the Word of God, yet may hee reaſonably be ſaid to know that they are ſo, becauſe hee knowes thoſe reaſons, by which hee ſtands convict that they are no other­wiſe. And I have now further ſhowed, that the publiſhing of Chriſtianity, that is, the tendering of the Scriptures with this evidence, that they contain the word and will of God, bindes them for a Law upon the conſciences of all that receive them ſo, obliging them not onely to believe all that they contain to be true, but to undertake and do whatſoever they require. Wherefore it is true, that the Scriptures, or Chriſtianity, becomes the civil Law of a State, becauſe the Soveraign Power thereof inacteth it; But wee are further to demand, whether Secular Power is able to do this becauſe it is Soveraign, or becauſe it is Chriſti­an. For, if, becauſe it is Sovetaign, it will follow of neceſſity, that thoſe who are not ſubject to Chriſtian Powers, are not obliged to believe the truth of the Scri­ptures, nor to be Chriſtians, if there be no other Law to require it at their hands but the will of their Soveraign; Becauſe the onely reaſon, which, this o­pinion ſaith, obliges them to believe, that is, the act of Soveraigne Power is wanting. If, becauſe it is Chriſtian, the queſtion will have recourſe, what it was that obliged the Soveraign Power to become Chriſtian. For, the act of Sover [...]igne Power hath no effect upon it ſelf, but upon thoſe that are under it; And yet, the ſame reaſon why the Soveraign Power is bound to believe, will convince all that are under it, that they alſo ought to believe, becauſe concerning them as men, or at leaſt, as thoſe men whom the motives of Faith are publiſhed to, not as of this or that Common-wealth. But, in this buſineſſe I am moſt aſhamed for Euclid's ſake, that a man ſo ſtudied in Geometry, ſhould build ſuch a vaſt pretenſe in Chriſtia­nity, upon ſuch an imaginary ground. Forſooth, Abraham, and the Patriarchs after him, and then Moſes, had the Soveraign Power of their Families, and of Gods people; the Patriarchs by their birth and eſtate, Moſes, by the contract of the Iſraelites, accepting of God for their Civil Soveraign, and Moſes for his Lieu­tenant. The ſame Patriarchs and Moſes were abſolute in maters of Religion, be­cauſe Gods people inferiors were to be ruled in it by no other Laws, then thoſe which God publiſhed to them, by the hands of thoſe Superiors. Hee that will go about to draw the concluſion from theſe principles, (whether granted, or onely ſuppoſed) ſhall eaſily ſee that it followes not. For, half an eye will ſerve to di­ſtinguiſh two qualities, in the Patriarchs, and in Moſes, the one of Soveraignes, the other of Prophets, or Depuries and Commiſſaries, or Interpreters of the will of God to his people; And, this diſtinction being made, I will not be be­holden to any man to ſay, which of the two it was, that could oblige their in­feriors to obey, as Gods Lawes, thoſe things, which perſons ſo authorized ſhould declare in his name. For if thoſe, whom God, by ſufficient evidence had wit­neſſed to be his Prophets and meſſengers, ſhould falſify his truſt, the blame of that which ſhould be done upon ſuch deceit muſt needs redound upon God. And therefore this author pag. 231, 287. agreeth with that which I argued even now, that revelations and inſpirations of Gods Spirit are not granted under the Goſpel, but to thoſe who profeſſe the true Chriſt; Nor under the Law were granted, but to thoſe who profeſſed the true God. And for this cauſe they are called by S. Paul 1 Cor. XII. 7. the manifeſtation of the Spirit; becauſe they ma­nifeſt [Page] the preſence of God in his Church. As 1 Cor. XIV. 22-25. hee ſaith; that unbelievers, ſeeing the ſecrets of their hearts revealed by thoſe graces, were moved to fall on their faces, and worſhip God, declaring that God is in his Church of a truth. Thoſe therefore who are thus witneſſed by God, upon his witneſſe are to be received, whatſoever they deliver in Gods name, concerning either the Law of Moſes, or the Goſpel of Chriſt. For, how can any man ima­gine, that, upon every new revelation declared by a Prophet, upon every new letter written, or act done by an Apoſtle, a new evidence ſhould be requiſite, to atteſt a new Commiſſion from God? Eſpecially, the preſumption, that God will not ſuffer his people to be abuſed by truſting him, being neceſſary, and not one­ly reaſonable. Since therefore our Lord and his Apoſtles carry this quality, no leſſe than did Moſes and the Prophets, it followes of neceſſity, that their wri­tings, and what elſe they may have ordained, are no leſſe the Law of God, no leſſe obliging, than the Law of Moſes, by virtue of their Commiſſion, which makes their acts in Gods name to be Gods acts: Though civil Law they are not, till civil Powers binde them upon their Subjects.

CHAP. IV. Neither the Dictate of Gods Spirit nor the authority of the Church is the reaſon of believing any thing in Chriſtianity. Whether the Church be before the Scripture, or the Scripture before the Church. The Scriptures contain not the Infallibility of the Church. Nor the conſent of all Chriſtians.
IT is now time to proceed to the reſolution of ſome part of thoſe diſputes and opinions, which, wee ſhowed the world divided into, upon occaſion of the queſtion, how Controverſies of Faith are to be tryed and ended; That is to ſay, ſo much of them, as muſt be determined by him that will proceed in this diſpute. For, ſuppoſing the premiſes to be true, I ſhall not make any diffi­culty to conclude; That, neither the dictate of the Spirit of God to the Spirits of particular Chriſtians, (that is, the preſumption of it) nor the authority of the Church, (that is, the preſumption of the like dictate to any perſons that may be thought to have power of obliging the Church) is a competent reaſon, to decide the meaning of the Scripture, or any Controverſie about mater of Faith, obliging any man therefore to believe it. And by conſequence, that the authority of the Church, (that is, of perſons authorized to give ſentence in behalf of the Body of the Church, here underſtood) is not Infallible, which if it were, it muſt be without queſtion admitted for a competent reaſon of be­lieving all ſuch ſentences to be Infallibly true. The truth of this Concluſion is demonſtrated by the premiſes, if any thing, in a mater of this nature, can be counted demonſtrative. If whatſoever the Spirit of God can be preſumed to dictate to the Spirit of any Chriſtian, preſuppoſeth the truth of Chriſtianity, (as that which muſt try it, whether onely a preſumption or truth) then can no mans word, that profeſſes Chriſtianity, be the reaſon why another man ſhould believe. For, whoſoever it is that gives the ſentence, by profeſſing Chriſtiani­ty, pretendeth to have a reaſon for what hee profeſſeth, which reaſon, and not his judgment, if it be good, obligeth all Chriſtians, as well as him, to believe. For, being once reſolved, that, wee are obliged to believe whatſoever comes from thoſe perſons, whom wee are convinced to believe, that God imployed to declare his will to us; Whatſoever is ſaid to come from them, muſt, for the ſame reaſon be received, and therefore, by the ſame meanes ſaid to come from them, as it is ſaid that they came from God. On the other ſide, whatſoever cannot by the ſame means be ſaid to come from them, can never by any means be ſaid to come from God, who hath given us no other means to know, what hee would have us believe, but thoſe whom hee hath imployed on his meſſage. Wherefore, ſeeing the authority of the Church ſuppoſeth the truth of Chriſtianity, of neceſ­ſity it ſuppoſeth the reaſon, for which, whatſoever can be pretended to belong to Chriſtianity is receivable; Becauſe, ſuppoſing for the preſent, though not [Page] granting, that the Church is a Body, which ſome perſons, by Gods appoint­ment, have authority to oblige, it is manifeſt, that no man can be veſted with this authority, but hee muſt bear the profeſſion of a Chriſtian, and, by conſe­quence, ſuppoſe the reaſons upon which whatſoever belongs to the profeſſion of a Chriſtian is receivable. For, that which cannot be derived, as for the evidence of it, from thoſe means, by which wee ſtand convicted that Chriſtianity ſtands upon true motives, cannot be receivable as any part of it. And therefore, how­ever the generality of this reaſon may obſcure the evidence of it, to them that take not the pains to conſider it as it deſerves, yet, the truth of it ſuppoſes no more than all uſe of reaſon ſuppoſes, that all knowledg that is to be had, pro­ceeds upon ſomething preſuppoſed to be known.
In which caſe, it would be very childiſh to conſider, that the Church is more an­cient in time than the Scriptures, at leaſt, than ſome part of them, as the Writings of the Apoſtles for example, &, in ſome ſort, then all Scriptures, if wee underſtand the people of God and the Church to be the ſame thing. For, to paſſe by ſor the preſent the Fathers before the Law, as the people of Iſrael were Gods people by the Covenant of the Law, before they received the Law written in the five Books of Moſes; So was the authority of Moſes, (imployed by God to medi­ate that Covenant) both good and ſufficient, before they by accepting the Law became Gods people: And upon this authority alone, and not upon any au­thority founded upon their being Gods people, (free, and poſſeſſed of the Land of Promiſe, to be ruled by themſelves and their own Governors) dependeth the credit of Moſes and the Prophets Writings. In like manner, the being of the Church (whether a Society and Corporation or not) ſuppoſing the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, and that, the receiving of the Goſpel, which is the Covenant of Grace, and that, the authority of our Lord and his Apoſtles, as ſent by God to eſtabliſh it; Manifeſt it is, that the credit of their Writings depends on nothing elſe, but is ſuppoſed to the being of the Church, whatſoever it is. Which if it be ſo, no leſſe manifeſt it muſt be, that nothing is receivable for truth in Chriſtianity, that cannot be evidenced to proceed from that authority that is more antient than the being of the Church, as a truth declared by ſome act of that authority. And therefore, it would be childiſh to allege priority of time for the Church, (if perhaps it may be ſaid, in ſome regard, that the Church was before the Scriptures) when as, in order of reaſon, it is evident, that the truth of Chriſtianity is ſuppoſed to the being of it, inaſmuch as no man can be, or be known to be of the Church, but as hee is, or is known to be a Chriſtian. And truly thoſe that diſpute, the authority of the Church to be the the reaſon to believe the ſentence of it in mater of Faith to be true, are to conſider what they will ſay to that opinion, which utterly denies any ſuch authority, any ſuch thing as a Church; Underſtanding the Church to be a Society founded by Gods appointment, giving publick authority to ſome perſons, ſo or ſo qualified by that appointment, in behalf of the whole; For this all muſt deny, that admit Era­ſtus his opinion of Excommunication to be true, if they will admit the conſe­quence of their own doctrine. Which opinion I have therefore premiſed, in ſtaring this Queſtion, that it may appear to require ſuch an anſwer, as may not ſuppoſe the being of the Church in that nature, but may be a means to demon­ſtrate it. But, as it is not my intent to begg ſo great a thing in queſtion, by proceeding upon ſuppoſition of any authority in the Church, before I can prove it to be a Corporation founded with ſuch authority as the foundation of it re­quireth; So is it as farre from my meaning, to deny that authority which I do not ſuppoſe. For, hee that denieth the authority of the Church to be the reaſon why any thing is to be taken for truth, or for the meaning of the Scripture, may take the due and true authority of the Church to be a part of that truth, which is more ancient than the authority of the Church; Inaſmuch as it muſt be be­lieved, that God hath founded a Society of them which profeſſe Chriſtianity, by the name of the Church, (giving ſuch authority to ſome members of it in behalf of the whole, as hee pleaſed) before it can be believed, that this or that is within the authority of the Church. For, that there is a [Page] Church, and a publick authority in it and for it, and what things they are that fall under that authority, if it be true, is part of that truth, which our Lord and his Apoſtles, whoſe authority is more ancient than the Church, have declared. Indeed if it were true, that the firſt truth which all Chriſtians are to believe, and for the reaſon of it to believe every thing elſe, is the ſaying of perſons ſo and ſo qualified in the Church, then were it evident, that the belief of that which is queſtioned in religion, could not be reſolved into any other principle. But if it be manifeſt, by the motives of Chriſtianity, that the authority of the Apoſtles is antecedent to it, that all Scripture, and the meaning of Scripture, (which ſignifies nothing beſide it own meaning) and Tradition of the Apoſtles, (if any ſuch Tradition over and above Scripture may appear) is true, not ſuppo­ſing it, (as appeares by the premiſes) then is the authority of the Church no ground of Faith, and ſo not Infallible. There are indeed ſundry Objections made, both out of Scripture and the Fathers, to weaken and to ſhake ſuch an evi­dent truth, which are not here to be related, till wee have reſolved, as well what is the reaſon of believing in Controverſies of Faith, as what is not. In the mean time, if wee demand, by what means any perſon, that can pretend to give ſentence in Controverſies of Faith, knowes his own ſentence to be in­fallible, or upon what ground hee gives ſentence; Hee that anſwers by Scri­pture, or authority of Writers that profeſſe to have learned from the Scriptures, or reaſons depending on the authority of our Lord and his Apoſtles, acknow­ledges the authority of the Church not to be the reaſon of believing; For, what need wee all this, if it were? If hee ſay, by the ſame means, for which theſe are receivable, that is, by revelation from God; It will be preſently de­manded, to make evidence of ſuch revelation, the ſame evidence as wee have for the truth of the Scriptures; Which, becauſe it cannot be done, therefore, is this plea laid aſide, even by them, who nevertheleſſe, profeſſe to imbrace the Communion of the Church of Rome, becauſe they believe the Church to be Infallible. But if it be deſtructive to all uſe of reaſon, to deny the conclu­ſion, admitting the premiſes, then let him never hope to prevaile in any diſpute, that holds the concluſion, denying the premiſes. For to hold the ſentence of the Church Infallible, when the means, that depend upon the authority of our Lord and his Apoſtles, proves whatſoever is to be believed, without ſuppoſing any ſuch thing; when revelation, independent upon their authority there is acknow­ledged to be none; averreth Infallibility in the ſentence of the Church, deny­ing the onely principle that can inferre it. And therefore, thoſe that ſpeak things ſo inconſequent, ſo inconſiſtent, I ſhall not grant that they ſpeake thoſe things which themſelves think and believe, but rather, that, like men upon the rack, they ſpeak things which themſelves may, and in ſome ſort do know not to be true. For, whoſoever holds an opinion, which hee ſees an argument againſt, that hee cannot reſolve, is really and truly upon the rack, and, of neceſſity, ſeeks to eſcape, by contradicting what himſelf confeſſeth otherwiſe. Which every man of neceſſity doth, who, acknowledging the reaſon of believing Chriſtianity to lye in the authority of our Lord and his Apoſtles, challengeth nevertheleſſe that Infallability, which is the reaſon of believing, to all ſentences of the Church, the mater of which ſentence, if it be true, the reaſon of it muſt depend immedi­ately upon the ſame authority, upon which the authority of the Church which ſentenceth dependeth.
But the conſequence of this aſſertion deſerves further conſideration, becauſe all that followes depends upon it. Suppoſe, that the Scriptures prove them­ſelves to be the Word of God, by the reaſons of believing contained in them, witneſſed by the common ſenſe of all Chriſtians. For this admits no diſpute. If the ſame conſent can evidence any thing belonging to the mater of Faith, that will appear to oblige the Faith of all Chriſtians, upon the ſame reaſon as the Scriptures do, whether contained in the Scriptures or not. For who will undertake, that God could not have preſerved Chriſtianity, without either Scri­ptures or new revelations? And therefore hee choſe the way of writing, not as of abſolute neceſſity, but as of incomparable advantage. If therefore [Page] God might have obliged man to believe any thing not delivered by writing, whether hee hath or not will remain queſtionable, ſuppoſing the Scriptures to be the Word of God upon the ground aforeſaid. Beſides, there are many things ſo manifeſt in the Scriptures, that they can indure no diſpute ſuppoſing the Scri­ptures to be the Word of God: Many things are every day cleared more and more, by applying the knowledg of the Languages and of Hiſtorical truth to the text of the Scripture: And many things more may be cleared by applying the light of reaſon, void of partiality and prejudice, to draw the truth ſo cleared into conſequence. No part of all this can be ſaid to be held upon any decree of the Church; Becauſe no part of the evidence ſuppoſes the Church in the na­ture and quality of a Corporation, the conſtitution whereof inableth ſome per­ſons to oblige the whole. Becauſe there are maters in queſtion concerning our common Chriſtianity and the ſenſe of the Scriptures, upon which the great miſ­chief of divi [...]on is fallen out in the Church, it is thought a plauſible plea to ſay, that the decree of the preſent Church, (ſuppoſing the foundation of the Church in that nature, and the power given to every part in behalf of the whole, of which no evidence can be made, not ſuppoſing all that for truth which I have ſaid) obligeth all Chriſtians to believe, as much as the Scriptures, ſuppoſing them to be the Word of God, can do. Which they that affirm do not conſider, that it muſt firſt be evident to all that are to be obliged; Both that the Church is ſo founded, and who [...]e Act it is, and how that Act muſt be done which muſt oblige it. Seeing then that the Scriptures are admitted on all ſides, to be the Word of God, let us ſee whether it be as evident as the Scriptures, that the act of the Pope, or of a General Council or both, oblige the Church to believe the truth of that which they decree, as much as the Scriptures.
I know there are texts of Scripture alleged; Firſt, concerning the Apoſtles and Diſciples, Mat. X. 14, 15, 40. Luke IX. 5. X. 10, 11, 16. where thoſe that refuſe them are in worſe eſtate than Sodom and Gomorrha. And, Hee that hea­reth you, heareth mee; Hee that neglecteth you, neglecteth mee. Mat. XXVIII. 19, 20. Go make all Nations Diſciples—teaching them to obſerve all that I have commanded you, and behold I am with you to the worlds end. 1 Theſſ. II. 13. Yee received the Goſpel of us, not as the word of man, but as it is indeed, the word of God. Then concerning S. Peter, as predeceſſor of all Popes, Mat. XVI. 18, 19. Ʋpon this rock will I build my Church, and the gates of hell ſhall not prevail againſt it. And I will give thee the keyes of the Kingdom of heaven, and whatſoever thou bin­deſt on earth ſhall be bound in heaven, whatſoever thou looſeſt on earth ſhall be looſed in heaven. Luke XXII. 32. I have prayed for thee that thy Faith fail not, and thou, once converted, ſtrengthen thy brethren. John XXI. 15, 16, 17. Simon ſon of Jonas, loveſt thou mee? Feed my lambs, feed my ſheep. Again, concerning the Church and Councils, Mat. XVIII. 17-20. If hee heare them not, tell the Church: If hee hear not the Church, let him be to thee as a Heathen or a Publican. Verily I ſay unto you, whatſoever yee binde on earth ſhall be bound in heaven: whatſoever yee looſe on earth ſhall be looſed in heaven. Again I ſay unto you; If two of you agree on earth, upon any thing, to ask it, it ſhall be done them from my Father in heaven, For, where two or three are aſſembled in my name, there am I in the midſt of them. John XVI. 13. The Spirit of truth ſhall lead you into all truth. Acts XV. 28. It ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt and to us. 1 Tim. III. 15. That thou mayeſt know now it behoveth to converſe in the houſe of God, which is the Churchof God, the pillar and eſtabliſhment of the truth. You have further, the exhortations of the Apoſtles, 1 Theſſ. V. 12, 13. Now I beſeech you brethren, to know them which labor among you, and are over you in the Lord, and admoniſh you: And eſteem them more than a­bundantly in love, for their works ſake. Heb. XIII 7, 17. Bee obedient and give way to your Rulers, for they watch for your ſouls, as thoſe that muſt give account: That they may do it joyfully, and not groaning; Which is not for your profit. And afore, Rememeer your Rulers which have ſpoken to you the Word of God: And, conſide­ring the iſſue of their converſation, imitate their Faith. Thoſe that ſpoke unto them the Word of God are the Apoſtles, or, their companions and deputies, whom hee commandeth them to obey no otherwiſe than thoſe who preſently [Page] watched over them after their death. In the Old Teſtament likewiſe Deut. XVII. 5-12. Hee that obeyeth not the determination of the Court that was to ſit be­fore the Ark is adjudged to death. Therefore Hag. II. 12. Thus ſaith the Lord the God of Hoſts; Ask the Prieſts concerning the Law. Mal. II. 7. The Prieſts lips ſhall preſerve knowledge, and the Law ſhall they require at his mouth. For hee is the meſſenger of the Lord of Hoſts. The anſwers of the Prieſts reſolved in­to the decrees of the ſaid Court; therefore they are unqueſtionable. And this Power eſtabliſhed by the Law, our Lord acknowledging the Law, allowes Mat. XXIII. 2. The Scribes and Phariſees ſit on Moſes chair: whatſoever there­fore they command you that do: But according to their works do not.
This is that which is alleged out of the Scriptures for that Infallibility which is challenged for the Church. If I have left any thing behinde, it will prove as inef­fectual as the reſt; In all which there are ſo many conſiderations appear, why the ſenſe of them ſhould be limited on this ſide, or extended beyond the body of the Church, that it is evident they cannot ſerve for evidence to ground the Infalli­bility of it. For, is it not evident, that the neglect of the Apoſtles, in queſtion­ing their doctrine, redounds upon our Lord, who by ſending them, ſtamps on them the marks of his Fathers authority, which hee is truſted with? Not ſo the Church. For who can ſay, that God gives any teſtimony to the lie which it telleth, ſeeing Chriſtianity is ſuppoſed, the Infallibility thereof remaining queſtionable? Is it not evident, that God is with his Chu,ch, not as a Corporation, but as the collection of many good Chriſtians; Suppoſing that, thoſe who have power to teach the Church by the conſtitution thereof, teach lies, and yet all are not car­ried away with their doctrine, but believe Gods truth, ſo farre as the neceſſity of their ſalvation requires? If there were any contradiction in this ſuppoſition, how could it be maintained in the Church of Rome, that ſo it ſhall be when An­tichriſt comes, as many do maintain? Beſides, is it as evident as Chriſtianity, or the Scriptures, that this promiſe is not conditional, and to have effect, ſuppoſing, both the teaching, and the following of that which our Lord lud taught, and nothing elſe? Surely, if thoſe that refuſe the Goſpel be in a worſe ſtate than thoſe of Sodom and Gomorrha, it followeth not yet, that all that refuſe to hear the Church without the Goſpel are ſo. For the truth of the Goſpel ſuppoſeth that there is no means but the Goſpel to ſave us. But if wee be ſaved by believing the Goſpel, wee may be ſaved, not believing that which the Church teacheth without it. For, that which the Goſpel obligeth us to believe unto ſalvation, it is agreed already, that wee cannot be ſaved without believing it. Suppoſe now the Church to continue till the laſt day, not as one viſible Body, but broken into pieces, as wee ſee it, ſo that alwaies there remain a number of good Chriſtians, (for, whe­ther or no they that communicate not with the Church of Rome may be good Chriſtians, is the thing in queſtion, not to be taken for truth without proving) ſhall the gates of hell be ſaid to prevail againſt the Church all that while? Beſides; Grotius expounds thoſe words to ſignifie no more but this; That death and the grave (which  [...] or Hell in the ſtile of the Old Teſtament ſignifies) ſhall never prevail over Chriſtians; That is, that they ſhall riſe again. And I ſuppoſe, it is not ſo evident that this expoſition is falſe, as, that the Goſpel is true. As for the Keyes of Chriſts Kingdom, let him that ſaith they argue Infallibility, ſay alſo, that they cannot be abuſed; But hee will have more ſhame, if not more ſenſe, than to ſay it. The Theſſalonians received the Goſpel as the Word of God, be­cauſe they ſuppoſed it to be  [...], the Word which God ſent them newes of. Would they therefore have received the decrees of the Church with the ſame reverence, not ſuppoſing them the Word of God, till ſome body prove it? But, ſuppoſe the promiſes made S. Peter to import as much as the power of the Apoſtles, is it as evident that the preſent Pope ſucceeds S. Peter, as, that Chriſtianity is from God? That hee ſucceeds him in the full right of that Power which is given the Apoſtles? Certainly, whereſoever two or three are aſſembled in the name of Chriſt, there is not the Infallibility of the Church. Therefore it cannot be founded upon the promiſes made to all Aſſemblies of Chriſtians as Chriſtians. It is very probable, that the Council of the Apoſtles at Jeruſalem [Page] had a revelation upon the place, ſignifying how they ſhould order the mater in queſtion, becauſe there are many inſtances in the Scriptures, of inſpirations at the very Aſſemblies of Gods people, as I have ſhowed in the Right of the Church. Therefore it is not evident that all Councils may ſay the like. Therefore, they cannot preſume that the Holy Ghoſt will lead them into all truth, whatſoever they take a humor to determine, becauſe it was promiſed, that hee ſhould lead the Apoſtles into all truth concerning our common Chriſtianity. But if the Church be the pillar and foundation that upholdeth the truth, then muſt that truth firſt be evidenced for truth, before the effect of the Churches office in up­holding it, as pillars uphold an houſe, can appear. The exhortations of the A­poſtles, 1 Theſſ. V. 14, 15. Hebr. XIII. 7, 17. to yield obedience to the Rulers of the Church, are certainly pertinent to this purpoſe; But it is evident, that this obedience is limitable by the grounds and ſubſtance of Chriſtianity delive­red afore, as it is evident that all Power of the preſent Church preſuppoſeth our common Chriſtianity. As for the obedience required in the Old Teſtament to the Governors of the Synagogue and Prieſts confirmed by our Lord, Mat. XXIII. 2. I am very willing to grant the Church all Power in decreeing for truth, that can appear to have belonged to the Rulers of the Synagogue, becauſe I am ſe­cure, that thoſe who could put malefactors to death, as they could, were not therefore able to tye men to believe that which they ſay to be true. But the great ſubtilty is the Propheſie of Caiaphas, John XI. 48-52. who, becauſe High Prieſt, could not but truly determine, that our Lord muſt die leaſt the people ſhould periſh, even in reſolving to crucifie him. Indeed, at the beginning, God was wont to conduct his people by Oracles of Urim and Tummim in the High Prieſts breſt-plate. And though this was ceaſed under the ſecond Temple, as wee have reaſon to believe the Jewes, yet was it no marvail, that God ſhould uſe the High Prieſts tongue to declare that ſecret which himſelf underſtood not, being the Perſon, by whom hee had uſed to direct his people in former ages. But hee that from hence concludes the Church infallible, muſt firſt maintain, that Caiaphas erred not in crucifying our Lord Chriſt.
Now, if it be ſaid, that the conſent of all Chriſtians, though not as members of the Church, (becauſe as yet it appeareth not that the Church is a Corpora­tion and hath members) determines the ſenſe of theſe Scriptures to ſignifie In­fallibility, which they may, but do not neceſſarily ſignifie; Let him conſider the diſputes that ſucceeded in the Church upon the decree of the Great Council at Nicaea, the breaches that have ſucceeded upon the decrees of Epheſus and Chal­cedon, the diviſion between the Greek and the Latine Church, between the Reformation and the Church of Rome. For is it imaginable, that all Chriſtians holding as firmly as their Chriſtianity, that the acts of the Pope and a Council, (that is the greater part of the preſent Church) is to be believed as much as the Scriptures, not onely the decree of Nicaea ſhould be diſputed again, but breaches ſhould ſucceed rather than admit their decrees, retaining the common profeſſion of Chriſtianity? What diſputes there have been betwixt the Court of Rome and the Paris Doctors, whether it be the act of the Pope or of a General Council that obligeth the belief of the Church, is as notorious to the world, as that they are not yet decided. And yet the whole queſtion is diſputed onely concerning the Weſtern Church; The Eaſt which acknowledgeth not the Pope, appeareth not in the claim of this Infallibility, were both Eaſt and Weſt joyned in one and the ſame Council. Now, among them that maintain the Pope, it is not agreed what acts of the Pope they muſt be that ſhall oblige the Church to believe, as it believes the Scriptures. For it is argued that Popes have decreed Hereſie, Libe­rius, Honorius, Vigilius, and perhaps others. And though I ſtand not to prove, I may preſume that the contrary is not ſo evident as our common Chriſtianity, or the Scriptures. And that ſome of them have held Hereſie, ſeems granted without diſpute. Is it then as evident as our common Chriſtianity, what act of the Pope obliges us to believe? That hee cannot decree that error to be held by others, which, it is granted, himſelf holdeth? Beſides, how many things are requiſite to make a true Pope, (whoſe Power, unleſſe it be conveyed by the  [...] [Page] act of thoſe that are able to give it, the acts thereof will be void) which it does not appear that the preſent Pope is qualified with, as it appeareth that the Scri­ptures are true. And may not the ſame queſtion be made of a General Council, whether conſtituted according to right or not, whether proceeding without force and fraud or not? Is it as evident to all Chriſtians as their Chriſtianity or the Scriptures, that it is not? If it be ſaid, that all Catholicks agree that the Pope with a General Council, or a General Council confirmed by the Pope cannot erre; Firſt, what ſhall oblige them to agree? For, if they agree not, their In­fallibility is not evident to all Chriſtians, nor if their agreement appear caſual, can it be taken for a ground of Faith that is undefeifible. Then, to ſet aſide all the Eaſt, which, conteſting the Power of the Pope cannot concurre to this In­fallibility, about the Councils of Conſtance and Baſle, when the diſpute between the Pope and Council was at the hotteſt, there lived divers Doctors of repute that have maintained this Infallibility to be the gift and privilege, not of the pre­ſent but of the Catholick Church; By name Ockam, Alliacenſis, Panormitane, Antoninus, Cuſanus, Clemangis and Mirandula: Whoſe words you may ſee in Doctor Baron of Aberdene his diſpute de Objecto Fidei, Tract. V. Cap. XIX, XX. Further, I demand, if there be in the Church a gift of Infallibility ind [...] ­pendent upon the Scripture, (that is, obliging to believe the decrees thereof, which our common Chriſtianity evidenceth not) can it appear without the like reaſons, for which wee believe the Scripture? Where is the evidence that Gods Spirit inſpires them with their decrees? Nay, when wee ſee Popes and Coun­cils imploy the ſame means to finde the truth of things in queſtion which other men do, would they have us believe that they ſhall not fail by Gods providence, when they uſe no means but that may fail, nor have themſelves any reaſon in them to evidence that they do not fail? For if they had, they might make it ap­pear. But of all things the ſtr [...]ngeſt is, that they ſhould undertake to per [...]wade the world this, when as the Church it ſelf never determined it. Of all things that ever the Church of any time took in hand to decree, it will never appear that ever it was decreed, that the decrees of the preſent Church are to be admit­ted for Gods truth. And therefore, there is not ſo much appearance of any opinion the Church of Rome has, that it is true, as there is of humane policy, in breeding men up in ſuch prejudicate conceits, which education makes them as zealous of as of their Faith, though meer contradiction to the grounds of it; That being intangled in their own underſtandings, to hold things ſo inconſi­ſtent, they may be the fitter inſtruments to intangle others, in that obedience to the Church which they hold neceſſary, though upon falſe reaſons. For, as Antony diſputes in Tully de Oratore, that no man is ſo fit to induce others into paſſion, as hee that appears really poſſeſſed with the ſame, ſo is no man ſo fit to imbroile the true reaſon and order of believing in another mans underſtanding, as hee that is himſelf firſt confounded in it. There is indeed a plau [...]ble incon­venience alleged, if it be not admitted, to wit, that differences cannot be ended otherwiſe. But, to object an inconvenience, is not to anſwer an argument, ſay Logicians; Nor is it, ſay I, to demonſtrate a truth. It is requiſite the Church ſhould be one; (Suppoſe wee this, for the preſent, for it is not proved as yet) but it is not therefore neceſſary, that the unity thereof ſhould depend upon the de [...]iſion of all Controverſies that ariſe, what true, what falſe. It is a great deal eaſier to command men not to decide their own opinions, than to be­lieve their adverſaries. For to decide, is nothing elſe, but to command all men to judge one part to be true, when it appeareth, that a great part have already judged it to be falſe. But, not to offend him that hath declared a contrary judg­ment, is a thing to be attained of him, that cannot ſee reaſon to judge the ſame. Charity may have place in all things in queſtion among Chriſtians, though Faith be confined to the proper mater of it, though wee cannot yet determine what that proper mater is, and upon what termes it ſtandeth. It remains there­fore; that all preſumption concerning the truth of the Churches decrees pre­ſuppoſeth the corporation of the Church, & the foundation thereof, nor can any way be evidenced by ſuppoſing onely the truth of the Scriptures, and the con­ſent [Page] of Chriſtians as Chriſtians, which conveyes the evidence thereof unto us. So that, the belief of the Scriptures, and of all things ſo clear in the Scriptures, that they are not queſtioned in the Church, depending upon the evidence of Gods revelations to his meſſengers; But, the belief of the Churches decrees, inaſmuch as not evidenced by the Scriptures, upon the preſumption of the right uſe of the Power veſted in them that decree, by the foundation of the Church; (if that foundation may appear) they do not allow us the common reaſon of all men that require us to yield the ſame credit to both.

CHAP. V. All things neceſſary to ſalvation are not clear in the Scriptures to all underſtandings. Not in the Old Teſtament. Not in the Goſpel. Not in the Writings of the Apoſtles. It is neceſſary to ſalvation to believe more than this, that our Lord is the Chriſt. Time cauſeth obſcurity in the Scriptures, aſwell as in other Re­cords. That it is no where ſaid in the Scriptures, that all things neceſſary to ſalvation are clear in the Scriptures. Neither is there any conſent of all Chri­ſtians to evidence the ſame.
IN the next place, to proceed by ſteps, I muſt negatively conclude on the o­ther ſide, that, all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all are not of them­ſelves clear in the Scriptures to all underſtandings. Whereby I ſay not, that all ſuch things are not contained in the Scriptures, as if ſome thing neceſſary to the ſalvation of all were to be received by Tradition alone: Nor, that, being in the Scriptures, they are not clear and diſcernable to the underſtandings of thoſe, that are furniſhed with means, requiſite to diſcern the meaning of the Scriptures: But, that which I ſtand upon is, that it is not, nor ought to be a pre­ſumption, that this or that is not neceſſary to ſalvation, becauſe it is not clear in the Scriptures: Which if it were admitted, whoſoever were able to make ſuch an argument againſt any Article of Faith, as all underſtandings intereſſed in ſalvation could not diſſolve, (ſuch as, it is plain, may be made againſt the truth of Chriſtianity) ſhould have gained this, that, though it may be true, yet it can­not be an Article of Faith. To my purpoſe indeed, it were enough, in this place, to prove, that this is not the firſt truth in Chriſtianity, to wit, that all things neceſſary to ſalvation are clear by the Scriptures. For, having obtained, that there is no Rule to conclude thoſe doctrines which may be queſtioned not to be Articles of Faith; ſo that it cannot thereupon be diſputed by degrees, that they are not true; There would be nothing in my way, to hinder the reſolution of a poſitive Rule, to diſtinguiſh between true and falſe, in all things concern­ing the Chriſtian Faith. Notwithſtanding, becauſe, by that which already wee have ſaid, and that which appears to all men in the Scriptures, there is ſufficient means to conclude ſo much as I have propoſed, and that the proof of it will be an advantage to that which ſhall follow, I ſhall undertake it, ſuppoſing no more than I have ſaid.
I do remember the Argument made againſt Tradition, by Marinaro the Car­melite, at the Council of Trent; Which, as it was thought ſo conſiderable there, that order was taken, that hee ſhould appeare no more in the Council, ſo, ſeemed to mee, when I reade it, not eaſie to anſwer. Now, upon further conſiderati­on, I make it my ground, to prove the concluſion which I have advanced. Hee argued; That it was not poſſible to give a reaſon, why God ſhould provide, that ſome of thoſe truths which are neceſſary to ſalvation ſhould be recorded in Scri­pture, others, equally obliging, not. For if you interpoſe the terme clearly, and argue; That there is no reaſon why God ſhould deliver ſome things clearly by writing, others not; the argument will be the ſame. To mee it ſeems manifeſt, that hee who once holds, that all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all are clear­ly contained in the Scriptures, (adding onely clearly to his terms) to all under­ſtandings, ties himſelf, by giving the reaſon why they ought to be clear, becauſe neceſſary, to maintain, that all truths are delivered by Scripture, in the ſame de­gree [Page] of clearneſſe to all underſtandings, as they are in degree of neceſſity to the ſalvation of all ſouls. For, that every cauſe, every reaſon ſhould inferre the conſequence, produce the effect, anſwerable in degree, to that degree which the reaſon or cauſe is ſuppoſed to hold, is a thing that all reaſon inforces, every un­derſtanding juſtifies. But that all things are not clear by the Scriptures, in the ſame degree as they are neceſſary to ſalvation, is clear to all in point of f [...]ct: Inaſmuch as there are infinite truths, which Chriſtians diff [...]r not about, in the Scriptures, becauſe they think not their ſalvation concerned in the mater of them, thoſe which are thought to concern it remaining in diſpute, becauſe not ſo clear. Neither is it for a Chriſtian to preſcribe a reaſon why it ought to be otherwiſe, becauſe that were to preſcribe unto Almighty God a rule, not de­pending upon his will declared otherwiſe. This is the iſſue upon which I de­monſtrate my intent. Neither Gods act in general, of decl [...]ring his will in writing, not his particular acts, of declaring his will in ſuch ſeveral maters, as the ſeveral writings of the Prophets and Apoſtles, which make the Body of the Scri­ptures, contain, do any way import the declaring of an intent in God, thereby to manifeſt all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all clearly to all underſtand­ings; therefore, that any thing is neceſſary to ſalvation, is no preſum­ption, that it is clearly declared in Scripture to all underſtandings; In­aſmuch as it is manifeſt, that no man can give Law to God, what hee ought to declare, but all men may preſume, that, and that onely to be declared, which, by dealing with m [...]n under ſuch or ſuch a profeſſion, hee hath, of his free goodneſſe, tied himſelf to declare. For, it being in the free choice of God, whe­ther to declare any will concerning mans ſalvation or none, and that choice be­ing made, it remaining yet in his choice, whether hee would declare his will by writing, or not, (as it was in his power, for ſo many years before Moſes, to ſave men without Scripture) it cannot be ſaid, that, either before declaring an intent to ſave men, hee was bound to declare all that was neceſſary unto it by writing, or by declaring it. And this I hold enough to demonſtrate to all underſtand­ings, that the declaring of an intent, to deliver us by writing things concern­ing our ſalvation, imports not in God an intent, to declare thereby all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all, clearly to all underſtandings. Which will yet be cle [...]rer, by proving the other part of my propoſition, that, by the intent of writing the ſeveral Books whereof the Scripture conſiſts, clearly declared, God hath not clearly declared the intent ſo often ſaid. The proof of this by the particulars, I hold the ſufficienteſt ſatisfaction that can be tendred here, where the pretenſe is, to proceed onely upon that which all Chriſtians receive. The particulars conſiſt in the writings of the Prophets, the ſayings and doings of our Lord, recorded in the four Goſpels, and the writings of the Apoſtles. For, the Goſpels pretending to contain the doings and ſayings of our Lord, but to be written by his diſciples; It followes, by the nature of the buſ [...]neſſe, that they muſt contain ſome thing as from the perſon of the Writer, and of his ſenſe, o­ver and above what they pretend to record; Which, properly will belong to the writings of the Apoſtles, though contained in the Goſpels: And thus farre, to avoid cavil, I have thought fit here to diſtinguiſh.
Now, that all mater of ſalvation is not clearly contained in the writings of the Prophets, that is, in the Old Teſtament, written by Moſes and his Scholars the Prophets, I preſcribe upon that which all Chriſtians ſuppoſe, as the ground upon which Chriſtianity is juſtified againſt Judaiſme; That the Old Teſtament delivereth but the figure and ſhadow of the New. For unleſſe a man will have the figure and ſhadow to be all one with the body and ſubſtance, hee muſt con­feſſe, that the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, which is ſhadowed in the Old Teſta­ment, is not clearly declared by the ſame, unleſs he will have, to be ſhadowed and unſhadowed, that is, clear, to be all one. Let mee demand, if Chriſtianity be clearly declared by the Law, to be that profeſſion which God would have all to be ſaved by, that ſhould be ſaved, from the time of preſcribing it, what need the miracles of our Lord and his Apoſtles, what need the Reſurrection, and ſo his Sufferings, as to the account of evidencing the truth of his Doctrine? For, the [Page] Law being once received upon neceſſary reaſons, it is impoſſible to ſay, why any new reaſons ſhould be requi [...]ite, to inforce the truth or the obligation of the Goſpel, if it were clearly declared by it? Again, it is manifeſt, that our Lord, being riſen again, and giving the Holy Ghoſt unto his Diſciples by breathing on them John XX. 22. gave them alſo a ſpiritual grace of underſtanding the Scri­ptures, as you finde Luke XXIV. 32, 45. Where firſt, the Diſciples that went to Emmaus confeſſe with admiration; Did not our hearts burn within us, when hee talked with us on the way, and opened us the Scriptures? declaring unto them, how hee was foretold in the Old Teſtament, as you have it afore: Then, having per­ſwaded them all, that it was even hee that was riſen again, it followes; Then opened hee their mindes to underſtand the Scriptures; which were onely then thoſe of the Old Teſtament. Surely, Juſtine the Martyr, in many places of his diſpute with Typho the Jew, as truly as manifeſtly profeſſes, that the underſtan­ding of Chriſtianity in the Old Teſtament was a grace given to the Diſciples of Chriſt, among the reſt of diſtributions of his Spirit, (upon his aſcenſion into heaven) ſhed forth upon the Church Eph. IV. 8—. which being ſhowed the Jews, their eyes were darkened, as their hearts hardened, that they could not under­ſtand the truth in them. Now, it is not my purpoſe to ſay, that thereby hee challenges to himſelf the ſame miraculous grace of the Spirit, and that the Pro­pheſies that concern Chriſt are by that grace interpreted by him in his writings, and therefore as truly, as thoſe in the writings of the Apoſtles. It is enough, that the true meaning of the Scriptures, in that behalf, was firſt revealed to the Diſciples of Chriſt, by the immediate and extraordinary operation of Gods Spi­rit; Though Chriſtians, building on that which they received from perſons ſo in­ſpired, may have added many things inconſequent to thoſe principles. Now, I ſuppoſe it is manifeſt to all mens reaſon, that thoſe things are not clear in the Scriptures to all underſtandings, that could not be diſcerned in it, without a mira­culous operation of Gods Spirit. But, nothing can be more manif [...]ſt, than thoſe particulars of the Law, which, our Lord and his Apoſtles in the New Teſta­ment, have, by way of allegory, expounded to be meant of his Perſon, and Goſpel, and Kingdome. That the firſt Adam was to be the figure of the ſe­cond, though to a contrary effect, of life by Chriſt, in ſtead of death by Adam, and, that hee took our fleſh to be the Lord of all things in it, (as to the effect of the Goſpel) which the firſt Adam was made, as to the dominion of the crea­ture, is clearly declared by the Apoſtles Rom. V. 12-14. 1 Cor. XV. 45-49. Ebr. II. 6-15. That Noe, and what befell the world hy the deluge under him, was the figure of what befalls the Church under Chriſt by Baptiſme, is no leſſe manifeſtly the doctrine of the Apoſtle 1 Pet. III. 20, 21, 22. And not onely this particular, but all the reſt that befell the Fathers, and Prophets, and Martyrs, under the Old Teſtament, is evidently made a figure of what befalls the Diſci­ples of Chriſt under the Goſpel, Ebr. XI. As it is alſo evident, that the pil­grimages of the Patriarchs, Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, and of their poſterity the Iſraelites, from Aegypt through the Wilderneſſe into the land of Promiſe, is there declared, and of all Chriſtians received, for the figure of that Journey which all profeſſe to travail, from ſinne wherein it findeth them, to the King­dome of heaven and happineſſe. How elſe ſhould the argument hold, which the Apoſtles draw, from that which befell the Children of Iſrael travailing through the Wilderneſſe to the land of Canaan, to the duty of Chriſtians in their Journey toward everlaſting happineſſe? 1 Cor. X. 1-11. Ebr. III. 7.-IV. 11. But, after their coming into the land of Promiſe, as the perſecutions which the Prophets indured Ebr. XI. 36, 37, 38. Mat. XXIII. 34—. evidence them to be the figures of Chriſts Croſſe; as the expiation made by all High Prieſts, is evi­dently expounded by the Apoſtle to the Ebrewes, to ſhadow the taking away of ſinne by Chriſt; So it is no leſſe evident, that all the Judges and Kings and High Prieſts and Prophets of Gods people, anointed by God, were figures of our Lord, both in regard of his Church, and the enemies of it, than it is evident, that our Lord Jeſus is the Chriſt foretold by the Prophets. Which things, un­leſſe wee ſay, (as no man in his right ſenſes will ſay) that they are manifeſt to [Page] all that reade the Old Teſtament, though they never heard of Chriſtianity, or the New, wee cannot imagine, that the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, neceſ­ſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, is clear to all underſtandings in the Old Teſtament.
No leſſe clear is it, by the ſayings and doings of our Lord recorded in the Goſpels, that it was not his intent, freely and openly, at leaſt all waies and e­very where, to declare the truth and ſubſtance of it, by the ſaid ſayings and do­ings. Manifeſt indeed it is, that hee did publickly and freely declare himſelf, to be that Chriſt whom the Prophets had foretold, and the Nation expected, and of this no doubt can be made by any man, that with common reaſon examines all that is written in the Goſpels: Though not all times ſo free in declaring e­ven this truth; As it is evident by the words of the Jewes to him John X. 24. How long holdeſt thou our mindes in ſuſpenſe? If thou be the Chriſt, freely tell us it. And wee ſee, Mat. XII. 14, 20. what difference of opinions there were about it in his life time, forbidding his Diſciples to declare it till his death. But gran­ting this to be manifeſt by the Goſpels, neither is it manifeſt by them, that no­thing elſe is requiſite to ſalvation to be believed, concerning his Perſon and Kingdome, nor, that thereby hee intended to make manifeſt, what hee knew requiſite to be believed of them that ſhould imbrace it, when it was be­come requiſite? This is enough to anſwer the Leviathan with, pretending, that it is not neceſſary to the ſalvarion of a Chriſtian, to believe any more than this, that our Lord Jeſus is the Chriſt. Which if it could appear by the Goſpels a­lone, then would I not diſpute any further, that all the truth that is neceſſary to ſalvation is clearly delivered by the Goſpels. I do for my part believe, that the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, neceſſary to ſalvation, is contained in the badge and cogniſance which our Lord hath marked it with, by his Commiſſion to his Apoſtles, Mat. XXVIII. 19, 20. Go, make all nations Diſciples, baptizing them in the Name of the Father the Sonne and the Holy Ghoſt, teaching them to obſerve all that I have commanded you. But ſhall I ſay it is clearly contained in theſe words, about the intent and effect whereof, there hath been, and is ſo much diſ­pute? The Church, it is well enough known, hath alwaies rejected thoſe that acknowledge not the Holy Trinity, Father Sonne and Holy Ghoſt, ſubſiſting in one and the ſame Godhead. At this day Socinus and his followers will have us believe, onely, that wee are to profeſſe (whether wee be baptized or not) that our Lord Jeſus is a man that was born of a Virgin, by the power of God which is the Holy Ghoſt. And, for undertaking, or for doing Gods meſſage, tendring reconcilement with God to mankinde, hath, by Gods gift, the ſame power with God to govern his Kingdome, and is to be honored as God for it. Whether or no they would have us to believe this ſenſe of theirs poſitively, or would not be tyed to believe poſitively the ſenſe of the Church, in time perhaps they may de­clare, I have not hitherto underſtood. Shall I ſay, there is not ſufficient argu­ment for the ſenſe of the Church in the Goſpels? It is no part of my meaning. Shall I therefore ſay, it is clear of it ſelfe in the Goſpels, (that is to ſay, by the ſayings and doings of our Lord recorded in the Goſpels)? Doth not our Lord plainly make himſelf equal to the Father, John V. 17-23? Doth hee not an­ſwer again, being queſtioned for this John X. 33, 34, 35. by the words of David ſpoken of meer men Pſal. LXXXIII. 6. I have ſaid yee are Gods? Doth hee not ſay plainly again; My Father is greater than I, John XIV. 28? Which things, as it is plain by argument, that they may ſtand with the ſenſe of the Church, ſo, that thoſe arguments are plain of themſelves to all underſtandings, is as much as to ſay; That a ſeeming contradiction argues an intent in our Lord, that, all men ſhould ſee the reſolution of it. Again, that all that will be ſaved by our Lord Chriſt muſt take up his Croſſe, and profeſſe him to the death, is plaine by the Goſpels: But, ſo long as the Diſciples might and did believe, that they ſhould raigne with our Lord, in his Kingdome over that people, which ſhould deſtroy their enemies, was the intent of ſuffering death for Chriſt to raign with him in heaven plaine by the Goſpels? That the Law ſhould ſtand for ever, is it not plainly delivered by our Lord in the Goſpel, and is it not as plainly of [Page] the neceſſity of ſalvation, to believe, that wee are ſaved by the Goſpel and not by the Law? I appeal to S. Pauls Epiſtles; Though I diſpute not, whether this be abrogating the Law, as Divines commonly ſpeak, or derogating from it. Certainly, though I know not whether the Socinians would be content, (with the Leviathan) that no thing be thought neceſſary to ſalvation to be believed, but that our Lord is the Chriſt; Yet I know they would be aſtoniſhed to hear, that hee who believes that, and lives according to the Lawes of his Soveraign, hath done the duty of a Chriſtian, and may challenge his ſhare in the kingdome of heaven for it. But, this I muſt not diſpute further in this place; Onely, here I muſt anſwer his reaſons out of the Scripture, and ſhow you, upon what a weak pinne hee hath hung all this waight. Chriſt is the foundation, 1 Cor. III. 11. Mat. XVI. 18. which all the Goſpels pretend to induce us to believe, John XX. 31. as alſo the exhortations of the Apoſtles, Acts XVII. 2, 3, 6. by this the good thief was ſaved, believing onely our Lord anointed by God, to his Kingdome, Luke XXIII. 42. Everlaſting life is to be had by believing this, and the Scri­pture, becauſe it witneſſeth this John V. 39. and XVII. 3. XI. 26, 27. Which is all blown away with this breath; That hee that admits our Lord to be the Chriſt, cannot refuſe any part of his doctrine. And therefore, ſalvation is juſt­ly imputed to that, which, whoſo receiveth, ſhall be bound to admit and under­go whatſoever his ſalvation requireth. This is eternal life, to know thee the onely God, and whom thou haſt ſent Jeſus Chriſt, John XVII. 3. Theſe things are writ­ten that yee may believe that Jeſus is the Chriſt, and that believing yee may have life, John XX. 31. How, have life believing? Becauſe hee that believes will be baptized, and hee that is baptized, muſt undertake to live as Chriſt teacheth, profeſſing to believe in the Father Sonne and Holy Ghoſt, which, believing in Chriſt, coming from the Father to ſend the Holy Ghoſt, implieth; And there­fore the Eunuch Acts VIII. 36, 37. is baptized upon this Faith, as others into it, Acts II. 38. VIII. 16. XIX. 5. The belief of the Creation of the world, of Providence, the Reſurrection and Judgment to come, not being introduced by Chriſtianity, but found in force among the Jewes, when our Lord came. So, that limitation, by which the Leviathan inlargeth his ſenſe of that, which the belie­ving of our Lord to be the Chriſt implieth, is not worth a ſtraw. It is not one­ly neceſſary to ſalvation to believe all that the Meſſias was to be or to do, to be verified, and to have been done by our Lord Jeſus; Unleſſe we believe, that wee are to believe, and to do whatſoever hee taught us to believe and to do. And that, as I have ſhowed, is not determinable by any means, but that, which Chriſt, by himſelf or by his Apoſtles, hath provided us, neither whether ſo or not, and much leſſe whether neceſſary to ſalvation or not.
That which hath been alleged to ſhow; That, the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity neceſſary to the ſalvation of all under the Goſpel is not clearly contained in the Old Teſtament, nor in the ſayings and doings of our Lord related by the Evan­geliſts; Holds not in the writings of the Apoſtles. For, being directed to Chri­ſtians already reduced into Churches, conſtituted upon ſuppoſition of the know­ledge and profeſſion of Chriſtianity, there is no reaſon why they ſhould be ſpa­ring in declaring the truth of it to thoſe to whom they write. True it is, and evident by their writings, that they uſed great reſervation, in declaring to thoſe that were of Jewes become Chriſtians, the diſcharge of their obligation to Mo­ſes Law. But whatſoever their proceeding was in that caſe, not onely the reaſon of the truth, but alſo the reaſon of that proceeding, is clearly declared by their writings. But, if all their writings ſuppoſe, in them to whom they write, knowledge ſufficient for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, and none of them pre­tend to lay down the ſumme and ſubſtance of that, whereof the ſalvation of all Chriſtians requireth the knowledge, evident it is, that the perfection of none of them, (nor the whole Scriptures, conſiſting of them and thoſe which wee have ſpoken of hitherto) requireth, that they clearly contain all that is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians. For, the Perfection of every writing conſiſteth in the ſufficience of it, for the purpoſe to which it is intended: If therefore the occaſions of the Apoſtles writings, and ſo the purpoſe of them, evidently [Page] expreſs not an intent to lay down clearly to all underſtandings, the whole ſub­ſtance of that which is ſufficient to render all Chriſtians capable of ſalvation, (as, evidently, neither any nor all of them do) then, neither doth the perfection not ſufficience nor clearneſſe of the Apoſtles writings require, that all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all, be clear in them to all underſtandings. For, let no man object; That they were all of them neceſſary to the ſalvation of all or moſt of them to whom they were ſent; Unleſs it could be ſaid; That whatſoever was neceſſary to the ſalvation of thoſe to whom the Apoſtles writ, is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians; Which, ſo long as there is a difference between neceſſity of means and neceſſity of precept; (That is, between that which is neceſſary to the common ſalvation of all, and that which becomes neceſſary to the ſalvation of ſome, by reaſon of their particular ſtates and conditions) can­not be ſaid. The writings of the Apoſtles are, their Epiſtles, with their Acts, and S. Johns Revelations, if theſe may not be referred to the rank of their Epi­ſtles. The chief of their Epiſtles, that to the Romanes, that to the Galatians, that to the Ebrewes, with the greateſt part of the reſt, are either occaſioned by the reſervation which they uſed, in declaring to thoſe that were become Chriſti­ans of Jewes, their diſcharge from the Law, as juſtified by Chriſt, or by the ſe­cret indeavors of Hereticks, pretending Commiſſion from the Apoſtles on one ſide, on the other, practiſing compliance with the Jewes, to ſeduce thoſe that inclined to the Law, to the damnable inventions of Simon Magus and his Suc­ceſſors. But none of them pretendeth more, than preventing or avoiding thoſe particular diſorders, which appeared in the reſpective Churches. For, what the Apoſtles did in ſetling Chriſtianity at Jeruſalem, or propagating it by S. Paul, eſpecially ſo farre as the book of the Acts relates, what S. John ſaw touching the ſtate of Chriſtianity to come, I ſuppoſe, is ſomething elſe than the ſumme of all that is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians. And though, in diſcre­tion, every man may preſume, that, upon occaſion of the expreſſe purpoſes of theſe writings, there is nothing neceſſary to the ſalvation of all, that is not tou­ched in ſome place of them, yet it is one thing to be touched upon the by, an­other thing to be delivered upon expreſſe purpoſe. For, thoſe things that are but touched upon occaſion, referring to the knowledge which they preſuppoſe, cannot, muſt not containe the clear underſtanding of thoſe things, which they onely touch; Unleſſe wee will have the Writer ſo impertinent, as, upon every occaſion, to turne aſide, and inſtruct him that hee writes to, in ſuch things, as hee ſuppoſes him to know afore. So, the reaſon why the ſumme or ſubſtance of Chriſtianity is not clear in the Old Teſtament, and Goſpels, is, becauſe it was not then clearly preached; Why not in the writings of the Apoſtles, is, becauſe it was clearly delivered afore, the clear delivering of it being ſeen, in the cate­chizing of them, that came to the profeſſion of the Goſpel, and the communion of the Church.
Beſide this reaſon, particular to the Apoſtles writings, there is another that is ſeen, not onely in the Law and Prophers as well as in them, but in all anci­ent records of learning, ariſing from the diſtance of time between us and the writing of them, and the change which ſuch a ſucceſſion produceth in the ſtare of things, neceſſarily inferting obſcurity, anſwerable to that difference, in the condition of thoſe things which they expreſſe. There is no record of Learn­ing ſo flight, that any man, who knowes what belongs to Learning, can pre­ſume of a cleare underſtanding of it, till, by comparing it with other writings, neareſt to it in nature and time, hee get ſatisfaction in it. For, ſuch a change of language followes the changes that come to paſſe, in Times, and Places, and Lawes, and Faſhions, and the condition of perſons conſequent to the ſame, that, till they be underſtood by reading, (ſeeing and hearing not being available in languages out of uſe) the meaning of Writers is not to be had from their words. How much more in writings of ſuch conſideration as the Scriptures are to the Church, of ſuch antiquity, as the Law and Prophets, and the primitive Church of the Apoſtles, of ſuch difference from the preſent ſtate of things, as between the Law, either flouriſhing under the Princes of Gods people, or to­lerated [Page] by their Soveraignes; between the Goſpel, ſpringing up in the midſt of the Empire profeſſing Heatheniſme, but protecting Judaiſme, and the Goſpel, profeſſed and protected by Chriſtian powers, and people; So little record remaining otherwiſe, either of things done under the Law, or under the Apoſtles, (ſo farre from priding themſelves in writing books.) How much more, I ſay, muſt we be in the dark, for the clear meaning of that, whereof every tittle is con [...]derable? That the Apoſtles writings were no way obſcure to thoſe they were directed to, is to mee unqueſtionable. For, though it is reaſonable, that they ſhould, as wee ſee they do in ſome paſſages, riſe above the pitch of the common capacity, even of them they were writ to, leaſt they ſhould become ſubject to neglect; So, that, for the moſt part, they ſhould not be underſtood of the moſt part, would be a manifeſt inconvenience. But, it is no inconveni­ence, that, by diſtance of time, they ſhould become liable to the ſame difficulty of being underſtood, which all other ancient writings neceſſarily become ſub­ject to. And that reaſon appeareth no leſſe, in thoſe things which concern the neceſſary ſalvation of all, than in maters of leſſe conſequence. It will therefore be hard, to reconcile to any capacity of reaſon, that which is advanced, for the firſt truth, towards the deciding of all Controverſies of Faith, that all things neceſſary to ſalvation are clear in the Scriptures, to all underſtandings; Thoſe Scriptures, which onely can be pretended to deliver the truth of Chriſtianity clearly, neither profeſſing to deliver the whole ſumme and ſubſtance of it, and, being directed to thoſe, who are ſuppoſed already inſtructed in all things neceſ­ſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians. Therefore this unreaſonable preſumption, is not to create any difficulty, to that reaſon of deciding Controverſies of Faith, which wee proceed to ſettle upon the premiſes.
I cannot tell whether or no it was requiſite to ſay ſo much againſt a preſum­ption meerly voluntary, and which common experience contradicts. For if, all agreeing in the truth of Chriſtianity and the Scriptures, there remain diſpute a­bout things, which ſome count neceſſary to ſalvation; others not; It is enough that the truth of Chriſtianity inferreth means, ſufficient to clear the truth of what remaines on diſpute. But, firſt it is manifeſt, that, what remaines in diſ­pute, is not of it ſelf manifeſt, to all that acknowledge the Scriptures, but may become manifeſt, to them that uſe ſuch means, as the truth of Chriſtianity in­forceth. Nevertheleſſe, ſince, they that are in love with their own preſumpti­ons, though never ſo dangerous to the ſupreme Majeſty, take whatſoever croſſes them for a derogation to the Scriptures, let thus much be ſaid, to ſhow, that, by giving the Scriptures, no man may preſume, that God intended to declare in them, whatſoever is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all, clearly, to all underſtand­ings. But, if this muſt have been ſuppoſed, as a principle or ground, whereupon wee are to reſolve all Controverſies of Faith, it would have been requiſite to have ſhowed us, that this truth is, of all other, ſo much more clearly laid down in the Scriptures, as, that which concurres to the clearing of all, ought it ſelf to be the moſt clear. Now, if wee conſider, that this privilege, of containing all that is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all, belongs not to any part, but to the whole Body of the Scriptures, it would firſt have been ſaid, what Scripture, ſpeaking of the whole Body of the Scripture, hath eſtabliſhed this property or  [...]rivilege of it. For my part, upon the beſt conſideration that I can take, I am at a ſtand to finde any text of Scripture, any letter or ſyllable of the whole Bible, that ſayes any thing at all, good or bad, of the whole Bible. So farre is it from delivering this property or privilege of it. So farre further from delivering it as the firſt truth, in termes ſo clear and unqueſtionable, as to make it a preſumpti­on, to the deciding of all that is or may become queſtionable concerning the Scripture. The words of S. Paul 2 Tim. III. 16, 17. All Scripture, inſpired by God, is alſo profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for inſtruction in righteouſneſs: That the man of God may be perfect; Being fitted for e­very good work; Cannot be ſaid of the whole Body of Canonical Scripture, being written before it was: That is, when, evidently, many parts of the New Teſtament were not written, probably all, and evidently concernes every part [Page] of Gods Word, not the whole Body of the Scriptures. Therefore with Origen I conceive, they are meant of the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament: To this effect; That, that inſtruction which is neceſſary to ſalvation being had by the Goſpel, which the Church teacheth thoſe whom it maketh Chriſtians, the right underſtanding of the Old Teſtament, according to the myſtery of the Goſpel, is that which rendereth him whom God imployeth in the propagation of his Goſpel, and the edification of his Church, able to convince thoſe that withſtand, to edifie thoſe that admit it. Which, if it be farre ſhort of that which I deny, the reſt of thoſe pitifull lame conſequences which are uſually made from the Scriptures, to prove the ſame purpoſe, will eaſily appeare to come ſhort of it, though I take not in hand to determine at preſent the full meaning of them, but onely to ſhow that they import not, that all things neceſſary for the ſalva­tion of all Chriſtians, are clear to all Chriſtians in the Scriptures. The faſhion is, to allege Deut. IV. 2. XII. 32. Yee ſhall take heed to do all the Word that I com­mand you. Yee ſhall adde nothing to it, nor take any thing from it. And, You ſhall adde nothing to the Word that I command you, nor take any thing from it. That you may keep the commandement of the Lord your God which I command you. And, that it is threatned for a concluſion to the whole Scripture, Apoc. XXI. 18, 19 If any man adde to the words of the Propheſie contained in this Book, God ſhall lay upon him the plagues written in this Book. God ſhall take away his ſhare out of the book of Life and the holy City, and the things that are written in this Book. For, is not all that is requiſite ſufficiently clear, if nothing may be added or taken from the Scriptures? Therefore is S. Paul alſo alleged pronouncing anathema, if himſelf, or an Angel from heaven, or any man ſhould take upon him to preach any other Goſpel than that which they had already received, Gal. I. 8, 9. And, that therefore are the Beraeans commended Acts XVII. 11. that they did not admit even thoſe things which S. Paul, ſo great an Apoſtle, preached to them, without examining them by the Scriptures, whether ſo as hee ſaid or not. To the ſame purpoſe John XX. 30, 31. Many other miracles did Jeſus, which are not written in this book. But, theſe are written, that yee may believe, that Jeſus is the Chriſt, and that, believing, yee may have life through his Name. Adde hereunto the Pſal­miſts commendations of the Law XIX. 7-31. as giving wiſedom to the ſimple, as inlightning the eyes, and inſtructing the ſervants of God; which, how ſhould it do, if it be not firſt to be underſtood? For the precept is a candle, and the Law light ſaith Solomon, Prov. VII. 22. And Pſalm CXIX. 113. Thy word is a candle to my feet, and a light to my paths. Further; the Scriptures tell us how they come to be obſcure, & what makes them clear. They ſhall be all taught by God ſaith the Prophet, Iſa. LIV. 13. ſpeaking of the times of the Goſpel, and the children of the Church. And Jeremy XXXI. 33, 34. promiſeth, that God will put his New Covenant in the hearts of his children, and write it in their entrailes, ſo that they ſhall have no need to teach one another the knowledge of God, be­cauſe they ſhould be all taught by God to know God. And is not this that for which our Lord gives thanks to the Father Mat. XI. 25. becauſe, having concea­led the myſtery of the Goſpel from the wiſe and underſtanding, hee had revealed it to babes and ſucklings. Which the Apoſtle expoundeth 1 John II. 20, 21, 27. You have an Ʋnctien from God, and know all things. I have not written to you be­cauſe yee know not the truth, but becauſe yee know it, and, that no lye is of the truth. And; But as for you, the Ʋnction which yee have received of him remaineth in you, and yee need not that any man teach you. But, as that Ʋnction teacheth you of all things, and is true and not falſe, and as it hath taught you, ſo ſhall you abide in it. Whereupon afterwards IV. 1. Believe not every Spirit, but try the Spirits, whether of God or not; To wit, as thoſe who were poſſeſſed of that by which they were to be tryed. Therefore S. Paul 1 Theſſ. V. 23. Try all things; Hold that which is good: To wit, by that means which hee intimateth 1 Cor. II. 15. The ſpiritual man is judged by none, but himſelf judgeth all things. In fine, I muſt not forget Cart­wrights argument from the words of the Prophet Jeremy VII. 31. XXXI. 35. where hee reproveth the Jewes Idolatries by this argument, that it never came into Gods minde to command them any ſuch thing. For if the grievouſneſſe [Page] even of their Idolatries conſiſt in this, that they were done without warrant of Gods word, how can it be queſtionable that hee hath provided us inſtruction ſufficient to clear us in all that wee are to do, by the Scriptures?
But theſe Scriptures are as eaſily wiped away as they are alleged, if wee go no further than to ſhow, that they inforce no ſuch principle as is pretended for the ending of all Controverſies, that all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians are clear to all Chriſtians in the Scriptures. For what a pitifull incon­ſequence is it to argue, that all things neceſſary to ſalvation are clear in the Scri­ptures, becauſe Moſes forbideth to adde to or take from his Law? For, if the Goſpel be not clearly contained in the Old Teſtament containing the Law and the Prophets, and therefore much leſſe in the Law alone, then is it not lawfull to adde to or take from that Scripture in which all things neceſſary to ſalvation are not clear. And ſurely when they are commanded to ſtand to the determina­tions of their Judges in things queſtionable concerning the Law, Deut. XVII. 8-12. that which was queſtionable was not clear to all concerned in the Law, and the determining of it was neither adding to nor taking from the Law. In like maner, hee that ſhould adde to or take from the book of S. Johns Revelations (take it if you pleaſe, for the complement of the whole Bible, and ſay as much, either of the whole, or of any part of it) deſerves the plagues written there to be added to him, and his part taken away out of the book of Life; For who doubteth that falſifying the Scriptures is a crime of a very high nature? But ſo it will be, whether all things neceſſary to ſalvation be clear in the Scriptures or not. Nay, falſifying the ſenſe of the Scriptures, not altering the words, may de­ſerve the very ſame, becauſe the true ſenſe might and ought to have been clear­ed in the Scriptures, as not clear to all that are concerned in it. And may not S. Paul bid Anathema to whoſoever ſhall preach another Goſpel than that which hee had preached to the Galatians, unleſſe all things neceſſary to ſalvation be clear in the Scriptures? Firſt let it appear, (which cannot appear, becauſe it is not true) that the Scriptures of the New Teſtament were written when he preached it: Or, if not, that whatſoever is clear in the Scriptures which wee have, is clear in the Scriptures which they had when S. Paul preached. The Beraeans had rea­ſon to examine S. Pauls preaching by the Scriptures, who alleged the Old Te­ſtament for it, and demanded to be acknowledged an Apoſtle of Chriſt accord­ing as his preaching agreed therewith. But what needed his preaching, if the means of ſalvation which hee preached were clearly contained in the Old Scri­ptures? The miracles related by S. Johns Goſpel are written, that believing wee may have life: Why? becauſe there is nothing elſe requiſite to ſalvation to be believed? Or, as I ſaid to the Leviathan, becauſe, hee that comes to believe, ſhall be inſtructed in all things neceſſary to his ſalvation, whether by the mira­cles there related or otherwiſe? And cannot the Law be a light to the ſteps of them that walked by the Law, can it not inlighten their eyes, and give wiſe­dom to the ſimple, unleſſe all things neceſſary to ſalvation be clear in the Scri­ptures? I do maintain, for a conſequence of the grounds of Chriſtianity, that the New Teſtament is vailed in the Old,, that David and Solomon being Pro­phets, and the doctrine of the Prophets tending to diſcover the New Teſtament under the Old, by degrees, more and more, the Law is called by them a light, becauſe it taught them who diſcovered the ſecret of the Goſpel in it and under it, the way to that ſalvation which only the Goſpel procureth. And in this con­ſideration it is ſaid, Pſalm XXV. 8, 11, 13. Them that be meek ſhall God guide in judgment, and ſuch as be gentle them ſhall hee teach his Law. What man is hee that feareth the Lord? Him ſhall hee teach in the way that hee ſhall chuſe. The ſecret of the Lord is among them that fear him, and hee will ſnow them his Cove­nant. And, though I cannot here make this good, yet will the exception be of force to infringe a voluntary preſumption, that all things neceſſary to ſalvation are clear in the Scriptures, becauſe the Law, forſooth, is a light to the actions of him that lived under it. Now, to all thoſe Scriptures, whereby it is pretended that the Scriptures are clear to them that have Gods Spirit, but obſcure to them that have it not, I conceive I have ſettled a peremptory exception, by ſhow­ing [Page] that the believing of all things neceſſary to ſalvation, is a condition requi­ſite to the attaining of the Grace or gift of Gods Spirit. For, if that be true, then can no preſumption of the right underſtanding of the Scriptures be granted up­on ſuppoſition of Gods Spirit, and the dictate of it. If that expoſition of the Scripture, which any man pretendeth, be not evidenced by thoſe reaſons which the motives of Faith create and juſtifie, without ſuppoſing it to be made known by Gods Spirit to him that pretends it, in vain will it be to allege, that the Spi­rit of God is in him that ſets it forth. Neither do wee finde, that they who pre­tend Gods Spirit do reſt in that pretenſe, leaſt they ſhould be laught at for their paines. But do allege reaſons for their pretenſe, as much as they, who pretend the Church to be Infallible, do allege reaſons whereby they know that which they decree to be true. Which were a diſparagement to the Spirit of God, if the dictate thereof were to paſſe for evidence. I grant therefore, that true Chri­ſtians have Gods Spirit, and that thereby they do try and condemne all things that agree not with our common Chriſtianity, and that this is the Unction whereof S. John ſpeaketh. But, not becauſe the gift of the Holy Ghoſt import­eth a promiſe of underſtanding the Scriptures, in all Chriſtians, but becauſe it ſuppoſeth the knowledge of that which is neceſſary to ſalvation, which is our common Chriſtianity, and therefore inableth to condemne all that agreeth not with it. If there were over and above, a grace of underſtanding the Scriptures, & of diſcovering the Goſpel in the Law, extant in the Church under the Apoſtles, (to which our Lord opened their hearts Luke XXIV. 45. and which Juſtine the Martyr Dial. cum Tryph. affirmeth that the Church of his time was indowed with) firſt, it was given in conſideration of their profeſſing Chriſtianity; Then it tended onely to diſcover thoſe grounds upon which the Church now proceeds, in the uſe of ordinary reaſon, to exponnd the Old Teſtament according to the New. As for Cartwrights argument, I relate it not becauſe I think it worth the an­ſwering, but that you may ſee how prejudice is able to tranſport even learned men from their ſenſes. It had been eaſie for one leſſe a Scholar than hee to have ſaid, that when Jeremy ſaith it never came in Gods minde to command their Idolatries, hee meanta great deal more, that hee had forbidden them under the greateſt penalties of the Law: Which, all that know the Law, know to be true. When hee forgetteth ſuch an obvious figure, you may ſee hee had a minde to in­ferre more than the words of the Prophet will prove.
It is to be obſerved in this place, that there is no mention of things neceſſa­ry to ſalvation in all theſe Scriptures: Nor can it be ſaid, that this limitation of the ſufficience and clearneſſe of the Scriptures, is as clearly grounded upon the Scriptures, as it were requiſite, that things neceſſary to ſalvation ſhould be clear to all that ſeek to be ſaved. And this ſhall ſerve for my anſwer, if any man ſhould be ſo confident, as to undertake to prove the ſufficience and clearneſſe of them ſo limited, by the conſent of the Church. For it is manifeſt, that, hitherto, the authorities of Church Writers cannot be conſidered any otherwiſe, than as the opinions of particular perſons, which no wayes import the conſent of the whole Church. For, whereas hitherto, there is nothing to oblige the Faith of any Chriſtian, but that which is plaine by the Scriptures and the conſent of the Church; It no wayes appears as yet, how the authorities of Church Wri­ters can evidence the conſent of Church. I will not therefore be curious here to heap up the ſayings of the Fathers, commending the ſufficience and clearneſs of the Scriptures: One or two I will take notice of, becauſe they are all I can remember, in which, the limitation thereof, to things which our ſalvation requires us to believe, is expreſſed. S. Auguſtine de doctr. Chriſtian [...] II. 9. In eis quae aperte in Scripturis poſita ſunt, inve [...]iunt [...]r illa omnia qnae continent fide [...] moreſq vivendi. In thoſe things which are plainty ſet down in the Scriptures, is found whatſoever that Faith or maners by which wee live doth containe. S. Chryſo­ſtome in II. ad. Theſſal. Hom. III.  [...] All things are plain and plain and ſtraight in the Scri­ptures, all things that are neceſſary are m [...]nifeſt. Whereunto wee may add [...] the words of Conſtantine to the Council of N [...]a, in. Theodore [...]. E [...]clef. Hiſt. [Page] l. 7.  [...]. For the writings of the Evangeliſts and Apoſtles, and the Oracles of the ancient Prophets plainly teach us what wee are to think of God. But I will alſo take notice, that the ſame S. Auguſtine de doctr. Chriſt. III. 2. ſaith, that the Rule of Faith, (which hee had ſet forth in the firſt book) is had, from the plainer places of the Scripture and the authority of the Church. And the ſame S. Chryſoſtome in the ſame Homily ſayes,  [...]. Thoſe things (which the Apoſtles writ) and thoſe (which they delivered by word of mouth) are equally credible. Therefore let us think the Tradition of the Church deſerves credit. It is a Tradition, ſeek no more. And Vincentius in the beginning of his Comm [...]nitorium, or Remem­brance, confeſſing the Canon of the Scriptures to be every way perfect and ſuf­ficient, requires nevertheleſſe the Tradition of the Church for the ſteddy under­ſtanding of it. And therefore I have juſt ground to ſay, that all that is neceſſa­ry to ſalvation is not clear in the Scriptures to all that can reade, in the opinion of S. Chryſoſtome and S. Auguſtine: But to all that reade, ſuppoſing the Rule of Faith received from the Church, to bound and limit the ſenſe and expoſition of the Scriptures. And therefore may more juſtly ſuppoſe the ſame limitation, wh [...]n they ſpeak of the perfection and ſufficience and clearneſſe of the Scripture at large, without confining their ſpeech to that which the neceſſity of ſalvation requires us to believe. And this is already a ſufficient barr to any man, that ſhall pretend the conſent of the Church, which concurreth to evidence the truth of the Scripture, for the perſpicuity thereof in things neceſſary to be believed, to all whom they may concerne. For ſo long as Tradition may be requiſite be­ſides Scripture, that cannot appear. When it ſhall appear, whether requiſite or not, then will it appear how farr the ſufficience and perſpicuity of the Scripture reacheth. And this I come now to inquire.

CHAP. VI. All interpretation of Scripture is to be confined within the Tradition of the Church. This ſuppoſeth that the Church is a Communion inſtituted by God. What means there is to make evidence of Gods Charter, upon which the Cor­poration of the Church ſubſiſteth. The name of the Church, in the Scri­ptures, often ſignifieth the Whole or Cathelick Church.
THis preſumption then, which is able to prejudice the truth, by diſparaging the means God hath given to diſcover it; And that, by poſſeſſing men, that, things pretended to be neceſſary to ſalvation would have been clear of them­ſelves to all men in the Scriptures, if they were true; But, nothing conducing to clear the doubtfull meaning of any Scripture, that is never ſo true; This preſumption I ſay being removed, and the authority of the Church, as the rea­ſon of believing, taken away, it remaines that wee affirm, whatſoever the whole Church, from the beginning, hath received and practiſed for the Rule of Faith and maners, all that to be evidently true, by the ſame reaſon, for which wee be­lieve the very Scriptures; And therefore, that the meaning of them is neceſſa­rily to be confined within thoſe bounds, ſo that nothing muſt be admitted for the truth of them, which contradicteth the ſame. Wee ſaw before, that the Scripture conſiſteth of motives to Faith, and mater of Faith; That, in the mo­tives of Faith, ſuppoſing them ſufficient, when admitted for true, a difficulty may be made, upon what evidence they are admitted for true; That the convi­ction of this truth, conſiſteth in the profeſſion and converſation of all thoſe, who, from the beginning receiving Chriſtianity, have tranſmitted it to their ſuc­ceſſors for a Law and Rule to their beliefs and converſations: Wherefore, there can remain no further queſtion concerning the truth of that, which ſtands re­commended to us by thoſe ſame means, that evidence the truth of thoſe  [...] for which wee receive Chriſtianity. Had there been no  [...] Chriſtianity [Page] to have been read, in the profeſſion and practice of all that call themſelves Chri­ſtians, it would not have been poſſible, to convince the enemies of Chriſtiani­ty, that wee are obliged to believe the Scriptures. If the profeſſing and practi­ſing things ſo contrary to the intereſt of fleſh and bloud, be an  [...]vidence that they are delivered and received from them, who firſt ſhowed reaſons to believe; It muſt firſt remain evident, that there are certain things, that were ſo profeſſed and practiſed from the beginning, before it can be evident, that the motives upon which they are ſaid to be received, were indeed tendred to the world for that purpoſe. This is that common ſtock of Chriſtianity, which, in the firſt place, after receiving the Scriptures, is to be admitted for the next principle, to­ward the ſettling of truth controverted concerning the meaning of them, as flowing immediately from the reaſon for which they are received, and immedi­ately flowing into the evidence, that can be made, of any thing queſtionable in the ſame. It is that ſound ingredient of nature, which, by due application, muſt either cure all diſtempers in the Church, or leave them incurable and everlaſt­ing.
And truly, if it were as eaſie to make evidence what thoſe things are, which have been received, profeſſed, and practiſed from the beginning by the whole Church, as it is neceſſary to admit all ſuch for truth, I ſuppoſe there would re­main no great difficulty in admitting this principle. But, in regard it is ſo eaſie to ſhow, what contradiction hath been made within the pale of the Church, to that which elſewhere, otherwhiles, hath been received; I cannot tell whether men deſpaire to finde any thing generally received from the beginning, and therefore lay aſide this principle, not as falſe, but as uſeleſſe, and not to be put in practice. Wherein, that men miſtake not themſelves, they muſt take notice; That it will not concerne my poſition; (That all original Catholick Traditi­on is to be ſuppoſed for unqueſtionable truth, in deciding what is queſtionable concerning the truth of the Scripture) that, concerning moſt maters, there is no Catholick Tradition, or conſent of the Church. For I do profeſſe, that, were not the Church, or had it not been one Society, one viſible Body, Communion, or Corporation of men from the beginning, the communion whereof alwaies confined the profeſſion and converſation of Chriſtians to ſome certain viſible▪ Rule; I ſhould think it impoſſible to make evidence, of any common truth re­ceived of all Chriſtians. But, if it can be made to appear, that the Church was from the beginning ſuch a Society, then may ſuch Rules as reaſonably appear to be original and Catholick, as it can appear reaſonable to any man, that hee ought to be a Chriſtian. Here I muſt note, that, concerning the State of the Church, whether it be ſuch a Society as I have ſaid, diſtinct from all Civil Societies of Chriſtian Kingdomes and Common-wealths, there may be two queſtions made; The one of Fact, whether indeed the Church hath been ſuch a Society, ſince the firſt being of it, and the converſion of believers to Chriſtianity; The other of Right, whether by the appointment of God, or by humane conſent of ſuch, who, being converted to Chriſtianity, agreed to live in communion, by whatſo­ever Rule it may appear they have admitted. But theſe two are ſo near one an­other, that, if the queſtion of Fact can be voided, and it appear, that ſuch was the Church from the beginning, it will be a preſumption in a maner peremtory, of the Churches Title by divine right; Though there is difference made be­tween them, as appe [...]rs by the opinion related afore, that the power of Ex­communication was ſettled in the Church afore Conſtantine, by humane conſent, not by Gods appointment. Which, by conſequence of like reaſon, extends to all other points wherein the power of the Church conſiſts. For my preſent pur­poſe it were enough, to make it appear, that the Church was, de Facto, ſuch a Society from the beginning. But, the proving of the point of Right, will be on­ly making the ſame inference, which hath been alwaies concluded, out of that e­vidence which reſolveth the point of Fact. And the concluſion thus inferred, will be both neceſſary and effectual, to cl [...]are the poſitive right of the Church in deciding Controverſies of Faith, which will be the beſt ſatisfaction, why, nega­tively, it cannot extend to create the ground upon which wee are to believe. [Page] I will therefore wrap them up both together, in the proceſſe of my diſ­courſe.
In which I finde that difficulty, which S. Auguſtine obſerveth in proving any of thoſe things which are moſt manifeſt to common reaſon and ſenſe; For, it ſhall be hard to bring arguments, that are much clearer, than that which they intend to prove. That the Church had been from the beginning one outwardly, by viſible Communion, as well as one inwardly, by inviſible Faith and love, could not be queſtioned ſo long as it prevailed. Neither was it foreſeen, at diſſolving the Unity of the Weſtern Church, for the Reformation, that it would ever come to this diſpute, whether there had been alwaies, and ought to be one Ca­tholick and Apoſtolick Church; For, each party hoped well to be ſo themſelves, as being perſwaded that their adverſaries ought to unite themſelves unto them, upon acknowledgment, that the truth was on their ſide. And truly I acknow­ledge, that there is no clear mention of a precrpt of God, commanding all Chriſtians to hold the unity of the Catholick Church, by outward communion with it. For, the intent of God to call the Gentiles to Chriſtianity, ſeemeth to be the utmoſt of that which is clearly declared by the Scriptures. That his in­tent was to unite all Chriſtians in one viſible communion of the Church, there is evidence by conſequence to be had from the Scriptures. But, what the form ſhould be, before the materials were prepared, it were as ſtrange to think, that the ſtones and timber, particular Chriſtians ought to know, as, that the Surveyors, the Apoſtles and their fellowes ſhould not know. That therefore the Church was from the beginning, and ought to be one viſible Communion, muſt be ſhowed, by the ingredients, and principles, or elements of all viſible Societies; Which, in the Society of the Church, will appear proportionable to the nature and pretenſe of it. Suppoſing from common ſenſe and experience, that all Civil Societies or Common-wealthes, (unto which the name of Societies or Communities principally, becauſe moſt viſibly, belongeth) are conſtituted and founded upon certain Rights of Soveraigne Power, which ſome call in Latine Jura Majeſtatis, being indeed, the particulars, wherein the Right and Power of Soveraignty conſiſteth. For, when it is once reſolved, in what hands that Power is to remaine, then is the State and Form of Government conſtituted, and thereby diſtinguiſhed from other formes of Common-wealth, according to the qualitie of thoſe perſons in whom this Power is eſtabliſhed. That, being ruled by certain Lawes, acknowledging certain Governors, being ſubject to the Power of the Sword, by which thoſe Governors execute thoſe Lawes, are the effects of Soveraigne Power, being the principal of the ſaid ingredients or particulars, the certain and neceſſary marks of a diſtinct Common-wealth, is that which I ſup­poſe from common experience. There are Societies which ſubſiſt by the Law of Nature and Nations; As that which Ariſtotle obſerves, among thoſe that are im­barked in the ſame bottome for the ſame voyage; That which the Jewes Law ſuppoſes among the Caravans of the Eaſt, conſiſting of ſubjects and members of ſeveral Common-wealthes. There are Communities and Corporations which ſubſiſt by the Act of Soveraigne Power in each Common-wealth, allow­ing that Power over the Members, to the whole, (ihat is, ſuch perſons as are al­lowed to act for the whole) as they think fit. If the whole Church, from the be­ginning, have acknowledged certain Lawes, by which they were governed in thoſe things wherein the Communion of the Church conſiſteth, certain Gover­nors, to whom they ought to give reſpect according to thoſe Lawes, a Power of putting out of the Church, (anſwerable to the Power of putting to death by the ſword) into which the co [...]ctive Power of Common-wealths is reſolved, then is the Church and alwaies was ſuch a Society, wherein the ſame Rule of Faith might be, and was alwaies from the beginning, preſerved by Tradition and Cuſtome, which is my preſent buſineſſe to ſhow. And if the Church alwaies was ſo, de Facto, then is it ſo alwaies de Jure; If it did alwaies hold unity in the Faith, and communion in the ſervice of God, by the meanes of certain Lawes, certaine Rulers, certaine Power of granting or refuſing this Communion; Then was there a precept of God delivered to the Church, by the Apoſtles, commanding [Page] them ſo to live. For, that which was as difficult, as impoſſible to have been intro­duced, without conviction of the will of God, as the reſt of Chriſtianity, of ne­ceſſity muſt go for a part of it. But, that, in ſuch variety of mens fannies, rea­ſons, and inclinations, the Church, conſiſting from the beginning of all Nati­ons, and diſperſed all over the world, ſhould of their own inclination, not ſwayed by any information of Gods will received with Chriſtianity, agree in the ſame Lawes and Rulers, ſubmitting to the exerciſe of the ſame Power upon themſelves, is as impoſſible, as that the world ſhould conſiſt of the caſual con­curſe of atomes, according to Democritus and Epicurus.
The name of the Church, without peradventure, was firſt uſed, to ſignifie the whole body of Gods people in the Wilderneſſe, when they might be, and were called together and aſſembled, upon their common occaſions, which the word  [...] or  [...] ſignifies. After which time, the people continuing ſtill one and the ſame, by virtue of the ſame Lawes then received, and the Pow­ers placed in their Ruler; Not onely the whole people, but ſuch parts of it, as reſorted to the ſame Government, have ſtill born and do bear the ſame name; The Synagogue of Libertines, Cyrenaeans, Alexandrians, Cilicians and Aſians by example; Acts VI. 9. which name firſt belongs to the reſpective Bodies of Jewes, that ſubſiſted at Rome, Cyrene, or Alexandria, in Cilicia or Aſia; And conſequently, by Metonymy, to the Places, where ſuch of thoſe Bodies as chan­ced to be at Jeruſalem might aſſemble themſelves; And, to ſo many of thoſe Bodies, as, being at Jeruſalem, did aſſemble at thoſe Places. Now, no Chriſti­an can doubt, that the Body of Chriſtians ſucceeds in the ſtead of Gods anci­ent people. And therefore, the name of Gods Church, when it ſtands without limitation, ſignifies no leſſe. As, when our Lord ſaith, Mat. XVI. 18. Ʋpon this rock will I found my Church. Whatſoever the Diſciples then conceived the Church ſhould be, our Lord, that knew all, by the name of it, meant all that duly beares the name. And therefore, when hee ſaith once again; Mat. XVIII. 17. Tell it to the Church; It is ſtrange there ſhould be Chriſtians, that ſhould think hee means the Jewes and their Rulers; And, that the precept concernes Chriſtians no longer, now they have left the Jewes. Though it is true, a man cannot tell his cauſe to the whole Church, but to that part of it to which hee can reſort, which is called by the name of the Whole, as I ſaid even now of the Synagogue. S. Paul to the Coloſſians II. 24, 25. calling the Church the Bo­dy of Chriſt, ſaith; That hee, by the diſpenſation of God towards them, which hee is truſted with, is become the miniſter of the Church; to wit, as Angels are miniſters of the Church, becauſe miniſters of God towards it. And there­fore miniſter of the whole Church, which is the Body of Chriſt, not of any par­ticular Church, as if an Apoſtle could be bound to execute his office according to the diſcretion of any Church, which, for Gods cauſe hee attends; As all Miniſters are bound to execute their Office, according to the will of them whoſe Miniſters they are. It is therefore the whole Church in which God hath ſet Apoſtles, Evangeliſts, Prophets, and the uſe of the Graces rehearſed 1 Cor. XII. 28. Eph. IV. 11. Becauſe the Office of theſe Graces can by no means be confined, either to any particular Church, or to any part of the whole Church. The name of the Church ſignifies the ſame thing again Eph. I. 22. III. 21. V. 23-32. While all Chriſtendome was contained in the Church at Jeru­ſalem, the name of the Church is ſo uſed, Acts II. 47. V. 11. VIII. 1, 3. that it is no mater whether wee underſtand by it the whole Church, or the Church of Jeruſalem. The reaſon; Becauſe all right and power, that can at any time be found veſted in the whole Church, was then as fully in the Church at Jeruſalem, as it can be at any time in the whole Church, though in reſpect of a Body never ſo much greater than it: As a childe is as much a man the day of his birth, as the day of his death, and a tree as much as a tree when it growes one, as when it is come to the height. But, Chriſtianity being propagated among Jewes and Gen­tiles, as wee reade of the Churches of Judaea, Samaria and Galilee, Acts IX, 31. and muſt needs underſtand the Epiſtles to the Ebrewes to have been written to Churches conſiſting onely of Ebrewes, as thoſe of S. Peter, and that of S. [Page] James, which mentions the Elders of the Church James V. 14. So the Churches of the Gentiles in S. Paul Rom. XVI. 4. wee eaſily underſtand to be the Churches of Aſia 1 Cor. XVI. 9. Apoc. I. 11. the Churches of Gal [...]ia 1 Cor. XVI. 1. the Churches of Macedonia, 2 Cor. VIII. 1. and the reſt that were viſible in S. Pa [...]ls time. Now, ſuppoſe for the preſent, that theſe Churches mentioned by the A­poſtles were no more than ſo many Congregations, as our Independents would have it; Seeing they deny not ſo many Churches to be ſo many Bodies, what reaſon can they give, why the name of the Church, when it ſtands for the whole Church, ſhould not ſignifie the like? There is a prerogative attributed to the whole Church by S. Paul, 1 Tim. III. 25. when hee calls it the baſe and pillar of Truth. For, that this ſhould be ſaid of any particular Church, it were too ridi­culous to imagine. Can the Church bear this attribute, if it be not capable of doing any act that may verifie it? And, if it be not a Body, what act can it do? In fine, the correſpondence between Gods ancient people, and his new Iſrael according to his Spirit, ſeems to require; That, as the Religion of the Jewes, and not any Civil Power of the Nation, makes them all one Body at this day, in point of fact, by ſufferance of Soveraignes, becauſe they were once ſo in point of right; So the Religion of Chriſtians ſhould make them one Bo­dy in point of right, how many Bodies ſoever they are burſt into, in point of fact, by their own wantonneſſe.
For, the Independents exception which I ſpoke of can be of no force, unleſſe they will make it appear, that all thoſe Churches that are mentioned in the wri­tings of the Apoſtles did aſſemble in one place. Not that if this could be made to appear, they had done their buſineſſe. But becauſe, if it do not appear, their plea is peremptorily barred. Wee reade then of M M M ſoules added in one day to CXX. of the Church at Jeruſalem, Acts I. 15. II. 41. To theſe were ad­ded, or with theſe they became VM Acts IV. 4. To whom were added multi­tudes of men and women, Acts II. 47. V. 14. Theſe aſſembled daily in private to ſerve God as Chriſtians, as well as in the Temple, to ſerve God with his then people, Acts II. 42, 44, 46. V. 13. VI. 1, 4. And ſhall wee think that all the Chriſtians in Corinth, where God had ſaid to S. Paul that hee had many people Acts XVIII. 10. could meet in one room, becauſe S. Paul ſayes 1 Cor. XI. 20. when yee meet together in one place—? For they muſt not onely meet together, but ſup together, as the Apoſtle ſhowes, which would require a great room if God had many people there. And all the believers at Jeruſalem met together, and ſupped together Acts II. 44, 46. VI. 1. but not VIM. in one room, as I ſuppo [...]e. Therefore at Corinth alſo there might be more Congregations than one, where the Church was but one, and all might meet together, though in ſe­veral places ſeveral aſſemblies. In the mean time, I do not hear what they ſay to that which I have alleged, in my book of the Right of a Church in a Chriſtian State pag. 44-50. to ſhow, that wee never read of more Churches than one in one City, but every where of more than one in one Province, in the writings of the Apoſtles. And therefore I will here plead further; That, from the time of the Apoſtles, to the Reformation, (which, wherein it conſiſteth, my buſineſſe is to inquire, and therefore not to ſuppoſe that it conſiſteth in every thing that hath been done) all the Independents in the world ſhall never be able to ſhow mee any thing called a Church, but the Body of Chriſtians that lived in one City and the territory of it. Indeed, at the firſt preaching of Chriſtianity, it muſt needs come to paſſe, that the number of Chriſtians in a very great City might be ſo little, that they might meet all at once. And the name of Cities might be exten­ded to Townes and Villages that could make but few Congregations, when the queſtion was made, whether they ſhould make ſeveral Churches, or reſort to one; As I have inſtanced there. But becauſe wee have yet extant antient liſts of all the Churches of the Romane Empire, and the Soveraignties into which it is diſſol­ved, punctually agreeing with the records of all Church Writers, in compriſing the whole ſumme of Chriſtians within and under one City in one Church. It may perhaps be found that all the Chriſtians in a whole Nation might reſort to one Church, which was the Church of the Head City. But that ever there were [Page] any Chriſtians, that took it for a Law, that every Congregation is to be a Church, before the Reformation, it can by no means appear, whatſoever hath been done ſince. And therefore I challenge, that all reaſonable men muſt allow, all Chri­ſtians that ſucceeded the Apoſtles, underſtood the meaning of their writings by their acts, when they caſt all the Chriſtians in & under one City every where into one Church, then thoſe, who now challenge for a Law of God, that all Congre­gations are to be Churches. And thus farre it appears, by the ſame evidence upon which wee accept of our common Chriſtianity, that is, by the Scriptures, and by the conſent of all Chriſtians, that the Apoſtles ſo founded the Churches of their planting, that they might be fit to concurre to the conſtitution of one whole Church.

CHAP. VII. That the Apoſtles delivered to the Church a Summary of Chriſtianity, which, all ſhould be baptized were to profeſs. Evidence out of the Scriptures. Evidence out of the Scriptures for Tradition regulating the Communion of the Church, and the Order of it. Evidence for the Rule of Faith, out of the records of the Church. For the Canons of the Church, and the pedegree of them from the Or­der eſtabliſhed in the Church by the Apoſtles. That the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, and that by being baptized, is neceſſary to the ſalvation of a Chriſtian.
BUt I will grant, that this were not evidence enough out of the Scriptures, for a point of ſuch conſequence, as it will appear to be of, when it ap [...]eares to be true, were it not for the general inference that I made afore. Here I chal­lenge; having proved againſt the Leviathan, that, whoſoever acknowledges our Lord Jeſus to be the Chriſt, muſt acknowledge, whatſoever hee teaches and de­livers, either by himſelf or the Apoſtles his Deputies, to be Law to the Church; That, whatſoever it may appear any way, that the Apoſ [...]lhs delivered to the Church to be obſerved in it, is of that nature. I ſay further, it is evident by their writings, that they delivered to the Church, a certain Summary of Chriſti­anity, which, whoſoever was admitted into the Church, by Ba [...]tiſme, under­to profeſſe and practiſe. Indeed this is the main point now in hand, that all interpretation of Scripture is to be confined within this Summary, as the Rule of our common Chriſtianity. And therefore it may ſeem, that I go about firſt to prove the Corporation of the Church by this Rule; And then to prove the Rule by the conſent of the Church, whereby I pretend to evidence, what the Apoſtles delivered to the Church for the Rule of our common Chriſtianity. But I can eaſily anſwer, that it is one thing to queſtion, whether the Apoſtles did deliver any ſuch Rule to the Church from the beginning or not; Another, what it containes, and, what belongs to it as part of it, what not. If it may appear, by the writings of the Apoſtles that delivered it, and by the acknow­ledgment of the Church that received it, (for what oth [...]r meane can there be to make it appear?) that ſuch a ſenſe the Apoſtles did deliver to the Church, it will be a great part of the evidence, that they did found the Church, for a Corporati­on, wherein the profeſſion of it might be preſerved, and wherein God m [...]t be ſerved according to the profeſſion of it. And if this may appear, then, the con­ſent of this Corporation will be as good evidence as the ſubject mater allowes, whether any thing queſtionable be part of it or not.
Let us then heare the Apoſtles: Thanks be to God (ſaith S. Paul Rom. VI. 17.) that, being once ſlaves to ſinne, yee have obeyed from your heart that form of doctrine which was delivered you. Had hee onely ſaid, it was d [...]livered, they had not ac­knowledged themſelves obliged, but when hee ſayes, they obeyed it, hee ſhows they were under the obligation that God caſt on them by delivering it. 2 Pet. II. 21. It had been better for them not to have owned the way of righteouſneſſe, than, having owned it, to return from the holy commandement delivered. What is this holy commandement, what is this way of righteouſneſſe, but in one word Chriſti­anity? Which when hee ſaith it was delivered, hee means, by Metonymy, that [Page] it was received, becauſe hee ſaith further, that they had owned it. The ſame is called by another Apoſtle Jude 3. the Faith once delivered to the Saints. And S. Paul 2 Tim. I. 13, 14. Hold faſt the form of wholeſom words, which thou haſt heard of mee, in faith, and love which is through Chriſt Jeſus. Keep that good thing which was depoſited in truſt with thee, through the Holy Ghoſt that dwelleth in us. II. 2. And thoſe things which thou haſt heard of mee under many witneſſes, depoſite with truſty perſons, who may alſobe able to teach others. Would you have any thing plainer than this, to ſhow, that the Summe of Chriſtianity was delivered for a Rule by the Apoſtles, by which, their Succeſſors were to examine all Do­ctrines? Therefore 1 Tim. II. 20. O Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy truſt, avoiding profane novelties of termes, and oppoſitions of knowledge falſly ſo cal­led, which ſome profeſſing, have failed of the Faith. By the Rule of Faith, which he had depoſited in his truſt, he will have him exclude the pretenſes of the Gno­ſticks, which, every man might ſee, were inconſiſtent with it. Whereupon S. John calls it the Unction 1 John II. 20-24, 27. by which they knew all things; (To wit, that belong to the common Faith of Chriſtians; And therefore the inconſiſtence of it with the pretenſes of the Antichriſtian) They continuing in that which they had heard from the beginning, when they turned Chriſtians. And you, ſaith the Apoſtle, have an unction from the Holy One, and know all things. I write not to you becauſe you know not the truth, but becauſe you know it, and that no lye is of the Truth. Therefore, let that which you have heard from the beginning abide in you. If that which you have heard from the beginning abide in you, then ſhall you alſo abide in the Sonne and in the Father. It is plaine enough why this truth which they have heard from the beginning of their Chriſtianity is called the Unction, becauſe the anointing of the Holy Ghoſt, (the gift whereof, as I have ſhowed you, preſuppoſeth Chriſtianity) is granted upon conſideration of being baptized into the profeſſion of Chriſtianity. Wherefore it followeth in S. John; As for you, the Ʋnction which you have received of him abideth in you: And yee need not that any man teach you: But as the ſame Ʋnction teacheth you of all things, and is true and no lye, and as it hath taught you, abide in it. The Uncti­on teacheth all things that a Chriſtian is to avoid, becauſe it teacheth to avoid all that agreeth not with the truth which the ſame Unction had taught him afore; When, according to that which hath been ſaid, being moved by the Holy Ghoſt to become a Chriſtian, hee was taught that truth, upon profeſſion whereof hee received the gift of the Holy Ghoſt for an habitual indowment. And the ſame is the Apoſtles meaning, when hee ſaith again; 1 John III. 9. Whoſoever is born of God, doth not commit ſinne, for his ſeed abideth in him. The ſeed of which a Chriſtian is born, is the Word of the Goſpel, which begetteth children to God, when it prevaileth with ſinners to become Chriſtians. This Word, obliging Chri­ſtians upon their ſalvation not to ſinne, abideth not in him that ſinneth, neither ſinneth hee in whom it abideth. So, whether you call it Ʋnction or Seed; In regard it is the Rule of our converſation as well as of our belief, as hee that a­bideth in the truth, muſt needs reject Hereſies contrary to it, ſo, in whom the ſeed which hee is born of abideth, hee cannot ſinne. And in his ſecond Epi­ſtle 6, 7, 9. with S. Paul, hee calls it the commandement which they had received from the ſame beginning, to preſerve them from the impoſtures of that time, in­ticing to tranſgreſſe it. In fine, that this Tradition is the Law whereupon our Chriſtianity ſtandeth, you may ſee by the Apoſtle 1 Pet. III. 20. when hee ſaith; that Baptiſme ſaveth us, not the putting away the filth of the fleſh, but the examina­tion of a good conſcience to God. That is to ſay, the anſwer that is made out of a good conſcience, to the interrogatories, that were even then propounded to them that were baptized, by which anſwer, they tied themſelves to profeſſe the Faith, and to live according to it; Which S. Paul therefore calls that good profeſ­ſion which Timothy had made before many witneſſes, 1 Tim. VI. 12, 13, 14. to wit, when hee was baptized; and therefore conjures him by the good profeſſion which our Lord made before Pilate, of his Kingdome, for which hee ſuffered death, to preſerve it unſpotted. Which if it be ſo, then muſt no Chriſtian imagine, that the receiving of this Tradition, or Rule of Faith, upon which men [Page] were admitted to Baptiſme, and made Chriſtians, conſiſted onely, in profeſſing to believe that which is neceſſary for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians to be belie­ved, but alſo, in undertaking to live as Chriſtianity requireth. Therefore S. Paul ſometimes, in his writings, referres himſelf to the precepts, not onely which hee had delivered them, but alſo which they had received of him, charging his flock, not onely with their duty, but alſo with their engagement, 1 Theſſ. IV. 1, 2, 11. 2 Theſſ. III. 6.
But, beſides the Rule of Faith, there is another ſort of Traditions, concerning the outward order in the Church, (by which Unity is preſerved, in the commu­nion of thoſe Offices, which God is to be ſerved with by Chriſtians) which Chriſtians come to be ſubject to, by receiving their Baptiſme from the Church, and, conſequently undertaking to ſerve God with the Church. For, it is mani­feſt, that this communion cannot be maintained without certain Rules, limiting the maner and circumſtances of Gods ſervice, for time and place and the per­ſons, both which are admitted to communion with the Church, and which are inabled to miniſter the Offices of the ſame. Baptiſme is the door to all Gods Ordinances that Chriſtians are obliged to ſerve God with. The praiſing of God, the reading and hearing of the Scriptures, and the expounding of them, the common prayers of Chriſtian Aſſemblies, are all Offices, which, no Chriſtian doubts that God is to be ſerved with under the Goſpel, though there be no ex­preſſe precept of the New Teſtament, what Offices the publick ſervice of God is to conſiſt of; becauſe, before the Goſpel, they were alwaies in uſe among Gods people. The Sacrament of the Euchariſt, being inſtituted by Chriſt to be frequented by the Church, at their Aſſemblies for the ſervice of God, muſt be reckoned among the poſitive Laws of God to his Church, obliging only becauſe commanded. Hee that ſuppoſeth the Church a Corporation founded by God, to maintaine the communion of thoſe that believe, in theſe Offices, muſt conſe­quently maintain a Power of ſettling good order in the exerciſe of them, as for all other circumſtances, ſo eſpecially, for the qualities of perſons concurring to the celebrating of them. Hee that ſhows by the Scripture, that this order was provided for by the Apoſtles, in the Churches of their founding, ſhows that they intended the Church for a Body, indowed with Power of limiting the like Rules for the future. And this is to be ſhowed by many paſſages of S. Pauls Epiſtles. 1 Cor. XI. 2, 3-16. 20-34. having commended them, for obſerving his Traditions as hee had delivered them, hee is fain to argue very hard, that their women ought, their men ought not to be vailed at divine Service; Conclu­ding, that, if his reaſons would not prevail, the contentious muſt reſt in this; That wee have no ſuch cuſtome, neither the Churches of God. Why ſo, if parti­cular Churches be not tied to keep unity with the whole? And by and by, pro­poſing another diſorder, in that they received not the Euchariſt in commune poore and rich, hee reproveth it, as contrary to that which hee had delivered to them from the beginning; Concluding, that; The reſt will I ſet in order when I come. So 2 Theſſ. II. 25. Stand therefore, brethren, and hold faſt the Traditions which yee have been taught, either by word of mouth, or by any letter of ours. Nei­ther can it be imagined, that all Chriſtians ſhould be bound to heare the Apo­ſtles, and not be bound to hold thoſe things, for Lawes to their converſation in maters of Religion, which the Apoſtles ſhould teach them to that purpoſe. Of this nature is the decree at Jeruſalem, Acts XV. 20, 28. that the then Churches of the Gentiles ſhould abſtain from things ſtrangled and bloud, as well as from fornication, and the pollution of Idols. For, what is the ground or the purpoſe of it, but to preſerve them in unity, with the Churches of Jews become Chriſtians? Of this nature is that bleſſing or Thankſgiving mentioned by S. Paul 1 Cor. XIV. 16, 17. 1 Tim. II. 1. being, as I have ſhowed in a Diſcourſe of the Service of God at the Aſſemblies of the Church pag. 350-370. a form of Prayer or Thankſgiving delivered in ſubſtance by the Apoſtles, for which the Sacrament of our Lords Supper hath been alwaies called the Euchariſt, becauſe it is to be celebrated with it. Of the ſame nature is tha order which S. James gives, of praying for the ſick, anointing them with oile; aſwell for the forgiveneſſe of their ſins, as for [Page] the recovery of their bodily health; James V. 14, 15. Which, I ſuppoſe, no man will deny, that it concernes all Churches alike.
If there be this evidence in the Scriptures, for the beginnings of Church Law, the practice of the Church, from this beginning, will afford much more. Hee that would deny the Tradition of the Rule of Faith, what will hee ſay to the Creed of the Apoſtles? Not that I would have the words and ſyllables of it to containe whatſoever it is neceſſary for the ſalvation of a Chriſtian to believe; But becauſe the Creed is not the words of the Creed, but the ſenſe and meaning of them, together with that coherence and dependence of the parts thereof one upon and with another, which the reaſons and grounds of them inforce. But firſt let it be underſtood, that I make a difference between the Rule of Faith, and the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity: Suppoſing Chriſtianity to conſiſt partly in mater of Faith, partly in mater of maners; Partly in things to be believed, partly in things to be done, though the Creed extend onely to mater of Faith. There is nothing more evident in the practice of the whole Church, before the world had admitted the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, than this; That there was a time allowed and required by the Church for thoſe that profeſſed themſelves converted to believe the truth of Chriſtianity, to give trial of their converſati­on, before they were admitted to Baptiſme. The Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles VIII. 32. name three years, but with this limitation, that if any man demonſtrate extraordinary zele to Chriſtianity, hee be received without ſo long trial. There­fore if Clemens Alexandrinus require five, it makes no difference. For what marvail if ſeveral Churches at ſeveral times had ſeveral cuſtomes, when as upon extraordinary occaſions they were diſpenſable? The Conſtitutions require ex­traordinary trial of thoſe that had practiſed any ſort of Magick, judging by the experience of the times, that it was hard to part with ſuch ſuperſtitions. It is enough for my purpoſe, that, during this time, they might learn to behave themſelves as Chriſtians, by converſing among Chriſtians, by coming to Church, and bearing a part in the praiſes of God, and hearing the Scriptures read and expounded. And what is more notorious in the practice of the ancient Church, than the difference between Miſſa Catechumenorum and Miſſa Fidelium; Be­tween that part of the Office of the Church, which Pretenders to Chriſtianity were admitted to, (or Hearers, that is, Scholars and Learners of it) and that which was peculiar to Believers, that is; thoſe that were Baptized and made Chriſtians? It is the deſigne of Clemens Alexandrinus his Paedagogus, to ſhow, how the Word, (whether our Lord Chriſt or his Goſpel) is the Pedagogue of mankinde, in bringing them to be Chriſtians. Not as wee miſtake that word to ſignifie the Maſter of a School, but as the faſhion was then, for men of qua­lity to appoint a ſonne a Governor, to conduct him to School and home againe, to attend on him at his exerciſes, and upon all occaſions, to put him in minde how it might become him to behave himſelf, and to report to his Father if hee proved untractable. Thus hee maketh Pretenders to Chriſtianity to be condu­cted by our Lord Chriſt and his Goſpel, in the converſation of Chriſtians, till they come to demand their Baptiſme of the Church: As it is manifeſt by the end of the Book, where this Governor, conducting his charge to the Church, gives him up into his own hands (ſo hee ſaith expreſly) as no more Governor of children, but Maſter of men in the School of his Church. Suppoſing then the point of maners and godly life to be part of the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, it is evident, that the Church alwaies acknowledged a certain Rule of Faith, in that thoſe who were thus prepared, were alwaies taught their Creed, that is, required to repete it, and heare it expounded by thoſe whom the Church truſted for that purpoſe. It is not my intent here to inſiſt, that the words of the Creed were delivered by the Apoſtles themſelves, or, that the Rule of Baptiſme delivered by our Lord, in the name of the Father Son and Holy Ghoſt, is not a ſufficient Symbole or cognizance for a Chriſtian. For what is there neceſſary to the ſalva­tion of all Chriſtians that is not contained in the profeſſion of him, that deſires to be baptized into this Faith? But it is enough for my preſent purpoſe, that it was alwaies requiſite, that whoſoever is baptized, ſhould be inſtructed upon what [Page] termes hee is to expect to be ſaved by Chriſt, and, that which all were required to profeſſe for that purpoſe, to be the Rule of Faith. For, whether it may appeare that this or that is of that nature muſt come to trial, though the queſtion be on­ly of the ſenſe of the Creed, ſuppoſing that the very words were delivered by the Apoſtles themſelves. For example: It is not poſſible to render a reaſon of the coming of Chriſt, not mentioning the fall of Adam; nor of that, not mentioning the Devil and his Angels; nor of that, not mentioning the creation of Angels. The knowledge then requiſite to ſave a Chriſtian containeth the Apoſtaſy of the evil Angels, whether it be in the Creed or not, becauſe neither the Creed as it is, nor Baptiſme in the name of the Father Son and Holy Ghoſt, can be underſtood to have any ſenſe, without ſuppoſing it. And therefore I­renaeus I. 2. could not deliver this Rule without mentioning the Devil and his Angels, though I intend not thereupon to argue, that it was contained in the words of the Creed at that time. By S. Cyrils Catechiſes you ſhall underſtand, that thoſe who pretended to Baptiſme at Eaſter, were to be inſtructed in the ſenſe and grounds of their Creed during the Lent. And S. Auguſtine in his book de Catechizandis rudibus, where hee acquaints his friend that had writ to him a­bout ſomething of that office, with the form that hee was wont to uſe, inſtructs him to begin with the beginning of Geneſis, and, ſetting forth what courſe God had taken with mankinde before and under the Law, to bring down his diſcourſe to the coming of Chriſt, and from thence to his ſecond coming to Judgment. Which is to the very ſame purpoſe, onely taking opportunity to mixe the mo­tives of Faith, which the Old Teſtament containeth with the mater of Faith which the New Teſtament requireth. Whatſoever then is ſaid of the Rule of Faith in the writings of the Fathers, is to be underſtood of the Creed; Whereof, though it be not maintained, that the words which Pretenders were required to render by heart were the ſame, yet the ſubſtance of it, & the reaſons and grounds which make every point neceſſary to be believed, were alwaies the ſame in all Churches, and remaine unchangeable. I would not have any hereupon to think, that the mater of this Rule is not, in my conceit, contained in the Scriptures. For I finde S. Cyril Catech. V. proteſting, that it containes nothing but that which concerned our ſalvation the moſt, ſelected out of the Scriptures. And therefore in other places, he tenders his Scholars evidence out of the Scriptures, and wiſhes them not to believe that whereof there is no ſuch evidence. And to the ſame effect, Eucherius in Symb. Hom. I. Paſchaſius de Sp. S. in Praef. and af­ter them Thomas Aquinas ſecunda II. Queſt. I. Art. IX. all agree, that the form of the Creed was made up out of the Scriptures; Giving ſuch reaſons as no reaſonable Chriſtian can refuſe. Not onely becauſe all they whoſe ſalvation is concerned have not leiſure to ſtudy the Scriptures, but becauſe they that have, cannot eaſily or ſafely diſcern wherein the ſubſtance of Faith, upon the profeſ­ſion whereof our ſalvation depends, conſiſteth; Suppoſing that they were able to diſcern between true and falſe, in the meaning of the Scriptures. To which I will adde onely that which T [...]rtullian and others of the Fathers obſerve of the ancient Hereticks, that their faſhion was to take occaſion, upon one or two texts, to overthrow and deny the main ſubſtance and ſcope of the whole Scriptures. Which, whether it be ſeen in the Sects of our time, or not, I will not ſay here, (becauſe I will not take any thing for granted, which I have not yet principles to prove) but ſuppoſing it onely a thing poſſible, I will think I give a ſufficient reaſon why God ſhould provide Tradition as well as Scripture, to bound the ſenſe of it; As S. Cyril alſo cautioneth in the place aforenamed, where hee ſo li­berally acknowledgeth the Creed to be taken out of the Scripture;  [...]. For (ſaith hee) the Faith was not framed as it pleaſed men, but the moſt ſubſtantial maters collected out of the Scripture do make up one doctrine of the Faith. For, I beſeech you, what had they, whoſoever they were that firſt framed the Creed, but Tradition, where­by to diſtinguiſh that which is ſubſtantial from that which is not? Heare Origen in the Preface to his books  [...]. Cùm multi ſum qui ſentire ſe putent quae [Page]Chriſti ſunt, & nonnulii eorum diverſa à prioribus ſentiant, ſervetur verò Eccleſia­ſtica praedicatio per ſucceſſionis ordinem ab Apoſtolis tradita, & uſque ad praeſens in Eccleſiis permanens; Illa ſola credenda eſt veritas, quae in nullo ab Eccleſiaſticâ diſ­cordat traditione. Illud tamen ſcire opor tet, quoniam ſancti Apoſtoli, fidem Chriſti praedicantes, de quibuſdam quidem, quaecun (que) neceſſaria crediderunt, omnibus cre­dentibus, etiam his qui erga inquiſitionem divinae ſcientiae pigriores videbantur, ma­nifeſtiſſimê tradiderunt; Rationem ſcilicet aſſertionis relinquentes eis inquirendam, qui Spiritûs dona excellentia, & praecipuè, ſermonis, ſapientiae, & ſcientiae, per ipſum Spiritum Sanctum percipere merebantur. De aliis verò, dixerunt quidem quia ſint, quomodo autem aut unde ſint ſiluerunt, profectò, ut ſtudioſiores quoque (l. quique) ex poſteris ſuis, amatores ſapientiae & ſcientiae, exercitium habere poſsent, in quo in­genii ſui fructum oſtendere valerent; Hi videlicet, qui dignos ſe & capaces ſa­pientiae praepararent. Species verò eorum quae per praedicationem Apoſtolicam mani­feſtè traduntur, hae ſunt. There being many, that think their ſenſe to be Chriſtian, and yet the ſenſe of ſome differs from their predeceſſors; But, that which the Church preaches, as delivered by order of ſucceſſion from the Apoſtles, being pre­ſerved and remaining the ſame in the Churches; That onely is to be believed for truth, which nothing differs from the Tradition of the Church. This, notwithſtand­ing, wee muſt know; That the holy Apoſtles, preaching the Faith of Chriſt, delive­red ſome things, (as many as they held neceſſary) moſt manifeſtly to all believers, e­ven thoſe whom they found the duller in the ſearch of divine knowledge; Leaving the reaſon why they affirmed them to the ſearch of thoſe, that goe to receive the emi­nent gifts of the Holy Ghoſt, especially of utterance, wiſedom, and knowledge by the Holy Ghoſt. Of other things, they ſaid that they are, but how, or whereupon they are, they ſaid not. Forſooth, that the more ſtudious of their Succeſſors, loving wiſe­dom and knowledge, might have ſome exerciſe, wherein to ſhow the fruit of their wit; To wit, thoſe that ſhould prepare themſelves to be worthy and capable of wiſe­dom. Now, the particulars of that which is manifeſtly delivered, by the preaching of the Apoſtles, are theſe; Which hee proceedeth to ſet down. But Vincentius Lerinenſis hath writ a Diſcourſe on purpoſe, to ſhow, that, this Rule of Faith, be­ing delivered by ſucceſſion to the principal, as S. Paul requires Timothy to do, and by them to thoſe that were baptized, was the ground, upon which all Here­ſies, attempting upon the Faith, were condemned. So that, ſo many Hereſies, as hiſtorical truth will evidence, to have been excluded the Church from the A­poſtles time, for mater of belief, ſo many convictions of this Rule; Which, becauſe all agreed that they tranſgreſſed, therefore they were excluded the Church. But, Vincentius beſides this, advanceth another mark to diſcern what belongs to the Rule, that is, what the ground and ſcope of our Creed requires. For it might be ſaid, that perhaps ſomething may come in queſtion whether con­ſiſtent with the Rule of Faith or not, in which there hath paſſed no decree of the primitive Church, becauſe never queſtioned by that time; Wherein, there­fore, wee ſhall be to ſeek, notwithſtanding the decrees paſt by the Church upon ancient Hereſies. Which to meet with, Vincentius ſaith further, that whatſoever hath been unanimouſly taught in the Church by writing, that is, alwaies, by all, every where, to that, no contradiction is ever to be admitted in the Church. Here the ſtile changes. For, whereas Irenaeus, Tertullian, and others of former time, appeal onely to that which was viſible in the practice of all Churches; By the time of the Council at Epheſus, (the dare of Vincentius his book) ſo much had been written upon all points of Faith, and upon the Scriptures, that hee preſumeth, evidence may be made of it all, what may ſtand with that which the whole Church had taught, what may not. I know this propoſition ſatisfieth not now, becauſe I know Vincentius proceedeth upon ſuppoſition, that the Church was and ought to be alwaies one Body, in which, that which agreeth with the Faith might be taught, that which agreeth not might not; Which is the queſtion now in diſpute. For, upon other termes, it had been madneſſe in him to allege and maintain the Council of Epheſus, condemning Neſtorius as infringing the Rule of Faith, upon this preſumption, becauſe ten received. Doctors of the Church had formerly delivered the contrary of his doctrine. It is well enough [Page] known, that there are many queſtions, in which, though there may be ten Fathers alleged on one ſide, yet there may be more alleged on the other ſide. And it were a piteous caſe, if Vincentius or I could tell you no wiſer a way for the end­ing of Controverſies in Religion, than by counting noſes. The preſumption lies in this; That the witneſles that depoſe being of ſuch credit in the Church, as the quality which they beare in it preſuppoſeth, it cannot reaſonably be i­magined, that they could teach that for truth, which is inconſiſtent with Chriſti­anity, but they muſt be contradicted in it, and their quality and degree in the Church queſtioned upon it. And that the Church having been alwaies one and the ſame Body from Chriſt, whoſoever ſhould undertake to teach that for the Chriſtian Faith, which from the beginning had been counted falſe, hee would have been queſtioned for contradicting that profeſſion, which qualified him for that rank which hee held in the Church. It is the caſe of Neſtorius, who, vent­ing his Hereſie in the Church, gave the people occaſion to check at it, and the Council of Epheſus to condemn it. Now Vincentius his diſcourſe preſuppoſeth, that the doctrine of thoſe ten whom hee allegeth had not been contradicted. A thing which muſt needs be preſuppoſed by him, that ſuppoſed the Great Council of Nicaea had decreed no more than that which had alwaies been taught in the Church. For it is plain, that without queſtioning the Faith ſetled at Ni­caea, there is no room for the opinion of Neſtorius. But otherwiſe, ſhould ten of that quality which hee allegeth be ſo conſiderably contradicted, that it muſt be preſumed, their doctrine was ſuffered to paſſe, not as not taken notice of, but as not contradicting the common profeſſion of Chriſtians, it will appear a preſum­ption, that neither part is of the ſubſtance of Faith, but both allowed to be taught in the Church. And if it appear further, that the fewer in number, and the leſſe in rank and quality in the Church hold that which dependeth more ne­ceſſarily upon the Rule of Faith, which containeth the ſubſtance of the Scri­ptures, it will be no way prejudicial to the Unity and authority of the Church, as a Corporation founded by God, that a private man as I am ſhould conclude it for truth, againſt the greater authority, in maters depending upon the founda­tion of the Church.
If it be ſaid, that this evidence ſuppoſeth the neceſſity of Baptiſme to the ma­king of a Chriſtian; Which, not onely the Leviatha [...] is farr from granting, who profeſſeth himſelf bound to renounce Chriſt at the command of his Soveraign; But the Socinians alſo, and ſome of our Sectaries hold indifferent to ſalvation, whether baptized or not; I anſwer; That the queſtion here is not, what be­longs or belongs not to the Rule of Faith and Chriſtian converſation, neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, but, whether there be any ſuch Rule or not. That the original and univerſal cuſtome of Carechizing all Chriſtians evidenceth ſuch a Rule, by the conſent of all Chriſtians, as you have ſeen it evidenced by the frequent mention thereof in Scriptures. That therefore it ſtands recom­mended to us by the ſame means, and upon the ſame grounds, for which wee re­ceive the holy Scriptures. And that, though, when the World was come into the Church, and many more were baptized infants then afore, it cannot be ſaid that this order of Catechizing was ſo ſubſtantially performed as afore; Yet the mater and theme of it remaining in the Tradition of the Creed, and the ſenſe of it, in the writings of the Fathers and the decrees of the Church againſt He­reticks, it remains ſtill viſible what belongs to it, what not, as I ſhall make ap­pear, in that which is queſtioned within the ſubject of this book. Onely this is the place, where I am to allege againſt the Leviathan, why the profeſſion of Chriſtianity is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians: Whereupon it will follow without further proof, that it is neceſſary to ſalvation, to believe more than that Jeſus is the Chriſt; To wit, whatſoever this Rule of Chriſtianity con­taineth, the profeſſion whereof is requiſite to Chriſtianity. Heare our Lord, Mat. X. 32, 33. Luke XII. 8, 9. Whoſoever ſhall renounce mee before men, him will I renounce before my Father which is in heaven. And, whoſoever ſhall acknowledge mee before men, him will I acknowledge before my Father which is in heaven. And S. Paul Rom. X. 9, 10. If thou confeſſe with thy mouth that Jeſus is the Lard, and [Page]believe with thy hea [...]t that God raiſed him from the dead, that ſhalt be ſaved. For with the heart a man believes to righteouſneſſe, and with the mouth hee profeſſeth to ſalvation. And a Tim. II. 12. If wee deny him, hee will deny us. Our Lords Commiſſion to his Apoſtles is, Mat. XXVIII. 19. Go make diſciples all Nations, baptizing them in the Name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghoſt. Who are then Chriſts Diſciples? That wee may know, what the Apoſtles are to make them whom they make Chriſts Diſciples. Y [...]e are my Diſciples (ſaith our Lord) if yee do whatſoever I command you. And John. XV. 8. Herein is my Father glorified, that yee heart  [...] fruit: And yee ſhall be my Diſciples. And Luke XIV. 26, 27. Whoſo cometh to  [...], and hat [...]th not father and mother, and wife and children, and brothers and ſiſters, yea and himſelf, cannot be my Diſciple. And whoſe taketh not up his Croſſe and followeth  [...]ee, cannot be my Diſciple. To the ſame purpoſe M [...]. X, 38. XVI. 24. Mark VIII. 34. X. 21. Luke IX. 23. And S. Paul plainly declareth the Gala [...]ians fallen from all benefit of the Goſpel, if, to avoid the Croſſe of Chriſt, they ſhould  [...]alk the profeſſion of their Chri­ſtianity to be circumciſed G [...]l. V. 11. VI. 12, 14. S. John charges the Churches of Pergamus and Thyatira Apoc. II. 14, 15, 20. to have ſome that hold the doctrine of Bala [...]m, who taught Balak to lay a ſtumbling block before the children of Iſrael, of things offered to Idols and Wh [...]r [...]dome; which is the doctrine of the Nicolai­tanes. And, to ſuffer the woman J [...]zabel calling her ſelf a Propheteſſe, to teach and lead the ſervants of God into the error of whoredome, and eating things ſacri­ficed to Idols. S. Peter 1 Pet. II. 15. and S. Jude 11. charge the Gnoſticks, whom they write againſt in thoſe places, that they go the way of Balaams, that brought the Iſraelites to joyn with B [...]l Pe [...]r, taking the invitation of their miſtreſſes to the ſacrifices of their Idols; Whom Ireneus, Juſtin the Martyr, Origen, Cl [...]mons Alexandri [...]us and Tertulli [...] witneſſe, to have made the outward act of Idolatry, in eating things ſacrificed to Idols an indifferent thing, that they might avoid perſecution, by complying with the Gentiles in that, as with the Jewes in be­ing circumciſed. And now, after ſixteen hundred yeares, Wee are told, that all that ever ſuffered for Chriſtianity ſince the Apoſtles, (who were to witneſſe what they ſaw our Lord doe, and heard him ſay) were mutinous ſooles, in laying down their lives to teſtifie that which they were not obliged to witneſſe. or rather, which they were obliged not to witneſſe, the ſecular power requi­ting them not to witneſſe it. Wee have found one that calls himſelf a Chriſti­an, wiſer than our Lord and his Apoſtles, (as they called themſelves Gnoſticks, becauſe they pretended to know more than the Apoſtles) that can tell Chriſti­ans a way to eſcape the Croſſe of Chriſt by renouncing Chriſtianity, and not fail of the promiſes thereof, by believing the truth of it. But they were the Diſciples of Simon Magus and not of Chriſt that did ſo, nor did they expect ſalvation by the Chriſtianity which they counterſeited, but by that ſecret know­ledg which they pretended to have diſcovered, beyond that which all Chriſtians had learned from the Apoſtles; Though they went for Chriſtians among the Gentiles, who knew not what Chriſtians were, ſo that the Name of God was blaſphemed becauſe of them, as the Apoſtle ſaith 1 Pet. II. 2. becauſe their mon­ſtrous abominations were thought to be the practices of Chriſtians. Whether any man beſides, before this new Dogmatiſt, pretending to be a Chriſtian, pro­feſſed a freedom to renounce Chriſt in any caſe, I am yet to learn. Sure I am, the Jewes under Antiochus Epiphanes died freely rather than eat Swines fleſh, or give any occaſion to think, that they fell from their Law, and from God that gave it, as the Prophet Daniel and his Fellowes had left them example to do. And therefore, by the ſame means, and upon the ſame grounds, for which wee receive our Chriſtianity, it ſtands evidenced to us, that wee are bound to profeſs it, that is to ſay, by the Scriptures, and the conſent of all Chriſtians that receive the Scriptures.
As for Traditions regulating the order to be obſerved in the communion of the Church, there is ſo little queſtion to be made of the conſent of all Church writers, that it ſhall ſerve my turn, to produce the noted words of T [...]rtullian, de Cor. cap. III. Pla [...] n [...]gabimus (traditionem) recipiendam, ſi nulla example pre­judicent[Page]aliarum obſervationum, quas, ſine ullius Scripturae inſtrumento, ſolius tra­ditionis titulo; & exinde conſuetudinis patrocinio vindicamus. Denique, ut à baptiſ­mate ingrediar; Aquam aditnri, ibidem, ſed & prius, in Eccleſiâ, ſub Antiſtitis. manu; conteſt amur, nos renunciare Diabolo, & pompae, & angelis ejus; dehinc ter niergitamur, amplius aliquid respondentes, quàm Domintes in Evangelio determina­vit. Indè ſuſcepti, lactis & mellis concordiam praeguſtamus. Ex (que) eâ die lavacro quotidiano per totam hebdomadam abſtinemus. Euchariſtiae ſacramentum, & in tempore victlus, & omnibus mandatum à Domino, etiam antelucanis coetibus, nec de aliorum manu quàm praeſidentium ſumimus. Oblationes pro defunctis, pro natalitiis, annuâ die facimus. Die dominico jejunium nefas ducimus, vel de geniculis adora­re. Eâdem immunitate, à die Paſchae ad Pentecoſten uſque gaudemus. Calicis, aut panis etiam noſtri aliquid in terram decuti, anxiè patimur. Ad omnem progreſſum atque promotum, ad omnem aditum & exitum, ad veſtitum, ad calceatum, ad la­vacra, ad menſas, ad lumina, ad cubilia, ad ſedilia, quaecunque nos converſatio ex­ercet, frontem crucis ſignaculo terimus. Plainly wee muſt deny to receive this Tradition, if there be no examples of other obſervations for a prejudice, which, without any inſtrument in writing, the onely title of Tradition and plea of Cuſtome from it, maintaineth. In fine, to begin with baptiſme; Going into the water, not onely there, but ſomewhat afore, in the Church, under the hand of our Preſident, wee take witneſſe, that wee renounce the Devil, his pomp and Angels. Then wee are drenched thrice, anſwering ſomewhat more, than our Lord in the Goſpel hath limi­ted. Being taken up from thence, wee fore-taſte a mixture of milk and honey. And from that day, wee forbear our daily bathing all the week. The Sacrament of the Eu­chariſt, which our Lord commanded at the time of meat, and all, wee take alſo at our aſſemblies before day, but at no mans hand but our Preſidents. Wee offer for thoſe that dye, and again, upon the anniverſary of their birth. Wee count it unlawfull to faſt, or worſhip kneeling upon the Lords day. The ſame privilege wee injoy from Ea­ſter to Whitſuntide. Wee are troubled to have any thing, even of our ordinary cup or bread, ſcattered upon the earth. At all going forth or advancing, at all coming in and going out, at putting on clothes or ſhooes, at watching, at lying or ſitting down, or to table, at bringing in light, whatſoever converſation wee exerciſe, wee rub our fore­heads with the ſign of the Croſſe. I muſt here take notice of an exception to this authority of Tertullian, that hee was a Montaniſt, or inclining to the Montaniſts when hee writ it; And marvail, that prejudice in Religion ſhould tranſport learned Chriſtians ſo farre, as to deny the records of the Church that credit, which common ſenſe allowes all records of hi­ſtorical truth, and which all Learning allowes the writings of Mahume­tans, Jewes and Pagans. And this conſideration I interpoſe the rather here, to prevent the objection that may be made, that I ground my ſelfe upon the authority of men, when I allege the teſtimonies of Church Writers. For, thoſe that may abuſe themſelves with ſuch a fond imagination as this, are to conſider, that I claime as yet no other credit, not onely for Tertullian, who af­ter hee turned Montaniſt, was not of the Church, but, for the Fathers of the Church, but that which common ſenſe allowes men of common ſenſe, in wit­neſſing maters of hiſtorical truth. To wit, that they who publiſhed writings that are come to poſterity, would not have alleged things for true, which every man might ſee to be falſe, in point of fact; Becauſe, by ſo doing, common ſenſe muſt needs tell them, that they muſt of neceſſity utterly diſcredit the cauſe which they meant to promote. As in the caſe in hand. If wee ſay that Tertullian, be­ing a Montaniſt, alleged againſt the Church things ſo notoriouſly falſe, that all the world might ſee and know them to be falſe, wee refuſe him the credit of a man in his right ſenſes. For what were hee but a mad man, that would tell the Church, that ſuch or ſuch Cuſtomes, you know, are practiſed among Chriſtians, knowing that they were not practiſed by the Catholick Church, though they might be, among the Montaniſts? Therefore, though I put a great deal of diffe­rence between the authority of Tertullian and S. Baſil in regulating the Church, yet, in witneſhng mater of fact, I can aſcribe no more to S. Baſils teſtimony, in his book de Sp. S. cap. XXVII. than I do to this of Tertullian. His words are theſe. [Page]  [...]; Of things decreed and preached that are kept in the Church, ſome wee have from written doctrine, ſome wee have received as delivered in ſecret down to us from the Tradition of the Apoſtles, both of the ſame force to godlineſſe. And this will no man contradict, that hath but a little experience in the rules of the Church. For if wee go about to refuſe unwritten cuſtomes as of no great effect, wee ſhall, unawares, wound the Gospel in the dangerous part, or rather turn the Faith preached into a bare name. As, firſt to mention the firſt and com­moneſt; Who taught us by writing, to mark with the figure of the Croſſe thoſe that have hoped in the name of our Lord Chriſt Jeſus? What Scripture taught us to turn to the Eaſt when wee pray? Which of the Saints left us by writing the words of invocation, upon diſcovering the bread of Thankſgiving and the cup of Bleſsing? For wee are not content with thoſe which the Apoſtle or the Gospel menti­ons, but promote and inferre others as of great force toward the Sacrament, which wee have received by unwritten doctrine? Wee alſo bleſſe the water of Baptiſme, and the oile of anointing, and beſides, the man himſelf that is baptized, from what Scri­pture, and not from ſilent and ſecret Tradition? And indeed what written word taught the very anointing of oile? And that a man is drenched thrice, whence comes it? And other things about Baptiſme, renouncing Satan and his Angels, from what Scri­pture come they? And not from this unpubliſhed and ſecret doctrine? I will not here diſpute the ſaying of S. Baſil, that theſe orders are of the ſame force, toward Chri­ſtian piety, as the Scriptures; And, that Chriſtianity would be but a bare name, were it not for theſe unwritten cuſtomes; how the truth of it holds. Nay, it were eaſie to inſtance againſt him, as well as againſt Tertullian, that, among the particulars which they name, there are thoſe which never were in force through the whole Church, but onely in ſome parts of it. My preſent purpoſe demands onely this, that Chriſtians had rules which they obſerved for Lawes in the ex­erciſe of their communion; And therefore, by the intent of thoſe who inforced thoſe rules, do conſtitute a Society or Corporation by the name of the Church. Which Corporation, Tertullian, whether a Montaniſt or not when hee writ the book which I quote, claimeth to belong to, in reckoning himſelf among thoſe that obſerved the Rules of the Catholick Church. If wee ſuppoſe the Church to be one Body, conſiſting of all Churches, which are all of them ſeveral Bo­dies, it will be not onely reaſonable, but abſolutely neceſſary by conſequence to grant, that ſome orders there muſt be, which ſhall have the force of the whole, others onely in ſome parts of it. And though S. Baſil or Tertullian miſtake local cuſtomes for general, yet had there not alwaies been a Body, capable of being tied by general cuſtomes, there had been no room for this miſtake. No prejudice ſhall hinder mee, to name here the Canons and Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles; Not as if I meant to maintain, that the writings ſo called, were indeed pen­ned [Page] by them: But becauſe they contain ſuch limitations, of cuſtomes delivered the Church by the Apoſtles, as were received and in uſe, at ſuch times and in ſuch parts of the Church, where thoſe who penned thoſe writings writ. For, though I ſhould grant, that thoſe limitations are not agreeable to that which was brought in by the Apoſtles, no man would be ſo ridiculous as to demand, that there were never any orders or cuſtomes delivered the Church by the Apoſtles, which ſucceeding times did limit otherwiſe. The book of Canons which was acknowledged by the repreſentatives of the whole Church, in the Council of Chalcedon, if it be ſurvayed, ſhall be found to contain, onely, particular limita­tions of general orders, held by the Church, before thoſe Canons were made by the ſeveral Councils, either the ſame with thoſe in the Canons and Conſtituti­ons of the Apoſtles, or differing onely according to ſeveral times and places. For, wee have yet extant a book of Canons made out of the Africane Councils, containing the like limitations of the ſame cuſtomes and orders, which, though not the ſame, yet ſerved to preſerve the Churches of Africk in unity with the reſt of the Church. This Code, wee finde added to the former, by Dionyſius Ex [...]guus, in his tranſlation of the Canons, together with the Canons of the Council at Sardica. And Caſſiodore, who lived the ſame time with Dionyſius, af­firmes, that this collection was in uſe in the Church of Rome at that time, Divin. lect. cap. XXIII. But there is extant a later Collection of Canons, under the ti­tle of the Church of Rome, conſiſting of the ſame Canons, together with ſome of the Reſcripts of Popes, which were come into uſe and authority in the We­ſtern Church, at ſuch time as the ſaid Collection was made. Of the ſame Ca­nons conſiſteth another Greek collection, printed by du Tillet, and commented by Balſamon, which addeth hereunto the Canons of the ſixth and ſeventh Sy­nod, in uſe in the Greek Church, but not acknowledged by the Latine. Where, inſtead thereof, the collections of Martinus Braccarenſis, and Iſidorus Mercator, of Burchardns Biſhop of Wormes, and Ives of Chartres; where, laſt of all, the collection of Gratiane the Dominican Monk was in uſe, till the Reſcripts of the Pope took place, and excluded the Canons of the whole Church. The ſucceſſion of which Law is ſo viſible, that hee that may ſay, that, the order pre­ſently in force, can no way agree with that, which was eſtabliſhed by the Apo­ſtles, ſhall not have the face to aſfirm, that there never was any order eſtabliſh­ed by the Apoſtles inſtead of it, ſo viſible ſhall the impreſſions be, of that cor­ruption, by which it declines from the order firſt eſtabliſhed by the Apoſtles.
And therefore, I allege here in the laſt place, the conſent of thoſe of the Reformation, who, in anſwering this objection, (when it is argued, that, there­fore Tradition is neceſſary as well as Scripture) do not deny, that there was a Rule of Faith, that there were Orders delivered the Church by the Apoſtles, to preſerve the Unity of the Church. But, to anſwer for themſelves, why they ſtand not to the preſent Church of Rome in them, do allege; That the Rule of Faith, delivered the Church by word of mouth, is alſo delivered by writing, and contained in the Scriptures: Tnat the Rules of good order, which the A­poſtles delivered, were never intended, to be unchangeable, as you may heare Tertullian ſay de Velandis Virginibus cap. I. For, in making this anſwer, they do acknowledge, that the Church had a Rule of Faith, which it had received for a Law from the Apoſtles, and therefore delivered for a Law to all that became Chriſtians. But, whether this Rule be contained in the Scriptures or not, con­cernes not my preſent purpoſe, ſeeing it will be as much the cognizance of Chriſtians, and foundation of the Society and Corporation of the Church, (ten­ding to maintain unity in the profeſſion and exerciſe of Chriſtianity) whether ſo or otherwiſe. Onely no man will deny, that it may be not ſo eaſie to diſcern by the Scriptures alone what belongs to it, what not, as it may appear to be, by the Churches delivering of it. Nor do I pretend here, that the orders delivered by the Apoſtles are all unchangeable. For who knoweth not, that the Lawes of every Common-wealth do change from age to age, the ſtate of Government re­maining the ſame, becauſe thoſe rights in which Soveraignty conſiſteth remain the ſame? And therefore, it is enough for my purpoſe, that the Church had [Page] certain orders, regulating the proceeding thereof, in maters wherein it is to com­municate, as well under the Apoſtles, as in ſucceeding ages. Nor requiring, that they ſhould be alwaies the ſame, but, that they ſhould come alway from the ſame power, which they left in the Church, that ſo the Body may appear to con­tinue alwaies one and the ſame. And, that I proceed to prove, by ſhowing, that the power of thoſe publick perſons, which did alwaies act in behalf of the Church, in admitting into and excluding out of the Church (whereby thoſe Laws were in force, and wherein the Unity of the Church conſiſteth) is derived from our Lord, by the act of his Apoſtles.

CHAP. VIII. That the Power of Governing the whole Church was in the Apoſtles and Diſciples of Chriſt, and thoſe whom they took to aſſiſt them in the parts of it. The Power of their Succeſſors muſt needs be derived from thoſe. Why that Succeſſion which appeares in one Church, neceſſarily holdeth all Churches. The holding of Coun­cils evidenceth the Ʋnity of the Church.
FOr, this I muſt preſume of, in the firſt place; That, as the Church is, and was to be, the true ſpiritual Iſrael of God, when his ancient people depar­ted from him, by refuſing the Goſpel; So, to ſignifie this, did our Lord chuſe out XII. Apoſtles and LXX Diſciples, anſwerable to the XII Princes of Tribes, and the LXX Elders, which, with Moſes, were to govern Gods ancient people. Neither do I mervail, that wee finde in the Scriptures no further uſe made of theſe LXX, no further power exerciſed by them, under that title; The diffe­rence between Gods ancient and new people appearing ſtraight after our Lords Aſcenſion, and making that order uſeleſſe for the future. For Iſrael, dwelling all in one Land, might eaſily be governed by one Soveraign Court, in maters of the Law, anſwerable in power to that of Moſes and his LXX Elders: But Chri­ſtianity, being to be diſperſed all over the world, thoſe LXX with our Lord choſe for his preſent ſervice, could not ſerve for the like purpoſe, in time to come. It is therefore enough, that the number of them ſignifies unto us the foreſaid pur­poſe, their office, for the time to come, being ſwallowed up in the offices of the reſt of our Lords Diſciples, beſides the XII Apoſtles, remaining alwaies the Judges of the XII Tribes of Iſrael, here and in the world to come. I am ſen­ſible that ſome, both of our Presbyterians and Independents, have been nib­bling at this point, as if they had a minde, if they durſt, to ſay; That the A­poſtles had no authority in the Church but as writers of Scriptures: As for the Goverment of the Church, that the people, or their buckram Elders were to give them checkmate in it. But, having met with this pretenſe in another place, and heard no man open his mouth to maintain it, I ſhall, at preſent, reſt con­tent to have ſhowed afore, that their authority is the ground of the authority of their writings, & here, that their Traditions were Law to the Church, and that by their writings, which mention not ſo much as what the Traditions were. Where­by it appears, that they took place, as acts of their perpetual authority over the Church, not as revelations of Gods will, ſent by thoſe Epiſtles, wherein ſome­times they are not ſo much as named.
Beſides the Apoſtles then, at ſuch time as the Church of Jeruſalem contained all Chriſtendome, as I obſerved afore, you have mention of the Elders at Jeru­ſalem, Acts XI. 30. XV. 2, 4, 6, 22, 23. And again, after the propagation of Chri­ſtianity, XXI. 18. Of leading men alſo among the brethren, who were alſo Pro­phets, Doctors and Evangeliſts, XV. 22, 32, 35. Theſe then had not their com­miſſion from the Apoſtles becauſe other diſciples, as well as the XII, received at our Lords own hands the power of remitting ſins, by the Holy Ghoſt, John XX. 18-23. But there was never yet any doubt made, that their authority was limitable by the Apoſtles, becauſe of the eminence of the XII among the Diſci­ples. And therefore, hee that would ſay, that the LXX were contained in the number of thoſe Elders and Leaders, could no more be contradicted, then ſome [Page] of the Ancient Fathers can be contradicted, in reporting, that ſome of them were of the number of the VII that were choſen to aſſiſt the Apoſtles, Acts VI. S. Paul, further, rehearſing the graces that our Lord hath granted for the edification of his Church, reckoneth Apoſtles, Evangeliſts, Prophets, Paſtors and Doctors Eph. IV. 11. 1 Cor. XII. 28. Now, it is the whole Church that the Apoſtle ſpeaks of here, as I obſerved afore, and therefore, the authority here mentioned extendeth to the whole Church. But it is manifeſt, that the authori­ty which S. Paul giveth Timothy and Titus, as his Epiſtles to them evidence, is reſpective to the Churches of Epheſus and Creet, or at the moſt, thoſe Churches which reſorted to them; Yet are they inabled thereby to conſtitute Biſhops for the ſervice of the ſaid Churches, as alſo their Deacons, and to govern the ſame 1 Tim. II. 5. Titus I. 6-9. The Elders of the Church which S. Paul ſent for to Epheſus, had authority reſpective to the Church there meant, but received from S. Paul, as his directions and exhortations intimate Acts XX. 17, 28-21. So did the Elders which hee and Barnabas ordained in the Churches Acts XIV. 28. The like wee finde in the Churches of the Jewes Heb. XIII. 7, 17. James V. 14. 1 Pet. V. 1-5. and of the Theſſalonians and Philippians, 1 Theſſ. V. 12, 13. Phil. I. 1. And the ſeven Churches of Aſia have their ſeven Angels, which, the Epi­ſtles which the Spirit directs S. John to write them do ſhow, that they were to acknowledge his authority, Apoc. I. 20. II. III. So, as long as the Scriptures laſt, it is evident, that there was a common authority, whether derived from, or concurrent with the authority of the Apoſtles, which muſt needs make the Church one Body during that time, whatſoever privilege can be challenged on behalf of the people, and their concurrence to the acts either of each particular Church, or of the whole.
And for the continuance of this authority after the Apoſtles, I ſee no cauſe why I ſhould ſeek farr for evidence. It ſhall ſuſfice mee to allege the Heads of the Churches of Rome, Alexandira, Antiochia and Jeruſalem, recorded by Eu­ſebius in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtories, from the time of the Apoſtles. Adding thereunto thereunto the proteſtations of Irenaeus III. 3. that hee could reckon thoſe rhat received their authority from the Apoſtles, in all Churches, though, for brevities ſake, hee inſiſt onely in the Church of Rome; And of Tertullian de Praeſcript. cap. XXXII. who alſo allegeth, the very Chaires which the Apoſtles ſate upon, poſſeſſed by thoſe that ſucceeded them in his time, as well as the Ori­ginals of thoſe Epiſtles which they ſent to ſuch Churches, extant in his time. I will alſo remember S. Auguſtine Epiſtolâ CLXV, and Optatus lib. II. alleging the ſame ſucceſſion in the Church of Rome, to confound the Donatiſts with, for departing from the comminion thereof, and of all Churches that then commu­nicated with it. For what will any man in his right ſenſes ſay to this? That this authority came not from the Apoſtles? Or that it argues every one of theſe Churches to be a Body by it ſelf, but not all of them to make one Body which is the Catholick Church? Hee that ſayes this, muſt anſwer Irenaeus, alleging, for a reaſon, why hee inſtances onely in the Church of Rome; Ad hanc enim Ec­cleſiam, propter potentiorem principalitatem, neceſſe eſt omnem convenire Eccleſiam, hoc eſt, eos qui ſunt undique ſideles. For, to this Church, it is neceſſary that all Churches, that is, the Chriſtians that are on all ſides, ſhould reſort, becauſe of the more powerfull principality. What is the reaſon why it is enough for Irenaeus to inſtance in the Church of Rome but this; That all Churches do communicate with the Church of Rome, when they reſort to Rome, and all reſort thither be­cauſe it is the ſear of the Empire? So, that which is ſaid of the Faith of the Church of Rome, is ſaid of the Faith of all Churches: And potentior principali­tas is not command of the Church over other Churches, but the power of the Empire, which forces the Chriſtians of all ſides to reſort to Rome. Again, the cauſe of the Church againſt the Donariſts ſtands upon this ground; that, the Church of Rome, which the Churches of Africk did communicate with, communica­ted with all Churches beſides thoſe of Africk: But, that Church of Rome which the Donatiſts communicated with, (for they alſo had ſet up a Church of their own at Rome) the reſt of the Church did not communicate with. How [Page] this came to paſſe, you may ſee by the cauſe of the Novatians, being the ſame in effect with that of the Donatiſts. By the IV Canon of Nicaea it is provided, that every Biſhop be made by all the Biſhops of the Province, ſome of them, (as ma­ny as can) meeting, the reſt allowing the proceedings under their hand. This proviſion might be made, when there were Churches in all Cities of all Provin­ces, but the I Canon of the Apoſtles onely requireth, that a Biſhop be ordained by two or three Biſhops. For, when Chriſtianity was thinner ſowed, if two or three ſhould take the care of providing a Paſtor for a Church that was void, their proceeding was not like to be diſowned by the reſt of the neighbouring Churches, nor, in particular, by that of the chief City, to which the Cities of the reſt reſorted for juſtice. The Churches of theſe chief Cities holding intelli­gence, correſpondence, and communion with other Churches of other princi­pal Cities, thoſe Churches which they owned, together with their Rulers, (or whoſoever they were that acted on behalf of them) muſt needs be owned by them in the ſame unity and correſpondence. The Biſhop of Rome being dead while the queſtion depended, whether thoſe that had fallen away in the perſe­cution of Decius ſhould be readmitted to communion or not; And the neigh­bour Biſhops being aſſembled, ſixteen of them ordain Cornelius, three of them Novatianus, who ſtood ſtrictly upon rejecting them, whatſoever ſatisfaction they tendered the Church. Whether of theſe ſhould be received, was for a time que­ſtionable, eſpecially in the Church of Antiochia, and thoſe Churches which ad­heered to it. Untill, by the interceſſion of Dionyſius of Alexandria, they were induced to admit of Cornelius without diſpute. All this, and much more, you have in Euſebius Eccl. Hiſt. VI. 42-46. Which being done, there remained no further queſtion, that thoſe who held with Cornelius were to be admitted, thoſe that held with Novatianus remaining excommunicate. Whereby it appeares, that, by the communication which paſſed between the greateſt Churches, and the adherence of the leſſe unto them, whatſoever Church communicated with any Church communicated with the whole: And in what quality ſoever a man was known in his own Church, in the ſame hee was acknowledged by all Chur­ches. And therefore, the ſucceſſion of the Rulers of any Church from the Apo­ſtles is enough, to evidence the unity of the Catholick Church, as a viſible Cor­poration conſiſting of all Churches.
I muſt not here omit to allege the authority of Councils, and to maintain the right and power of holding them, and the obligation which the decrees of them regularly made is able to create, to ſtand by the ſame authority of the Apoſtles. Which if I do, there can no further queſtion remain, whether the Church was founded for a Corporation by our Lord and his Apoſtles, when wee ſee the parts ruled by the acts of the whole; That is to ſay, when wee ſee perſons authori­zed in behalf of their particular Churches, do an act which ſhall oblige thoſe reſpective Churches. For by the ſame reaſon, perſons authorized on behalf of all Churches, ſhall be able to do an act that ſhall oblige all Churches; Which is all that I claim, when I maintain, that, by Gods Law, all Churches are to make one Church. When Matthias was Ordained an Apoſtle in ſtead of Ju­das, I demand, why that Aſſembly of Apoſtles and Diſciples at which this was done, ſhould not be counted a General Council; having ſhowed, that this Church of Jeruſalem was then the whole Church, and the creating of an A­poſtle, whom all were to acknowledge in that quality for the future, being an act concerning the Whole. I will not ſay, that the act of creating the ſeven, Acts VI. concerned the whole Church, being content that it remaine in queſtion, whether the intent of it were ſuch or not. But in as much as thoſe that do not allow, that they intended to create an Order of Deacons which all Churches were to make uſe of afterwards, do not queſtion, that, if they did intend it, the whole Church muſt needs ſtand obliged by it, I am not afraid, to reckon this Aſſembly alſo in the rank of General Councils. As for that of Acts XV. it appeareth ſufficiently, that, thoſe who founded the Church of Antiochia, had their firſt commiſſion from the Apoſtles, not onely by the firſt preaching of the Goſpel there, and the ſending of Barnabas Acts XI. 19-26. but chiefly, in that [Page] thoſe which taught the neceſſity of obſerving Moſes Law are diſowned, as ha­ving no commiſſion ſo to teach Acts XV. 24. For, as for S. Paul, who challen­geth an immediate commiſſion from our Lord, Gal. I. 1. it is eaſily granted, be­cauſe hee was made an Apoſtle; Yet, in that hee allegeth the verifying of it to S. Peter and S. James, and the Churches of Judaea, (who, having never ſeen his face, glorified God for him Gal. I. 18-24.) in that hee is brought by Barnabas (who acted by commiſſion from the Apoſtles) to Antiochia, and upon this be­ginning was ſent by the Holy Ghoſt, that is, by Propheſie, to do the office of an Apoſtle with Barnabas Acts XII. 1, 2, 3. in that hee is owned by the Apoſtles afterwards Acts XV. 12. Gal. II. 1, 7-10. (which makes it more than probable, that both theſe Texts ſpeak of one and the ſame time of S. Pauls coming to Jeruſalem) in theſe regards, I ſay, it appeares ſufficiently, that the Church was to own him for an Apoſtle, upon the owning his immediate calling from hea­ven, by the reſt of the Apoſtles. Wherefore; when wee ſee thoſe that were truſted on behalf of the Church of Antiochia, and thoſe Churches which had been founded by thoſe that were ſent by the Holy Ghoſt from thence, reſort to the Apoſtles and Church at Jeruſalem, for an end of the difference in debate, well may I, with thoſe that have gone afore mee, reckon this meeting among the General Councils, the cauſe of it concerning the whole; & no part concern­ed that it obliged not. I will not ſay ſo much of the meeting of S. Paul with S. James Acts XXI. 18. (though the Elders there mentioned are thought to be thoſe, that had the chief authority in the neighbouring Churches, as well as in that of Jeruſalem; And though S. Paul, by this time, was become rhe Head of many more Churches of his own foundation than afore) Becauſe of the diſperſion of the reſt of the Apoſtles, and the founding of other Churches by this time, which could not be tied by the reſult of this meeting, further than the mater of it was inforced by the decree formerly made, of which, among the Apoſtles, there ought no doubt to be made. Let no man expect that I inferre upon theſe premiſes, that the Church is bound by a poſitive Law of God to call Councils, and to decide all emergencies by the vote of them, much leſſe, that it is not able to do this otherwiſe. I that pretend the Church to be a Corporation, founded by God, upon a privilege of holding viſible Aſſemblies for the common ſervice of God, notwithſtanding any ſecular force prohibiting the ſame, muſt needes maintain by conſequence, that the Church hath power in it ſelf to hold all ſuch Aſſemblies, as ſhall be requiſite to maintain the common ſervice of God, and the unity in it, and the order of all Aſſemblies that exerciſe it, but eſpecially, that profeſſion which it ſuppoſeth. But I intend not therefore to tye the Church to inflame perſecution, by holding ſuch Aſſemblies, as may give occaſion of ſiniſter ſuſpicions, to ſecular Powers that protect not Chriſtianity, when the effect of ſuch Aſſemblies is to be obtained without aſſembling. For, whoſoever they be, that ought to be authorized in behalf of particular Churches, to conſtitute a Council, they can have no other authority than their reſpective Churches do chal­lenge. It cannot be imagined, that, being preſent in one place together, and ſeeing one anothers faces, can purchaſe them that authority which they cannot have at home, to conclude the whole by the conſent of the Council. The pre­ſence of Repreſentatives affords infinite opportunities, of better information, one from another, by debate one with another, which diſtance of place allowes not otherwiſe. But yet, in maters concerning the ſtate of the Whole, or any great part of it, means of information, for the maintenance of that confede­racy, wherein I maintain the Society of the Church to ſtand, is to be had, by daily intercourſe, intelligence, and correſpondence between Churches, without thoſe Aſſemblies of Repreſentatives which wee call Councils. A thing ſo viſibly practiſed by the Catholick Church from the beginning, that, thereupon, I con­ceive, it may be called a ſtanding Council, in regard of the continual ſettling of troubles, ariſing in ſome part, and tending to queſtion the peace of the whole, by the conſent of other Churches concerned, had and obtained by means of this mutual intelligence and correſpondence. The holding of Councils is a way of farre greater diſpatch, but the expreſſe conſent of Churches obtained [Page] upon the place, is a more certain foundation of peace, in regard of the many queſtions that may ariſe, as well in the diſcharge of that truſt which Repre­ſentatives are charged with, as in the reſpect allowed their votes by the Council; As it may eaſily appear, by the difficulties that have riſen about exe­cuting the decrees of Councils. And therefore the power of them is meerly de­riv [...]tive from their reſpective Churches, tending to ſupply thoſe difficulties of bringing the whole to agreement, which diſtance of place createth. That there­fore which I allege here is this; That the ſucceſſion of Paſtors alleged by Ire­naeus and Tertullian, to convince the Hereticks of their time, by S. Auguſtine and Optatus, to convince the Donatiſts to be Schiſmaticks, proceed wholey upon ſuppoſition of daily intercourſe and correſpondence between Churches, as of force to conclude particular Churches by conſent of the whole. Which is the true reaſon of the viſibility of the Church, and the aſſurance that every particu­lar Chriſtian might have, during this intelligence and correſpondence, that, hold­ing communion with his own Paſtor, hee held the true Faith, together with the Unity of the Catholick Church; Neither putting truſt in man, which God cur­ſeth, nor in his own underſtanding for the ſenſe of the Scriptures, but truſting his own common ſenſe, as well for the means of conveying to him the mater, as the motives of Chriſtianity. For why is it enough for Irenaeus and Tertullian, for S. Auguſtine and Optatus, to allege the Church of Rome, and the ſucceſſion from the Apoſtles, for evidence, that the Faith of thoſe Hereticks was contri­ved by themſelves, that the Donatiſts were out of communion with the Church? Becauſe, ſuppoſing that the Apoſtles and Diſciples of our Lord all communicated in the ſame Faith which they taught the Churches of their own founding, other Churches founded, and the Paſtors of them conſtituted by the authority of thoſe Churches, muſt needs be founded and ſettled upon condition of maintaining and profeſſing the ſame Faith. So that if any Chriſtian or Paſtor ſhould attempt the unſettling of any part thereof, the people to ſtand bound, rather to follow the original conſent of the whole, from whence they received their Chriſtianity, than any man that ſhould forfeit his ingagement to the whole, in the judgment of the whole. This, being the true ground for the au­thority of Councils, might and did take effect without aſſembling of Councils. S. Cyprian directs his leters to Steven Biſhop of Rome, to write to the Churches of Gaule, to ordain a new Biſhop in ſtead of Marcianus in the Church of Arles, becauſe hee had joyned with the Novatians. To the Spaniſh Biſhops, owning the Depoſing of Baſilides and Martialis, and the Ordaining of thoſe whom they had put in their places, notwithſtanding that, upon falſe ſuggeſtions; they had gained Steven Biſhop of Rome to maintain them, Epiſt. LXV, LXVI. Could any man in his right ſenſes have attempted this, had it not been received among Chriſti­ans which hee alleges, that the people of particular Churches are bound not to acknowledge thoſe for their Paſtors, whom the communion of the Church diſ­owneth, whether aſſembled in Council or not? The acts of Councils them­ſelves, (ſuch are the creation of a Biſhop of Arles in ſtead of Marcianus, of Spaniſh Biſhops in ſtead of Baſilides and Martialis) depending upon the autho­rity of the Churches of Rome and Carthage, that concurred not to them in pre­ſence.
If this be imputed to any miſtake of Gods appointment in the ancient Church, it will be eaſie for mee to allege Tertullians reaſon to as good purpoſe againſt our Independent Congregations, as hee uſed it againſt the Hereticks of his time. For, if the chief Power of the Church be veſted in thoſe that aſſemble to ſerve God at once, without any obligation to the reſolution of other Con­gregations, then is the truſt that a Chriſtian can repoſe in the Church reſolved into that confidence which hee hath of thoſe ſeven, with whom hee joyneth to make a Congregation, that the ruling part of them cannot faile. Or rath [...]r, into that which hee hath of himſelf, and of the Spirit of God, guiding his choice to thoſe that ſhall not faile. They, preſuming themſelves to have the Spirit of God, without declaring, what Chriſtianity they profeſſe, for the condition upon which they obtain it; need no proviſion of a Catholick Church to preſerve that Faith, [Page] which the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt ſuppoſeth. God, who requireth the profeſſion of a true Faith, in them upon whom hee beſtoweth his Spirit, hath provided the communion of his Church, for a means to aſſure us of that which it preſerveth. That it is preſumption in them to overſee this, no impoſture in the Church to challenge it, Tertullians reaſon determines; The Hereticks pleaded that the Churches had departed from the Faith which the Apoſtles had left them: To this, after other allegations, hee ſets his reſt up on this one, that error is infi­nite, truth one and the ſame; That no common ſenſe will allow that to be a miſtake, in which all Chriſtians agree. They all agreed in the ſame Faith againſt thoſe Hereticks, becauſe they all agreed in acknowledging the Catholick Church, provided by God to preſerve and propagate it, againſt our Independent Congre­gations. Thus Tertullian, de Praeſcript. XXVIII. There have been ſome Diſpu­ters of Controverſies that have claimed the benefit of Tertullians exception a­gainſt the Hereticks of his time in behalf of the Church of Rome. Hee plead­eth, not that the Catholicks ought not, but that they are not bound to admit them to diſpute upon the Scriptures, being able to condemne them without the Scriptures. And they plead, that, the Reformation not ſtanding to thoſe Pa­ſtors, whom they acknowledge to poſſeſſe the place of thoſe that derived their authority by ſucceſſion from the Apoſtles, may be condemned without Scri­pture, as not holding the truth, who hold not that which is taught by the ſaid Paſtors. Which is to demand of thoſe of the Reformation, for an end of all de­bates, firſt to acknowledge thoſe Paſtors, and that which they teach, then to take that for the true meaning of the Scripture, which, that which they reach allow­eth or requireth. But this ſuppoſes the ſentence of the Church to be an infalli­ble ground for the truth of that which it determineth; And therefore to be ac­cepted with the ſame Faith as our common Chriſtianity, or the Scriptures: Which I ſhowed you already to be falſe. It ſhall therefore ſuffice mee to ſay, that thoſe men conſider not the difference, between the plea of the Reformation, and that of thoſe Hereticks. For they, acknowledging our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles, no otherwiſe than the Alcoran and Mahomet doth, where they ſerved their turn; made no ſcruple to ſay, when it was for their purpoſe, that they knew not the depth of Gods minde, which themſelves, by ſome ſecret way having attained to know, were therefore called Gnoſticks; That they im­parted not the utmoſt of their knowledge to all alike, when that ſerved their turne; That therefore the Scriptures were unperfect, and revealed not that ſe­cret, whereby they promiſed their ſalvation, but by incklings. Theſe things you ſhall finde in Tertullian de Praeſcript. XXII. and Irenaeus, III. 1. as well as that plea which I mentioned afore, that the Churches were fallen from that which they had received of the Apoſtles. Whereas, thoſe of the Reformation allege againſt the Church of Rome, that thoſe Hereticks pretended Tradition as they do. Without cauſe indeed; For, what is Tradition pretended to be delivered in ſecret, to them, and by them who tender no evidence for it, to that which the viſibility of Chriſtianity, and the grounds upon which it is ſettled juſtifieth? But ſo as to make it appear that they no way diſown the Apoſtles, or their wri­tings, nor can expect ſalvation by any other meanes. And therefore are mani­feſtly to be tryed by the Scriptures acknowledged on both ſides, provided the trial may have an iſſue, which, I pretend, requires the Tradition of the Church, and that, the communion and Corporation of the Church, as the onely meanes to maintain and propagate Tradition in it. This our Independent Congregati­ons cannot allow, but muſt ſtand upon the other plea of thoſe Hereticks, that it came in beſide, if not againſt Gods appointment; which the Donatiſts queſtio­ned not. And therefore you ſhall finde S. Auſtine, in the place aforenamed, al­lege againſt them the Scriptures, fore-telling the calling of all Nations, which hee ſuppoſeth fulfilled in the Catholick Church then viſible; and therefore ſup­poſeth the communion to be ordained by God, wherein the viſibility thereof conſiſteth. Otherwiſe it had been ſtrange to tell the Donatiſts, that they, commu­nicating with the Catholick Biſhop of Rome, communicated with all the Church that acknowledged him, but the Donatiſts, acknowledging the Donatiſt Biſhop [Page] whom they had ſet up at Rome, were therefore diſowned by all the Church be­ſide. I do not deny, that thoſe of the Reformation are to give account of thoſe things which the Donatiſts are charged with; Nor do I imagine, that their account cannot be ſufficient, becauſe that of the Donatiſts was not. But I ſay, that, the trial muſt be by the Scriptures which both parts acknowledge. And I ſay further, that the reſt of the Reformation may and ought to admit the Unity of the Church in viſible communion as the Donatiſts did, becauſe otherwiſe they can­not pretend that others are bound to b [...] what they are: But our Independent Congregations cannot, becauſe if all were as they, there could be no one Church obliged to that communion which makes it viſible.
Now I muſt here caution, that I intend not here to inferre, that theſe Rulers ſucceeded the Apoſtles by a title of Divine Right, as if it were Gods Law that this ſucceſſion ſhould alwaies continue. For I demand, for the preſent, upon the exception of thoſe of the Reformation, that, ſucceſſion of Faith and doctrine is of more conſequence than ſucceſſion of perſons; And therefore, that there can be no Law of God, whereby the right which men hold by perſonal ſucceſ­ſion can or ought to hinder the Reformation of Faith and doctrine of Chriſtia­nity, if it may appear, that the ſucceſſion of perſons hath not been effectual to preſerve the ſucceſſion of Faith. That which I demand from the premiſes is this; That no man in his right ſenſes can imagine, that all Chriſtendome ſhould agree, in acknowledging thoſe for lawfull Rulers of the Church in the times next the Apoſtles, that had uſurped their places contrary to the will of the A­poſtles, and thoſe Diſciples which concurred to the work of the Apoſtles, and thoſe who derived their authority from either of both, during the time of the Scriptures which I ſpoke of afore. For, thoſe of the Reformation that make this exception, by making it, do acknowledge, that there was ſuch a viſible ſuc­ceſſion of Paſtors, the correſpondence of whom, as here I argue, maintained the unity of a viſible Corporation in the Catholick Church. And, how many re­cords of hiſtorical truth, undeniable of all that would not be thought to re­nounce their common ſenſe, do teſtifie unto us viſible acts of the Apoſtles, gi­ving power to them whom they left behinde them, as thoſe whom they gave it to have tranſmitted the like power to their ſucceſſors? But, when it once ap­peares, that they were owned by the conſent of all Chriſtians, communicating with them in that quality which they held in their own Churches, it can no more be imagined, that they could attain thoſe qualities by deceit or violence, con­trary to the will of their predeceſſors, than it can be imagined, that the com­mon Chriſtianity, which wee all acknowledge, could prevail over all, by impo­ſing upon their belief, ſuch motives to believe, as never were ſeen, becauſe ne­ver done. And therefore, whatſoever change may have ſucceeded in thoſe qualities, from that which the Apoſtles inſtituted from the beginning, or, by abuſe of the ſame, in the Faith which they were truſted to propagate without adding or taking away, (which changes may be the ſubject of Reformation in the Church and the belief of it) yet that this point is not of that nature; That all lawfull authority in the Church is derived from that which was in the Apoſtles, propagated by ſome viſible act of theirs; I will preſume upon as proved by the premiſes.

CHAP. IX. The Keyes of the Church given the Apoſtles, and exerciſed by Excommu­nication under the Apoſtles. The ground thereof is that profeſſion, which, all that are baptized are to make. That Penance and abatemeut of Pe­nance hath been in force ever ſince and under the Apoſtles. In particular, of excluding Hereticks.
[Page]
IN the laſt place, the right of Excommunication conſiſts in the power of re­mitting and retaining ſins, given by our Lord to his Church with the Keyes of it. Firſt to S. Peter alone our Lord ſaith; Mat. XVI. 19. I will give thee the Keyes of the kingdom of heaven, and whatſoever thou ſhalt binde on earth ſhall be bound in heaven, whatſoever thou ſhalt looſe on earth ſhall be looſed there; But af­terwards, to the Body of his Diſciples; Mat. XVIII. 17, 18. If hee heare thee not, tell the Church: If he hear not the Church, let him be unto thee as a Heathen or a Publicane. Verily I ſay unto you; Whatſoever yet binde—as afore. And to the XII. breathing upon them; John XX. 22, 23. Receive yee the Holy Ghoſt. Whoſe ſins ſoever yee remit they are remitted, and whoſe ſins ſoever yee retaine they are re­tained. By virtue of this Commiſſion S. Peter ſaith to Simon Magus, diſcover­ed a counterfeit Chriſtian, Acts VIII. 20-24. Thy money periſh with thee, becauſe thou haſt thought to purchaſe the gift of God with money. Thou haſt neither part nor lot in this Word, for thy heart is not right before God. Repent thorefore of this thy malice, and pray God, that, if poſſible, this device of thine heart may be forgi­ven thee. For I ſee thou art in the gall of bitterneſſe, and the bond of unrighteouſ­neſſe. And Simon anſwering ſaid; Pray you to the Lord for mee, that nothing come upon mee of that which you have ſaid. Where, having excluded him from the benefit of Chriſtianity, what hee is to expect, hee leaves to the trial of fu­ture time. But moſt manifeſtly S. Paul 1 Cor. V. commandeth them to deliver the inceſtuous perſon to Satan, adding directions and reaſons why they are to abſtaine from the converſation of ſuch Chriſtians. And purſueth this diſcourſe with a charge, of ending the ſutes of their Chriſtians, within the Church, 1 Cor. VI. which either ſignifies nothing, or inforces the power of Excommunication to oblige the parties to ſtand to the ſentence. But, the caſe of the inceſtuous perſon is made ſtill more manifeſt, by the reaſon of the ſentence in joyned upon his repentance, and the ſorrow teſtified by the Church 2 Cor. II. 4-11. VII. 8-11. In the Epiſtle to the Ebrewes VI. 4-8. X. 26-29. the Apoſtle, de­claring, that they who fall away in time of perſecution, are not to expect to be reſtored by Penance, makes their Excommunication without releaſe, which therefore hee granteth may be releaſed ù on repentance, in the caſe of other ſins. To which purpoſe the Apoſtle, 1 John V. 16, 17. If a man ſee his brother ſin a ſin not unto death, let him ask, and hee ſhall give him life; To ſuch as ſin not to death. There is a ſin to death, I ſay not that yee pray for it: All unrighteouſneſſe is ſin, but there is a ſin not to death. The meaning of theſe Scriptures, I have ar­gued, and cleared more at large, in my book of the Right of the Church in a Chriſtian State pag. 17-40. by ſuch reaſons as have not been diſputed, by thoſe that have queſtioned this power of the Church, ſince the publiſhing of it.
But I will remember, in this place, that which I have alſo pleaded there pag. 13-16. that all this power is grounded upon the power of baptizing to for­giveneſſe of ſins, becauſe of the evidence lately produced for the interrogato­ries of baptiſme, and the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, which the Church did in­joyn, and all that were baptized undergo; The promiſe of everlaſting life in the world to come, and the gift of the Holy Ghoſt inabling to performe ſo great an undertaking, depending upon it, according to ſuch termes as the preaching of the Goſpel importeth. For if the Church be truſted by God, firſt to induce men to believe Chriſtianity, then to inſtruct them wherein it conſiſteth, is it not proper­ly ſaid to forgive the ſins of them, who, upon that inſtruction, undertake that profeſſion, with a good conſcience and a heart unfained, which God requireth of [Page] thoſe that ſeek his promiſes? And this is the ground of that which is there ar­gued, that the power of the Keyes is firſt ſeen in granting baptiſme, though not in miniſtering of it, other acts of the ſame power depending upon this. I will not here omit S. Cyprian Ep. LXXIII. Manifeſtum autem eſt ubi & per quos re­miſſa peccatorum detur, quae in baptiſmo, ſcilicet, datur. Nam Petro primum Do­minus, ſuper quem aedificavi [...] Eccleſiam, & unde unitatis originem inſtituit & oſten­dit, poteſtatem dedit, ut id ſolvere [...]ur in coelis quod ipſe ſolviſſet in terris. Et, poſt reſurrectionem quoque ad Apoſtolos loquitur, dicens; Sicut miſit me Pater & ego mitto vos: Hae cum, dixiſſet, inſpiravit, & ait eis; Accipite Sp. Sanctum. Si cujus remiſeritis peccata remittentur illi: Si cujus tenueritis, tenebuntur. Ʋnde intelligimus, non niſi in Eccleſia praepoſitis, & in Evangelicâ Lege ac dominicâ ordi­natione fundatis licere baptizare, & remiſſam peccatorum dare: Foris autem, nec ligari poſſe nec ſolvi, ubi non ſit qui ant ligare poſſit aut ſolvere. Here, it is plain, that the Keyes of the Church, and the power of remitting ſins is exerciſed in baptizing, according to S. Cyprian: For thus hee writeth. Now it is manifeſt, where and by whom remiſſion of ſins is given, which, forſooth, is given in baptiſme. For firſt our Lord gave power to Peter, (upon whom hee built his Church, and in whom hee ſettled and declared the original of Unity) that it ſhould be looſed in hea­ven, which hee ſhould looſe on earth. And after his reſurrection, hee ſpeaketh alſo to his Apoſtles, ſaying; As my Father ſent mee, ſo I alſo ſend you. And having ſaid ſo, hee breathed on them, and ſaid; Receive the Holy Ghoſt: Whoſe ſins yee re­mit, they ſhall be remitted, whoſe ſins yee retain, they ſhall be retained. Whence wee underſtand, that it is not lawfull, but for thoſe that are ſet over the Church, and foun­ded upon the Evangelical Law, and the Ordinance of our Lord, to baptize and give remiſſion of ſins: But, that without, nothing can be either bound or looſed, where there is no body that can either binde or looſe. This is then the ground of Excom­municating out of the Church. The profeſſion of Chriſtianity is as neceſſary to obtain the promiſes of the Goſpel at Gods hands, as baptiſme at the Churches. The Church is truſted to allow or to refuſe the profeſſion tendered, and accord­ingly to receive into the Church or exclude out of it. And, ſhall not hee that tranſgreſſes the profeſſion of a Chriſtian, as viſibly as hee made it, (which not onely Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, but Adulterers, Murtherers, Apoſtates, and the like do) ſhall hee not forfeit the communion of the Church, which hee attained by it?
Adde hereunto the conſideration of that which I obſerved afore out of the Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles VIII. 32. ſpecifying what profeſſions and trades of life there were, which then were refuſed Baptiſme, unleſſe they would pro­feſſe to leave them, as inconſiſtent with Chriſtianity. For example, all that li­ved by the Stewes, by the Stage, by the Games and by the Races of the Pa­gans, all Soothſayers, Diviners and Fortune-tellers, all that kept Concubines, and refuſed to conforme themſelves. For, let no man think this book the onely witneſſe of this truth. You have it in many other writers of the Church; But eſpecially in S. Auſtines book de Fide & Operibus. The ſubject whereof con­cernes thoſe, who, having put away wives or husbands and married others, were refuſed Baptiſme for it. This, ſome plain Chriſtians marvelled at, and thought it reaſon, that all ſhould be baptized that would, & then taught their duty; Which, whoſo regarded not, might nevertheleſſe, as they thought, be ſaved ſo as through fir [...], according to S. Paul. And this is that which S. Auſtine diſputes from the be­ginning to the XIV Chapter of that book, that no man is to be baptized till hee undertake to live like a Chriſtian, marvailing afterwards, cap. XVIII where thoſe Chriſtians had lived and ſpent their time, who, ſeeing every day before their eyes, Whores, Players, Fencers, Panders, and the like refuſed Baptiſm, found it ſtrange, that thoſe adulteries, which Chriſtianity no leſſe condemned, never to inherit the kingdome of heaven, ſhould not be admitted into the Church, without a pro­miſe to leave them for the future. Certainly, if the Church have power not to admit thoſe who undertake not this, then is the power of excluding thoſe who undertake it and perform it not well grounded.
I ſhall not repeat here the reaſons that I have elſwhere, to ſhow that Pe­nance, [Page] and by conſequence Excommunication is to be counted in the number of Traditions introduced with the force of Lawes into the Church by the Apo­ſ [...]les. It is enough, that they remaine intire. I confeſſe they inferre an opinion th [...] is not ſo common; That, under the Apoſtles, ſome ſins of the deepeſt dye were not admitted to Penance, nor to regain the Communion of the Church by the ſame: But referred to the mercy of God, whereof, it was not alwaies thought fit that the Church ſhould become ſurety or warrant. And this brings in an in­terpretation of ſome very difficult texts of Scripture which is not received. But hee that complaineth of that will be bound to advance ſome other meaning of thoſe texts, which may be free from contradiction, both to the Rule of Faith, and to Hiſtorical truth which common ſenſe juſtifieth; And yet admit no men­tion of publick Penance in the Church, no intent to ſpeak of it; in all the Scri­ptures there alleged: Which perhaps will be too hard to do.
Further I labor not. I will ſuppoſe no man ſo wilfull, as to diſpute the right of excluding from the Communion of the Church, granting a power of limit­ing the conditions, upon which it is to be reſtored to them who forfeited it. And this is viſible. It was but a mater of LXX years after the deceaſe of S. John, according to Euſebius his Chronicle, that Montamis appeared to demand, that Adulterers might not be readmitted to the communion of the Church upon Penance. That thoſe that had married the ſecond time might not communicate. That the rule of Faſting might be ſtricter than was in uſe. That it might not be lawfull to fly from perſecution for the Faith. It is manifeſt that theſe were his pretenſes, by Tertullian that maintaines them, being ſeduced with the opinion of inſpirations and revelations granted him and his partizans to that purpoſe. Theſe pretenſes were afterwards in part revived at Rome by Novatianus, to get himſelf the Biſhoprick there, by excluding from Penance and reconciliation, thoſe that had fallen away in the perſecution of Decius. It appeareth alſo that thoſe men alleged for themſelves the very paſſages of the Apoſtles which I al­lege to my intent. Neither can it appear, that ever any ſon of the Church did contradict them, by ſaying, that the Apoſtles meant nothing of Penance, as they imagined. And now let all men judge, whether the Church have reaſon to hold this evidence of Penance, and by conſequence of its own being a Church. Was Epiphanius, and all that writ againſt the Novatians troubled to no purpoſe at the VI of the Ebrews, when thoſe Schiſmaticks, alleging it for themſelves, might have been ſilenced, by denying that it concerned Penance? Why did not the Church allege, that, the ſin unto death 1 John V. 17. is no ſuch thing as Apoſtaſy from Chriſtianity, when the Novatians alleged it to prove, that Apoſtates were not to be reconciled to the Church? How came it to paſſe, that there was ſo much doubt made in the Church of Rome of admitting the Epiſtle to the Ebrews for Canonical Scripture, (witneſſe S. Jerome Epiſt. ad Dar­danum) as thinking that it did abſolutely contradict the re-admitting of Apo­ſtates, which had been practiſed in that Church before Montanus? Tertullian, of all men, was troubled without cauſe, that the inceſtuous perſon, whom hee ſuppoſes to be excommunicated at Corinth by S. Pauls Order, 1 Cor. V. ſhould be re-admitted by his Indulgence 1 Cor. VII. De Pudicitiâ, cap. XIII, XIV, XV. becauſe hee ſaw this was a peremptory exception againſt Montanus, that a crime equal to Adultery ſhould by S. Paul be admitted to Penance. How eaſie a thing it had been for him to ſay, that there is nothing of Penance, nothing of Excommunication (which Penance preſuppoſes, and therefore inferres) in deli­vering to Satan the inceſtuous perſon, in commanding them, not ſo much as to eat with thoſe that are called brethren, that is Chriſtians, but are indeed ſuch as the inceſtuous? But hee, being ſome fourteen hundred years nearer the begin­ning of Chriſtianity than wee, and being ſatisfied by his five ſenſes, of thoſe things, which new Hereſies and Schiſmes oblige us to argue by conſequences, found that his Patriarch Montanus could not anſwer ſo: And therefore, thinking that the Church could not anſwer their arguments, forces an anſwer to this, by ſaying, it was not the ſame man that is excommunicated by the Apoſtles Order 1 Cor. V. and reſtored by his Indulgence 2 Cor. VII. Becauſe hee ſaw the recon­ciling [Page] of a ſinner to the Church by Penance as lively deſcribed and ſignified by S. Pauls Indulgence there, as by any record of the Church, at ſuch time as it was moſt in uſe. And can there remain any doubt of this Excommunication, becauſe the Church cannot now deliver to Satan for deſtruction of the fleſh, that the ſpirit may be ſaved in the day of the Lord Jeſus? Surely, all the writings of the Apoſtles do bear witneſſe, that the miraculous graces of the Holy Ghoſt (which they had then, but all Chriſtians ſee the Church hath not now) ſerved not onely to witneſſe the truth of Chriſtianity, but the authority of the Apo­ſtles in behalf of it. This authority having taken effect, by thoſe Ordinances which the Church hath received at their hands; It is no longer requiſite, that God ſhould bear witneſſe to his own Ordinances, by ſuch miraculous effects, ſeeing hee doth no longer bear witneſſe to the truth of Chriſtianity by the like. Hee that believes, that, whoſoever is not in the Church, is in the power of Sa­tan, needs no reaſon, why hee is delivered to Satan, that is put out of the Church. Hee that believes it not, is not to be perſwaded, that there is a power of Excommunication granted the Church; But, that the Chriſtian ſaith which the Church preacheth is true, for that, without peradventure, preached the Church. At leaſt, till ſome body ſhow us that this reaſon is inſufficient, hee muſt not demand, that wee give an Article of our Creed, and all the help to ſalvati­on which the communion of the Catholick Church pretendeth, for ſuch an ob­jection as this. Chuſe now whether you will ſay as I ſay; That, under the Apoſtles, difficulty was made of re-admitting ſome ſorts of ſins, but never any peremptory order againſt it, (and, ſo, that Montanus and Novatianus were Schiſ­maticks, for ſeperating from the Church, when the whole Church was agreed that there was a neceſſity of it) or look about for a more reaſonable ſenſe, to aſſoile the great difficulties of theſe paſſages; Provided, that you offer not vio­lence to common ſenſe and hiſtorical truth, by imagining, that, ſo near the A­poſtles time, there could be ſo much queſtion about Penance, they having neither meant nor ordained any thing about it. To this argument, all the moſt an­cient records of the Church, whereſoever mention is made of reconciling by Penance, all the Penitential Canons of later ages will bear witneſſe. For, who can undertake to anſwer, or rather to obſcure the evidence made in the place a­forenamed, that, ſome ſins were refuſed Penance and reconcilement in the firſt ages of the Church; When wee have a whole book of Tertullian, contending, with Montannus, to impoſe a Law upon it, of re-admitting no Adulterers? When wee know a whole ſect of Novatians, that left the Church, that they might re­admit no Apoſtates? As for the Penitential Canons of later ages, it is mani­feſt to any man, that ſhall peruſe and compare them with that which hath been ſaid of the primitive times, that they are nothing elſe, but the abatement of that rigor of Diſcipline, which, during the primitive heat and zele of Chriſtiani­ty, was in force; And therefore as viſibly derive themſelves fromt the Apoſtles, as the corrupt Chriſtianity of this time can derive it ſelf from that which they planted pure from the fountain.
But there can be no ſuch evidence of this point, or of the whole mater in hand concerning the Corporation of the Church, as the excluding of Hereticks and Schiſmaticks out of it. S. Paul 2 Theſſ. III. 6-14. orders them to withdraw from every brother that walkes diſorderly, and not according to the Tradition, which (ſaith hee) yee have received from us: To mark them, and not to converſe with them, that they may be aſhamed. But with the excommunicate, not ſo much as to eat: 1 Cor. V. 11. So likewiſe, having exhorted the Romanes XVI. 12. to mark thoſe that cauſe diviſions and ſcandals beſide the doctrine, which (ſaith hee) yee have received of us, & to avoid them; hee hath thereby given us to underſtand that hee would have Chriſtians abhorr all converſation with thoſe that declare them­ſelves Hereticks. I have in another place allowed S. Jeromes expoſition of that Text of S. Paul, Titus III. 9. A man that is an Heretick after the firſt and ſecond admonition avoid; Underſtanding it of Schiſmaticks, who, as it followes, do condemne themſelves, when they voluntarily forſake the communion of the Church, which other ſinners are excluded from whether they will or not. But, [Page] conſidering there is no admonition againſt Schiſme, which is declared as ſoon as it is done, as there may be againſt Hereſie, which may lurk before it is profeſ­ſed; I count is as properly ſaid that Hereticks condemn themſelves, when [...]oever they profeſſe to believe the contrary of that which they profeſſed when they were made Chriſtians, as Schiſmaticks, when they excommunicate themſelves. The Apoſtle indeed ſeems to uſe a moderate term, when hee ſaith, A man that is an Heretick after the firſt and ſecond admonition avoid: So the original  [...] is to be tranſlated, according to Cyrils Gloſſes, where wee reade,  [...] ex­cuſo, recuſo, evito, which laſt ſounds in Engliſh, to avoid. But, in Vulcanius his Gloſſes, evito ſignifies  [...], To have in horror, as well as, to take heed, and to avoid. And it is to be underſtood, that S. Paul preſcribes that to Ti [...]us which hee intends all his flock ſhould practiſe; Suppoſing that, being Chriſtians, they would be carefull to avoid the infection of thoſe whom their Paſtors ſhould avoid, becauſe they counted them dangerous, not to themſelves, but to their flock. To this purpoſe S. Jude 22, 23.  [...]; (the Copy at S. James reades,  [...], reproue ſome that preferre themſelves before others; But nothing ſo pertinently to the oppoſition between pity and terror that followes) And ſome truly take pity on, putting a difference, (or behaving your ſelves with a difference towards them) others ſave through feare (of the judgment of God, or of the Church) hating even the gar­ment that is ſpotted with ſin. It appeares, that the Gnoſticks, whom hee writes againſt, could counterfeit themſelves Chriſtians, to ſeduce the ſimple from the Faith to their Hereſies. Therefore, Jude 11, 12. They periſhed in the contradi­ction of Core. They are ſpots in your Feaſts of love, banqueting with you, and feed­ing themſelves without feare. And 1 Pet. II. 14, 18. they are ſaid to bait unſtable ſoules: And, They bait with fleſhly concupiſcences, through wantonneſſe, thoſe that had truly eſcaped from them that live in error. They were not afraid to commu­nicate with Chriſtians at their Feaſts of love, (where the Sacrament of the Eu­chariſt was alſo celebrated) that they might get means and opportunity of ſe­ducing the ſimple to ſeparate with them from the Church. And therefore S. Jude 19. Theſe are they who ſeparate themſelves, as S. Peter ſaith, that they periſh in the contradiction of Core. So then, thoſe that are curable, either by pity, or by terror, hee exhorts them to ſave: But, when hee charges them to hate even the garm [...]n [...] th [...]t is ſpotted with ſin; hee charges them much more to abhorre the communion of thoſe that were diſcovered to be uncurable. For, with what zele they taught to avoid the Hereticks of that time, let S. John be Judge John II. 10, 11. If any man come to you that brings not this doctrine, (but tranſgreſſes it, and abides not in it, as hee ſaid juſt afore) take him not into your houſe, (as you do them who bring teſtimony that they hold the Chriſtian faith) neither ſalute him, for hee that ſalutes him is acceſſory to his evil works. Certainly, hee requires great demonſtration of a minde deteſting Hereſie, that affirmes thoſe, who af­ford them the ordinary civility of ſalutation, to be acceſſory to their evil works. But it is to be conſidered, that the Apoſtle ſpeaks of the Hereſies which Simon Magus and Cerinthus had then ſet on foot, when hee ſayes there II John 7. Ma­ny impoſtors are gone out into the world, who profeſſe not Jeſus Chriſt come in the fleſh. For, though they wore the name of Chriſtians, yet they profeſſed not, that Jeſus of Nazareth then come in the fleſh, was the Chriſt; But, Simon Magus, and his diſciple Menander both pretended themſelves to be the Chriſt: Saturni­nus and Baſilides ſome of their inviſible principles; Valentinus one of his Aeo­nes: and likewiſe Marcus; Cerinthus, the power that came upon Jeſus of Naza­reth at his Baptiſme, and left him at his Croſſe: So the reſt untill Cerdon and Marcion, who, pretending that Jeſus of Nazareth was not Son of the God of Iſrael, denied, by conſequence, that Chriſt was come in the fleſh.
S. Cyprian Epiſt. LXXIII. having diſputed that theſe Hereſies do not hold the ſame Father, the ſame Son, the ſame Holy Ghoſt with the Church, comes down to the Marcionites, ſtrongly arguing, that, they who made one God of Iſrael, another̄ the Father of our Lord Chriſt, and his Manhood onely in appearance, cannot be ſaid to believe in Chriſt as Chriſtians do. Adding very plainly, that [Page] they are thoſe of whom the Apoſtle ſpeaketh, 1 John IV. 2. that they are of the Spirit of Antichriſt, and that the Spirit of Antichriſt hath poſſeſſed their breaſts. But there is no ſuch commentary upon S.  [...]ohns words as that which is related of hi [...] by Irenaeus III. 3. from the mouth of Polycarpus, that hee would not indure to be in the bath with Cerinthus, the enemy of Gods truth. And of Polycarpus, that, being deſired by Marcion to own him, hee anſwered, that hee did own him for  [...]he firſt-born of Satan. Which actions Irenaeus thus conſtrueth; Tantum A­poſtoli & horum, diſcipuli habuerunt timorem, ut neque verbo tenus communicarent alicui eorum qui adulteraverunt veritatem: Quemadmodum & Paulus ait; Hae­reticum hominem poſt unam & alteram correptionem devita: Sciens quoniam per­verſus eſt qui eſt talis, & à ſeipſo damnatus. So great fear had the Apoſtles and Diſciples not to communicate ſo farr as in words, with any of thoſe who corrupted the truth: As Paul alſo ſaith; A man that is an Heretick, after one reproof, and a ſecond, avoid: Knowing that ſuch a one is perverted, & condemned by himſelf. Where you ſee, it is not I, but Irenaeus that expoundeth thoſe words of S. Paul to this purpoſe. The ſame Irenaeus III. 4. Cerdon autem qui ante Marcionem, & hic ſub Hygino, qui fuit octavus Epiſcopus, ſaepe in Eccleſiam veniens & exomologeſim faciens, ſic conſummavit; Modò quidem latenter docens, modò verò exomologeſim faciens, modò verò ab aliquibus traductus in his quae docebat malè, & abſtentus eſt religioſorum hominum conventu. But this ſame Cerdon alſo that was before Marci­on under Hyginus who was the eight Biſhop, many times addreſſing to the Church, and confeſſing, ended accordingly; Sometimes covertly teaching his Hereſie; ſome­times confeſſing: And ſometimes, being detected by ſome in thoſe bad things which hee taught, was excluded the aſſembly of the Religious. Tertullian de praeſcript. cap. XXX. informes us, that Marcion though hee was at the firſt refuſed Pe­nance by the Church of Rome, (as I ſhall ſhow you out of Epiphanius) yet after­wards was caſt out of the Church there, (which ſuppoſeth him admitted afore) with Valentinus the Father of another Hereſie, and, having been received once & again, at the laſt, for good and all. For, having obtained to be re-admitted upon this condition, that hee ſhould reduce with himſelf all that hee had ſeduced, at length hee died before hee was able to accompliſh the ſame. Theſe things coming to paſſe ſo ſoon after the Apoſtles as they did, and the ſame courſe being held, in ſeparating thoſe Hereſies from the Church, which ſprung up in their ſeveral ages afterwards, there is no room left for any pretenſe, that the Church never had power to do that, which, there never was any time that ſhee did not do. For, it is to be noted, that theſe Heads of Hereſies, being condemned and caſt out of the Church in which they firſt appeared, and which they attempted to di­vide, were thenceforth diſowned by all Churches, being certified of the proceed­ing that had paſſed againſt them upon the place. And therefore Vincentius Le­rinenſis Commentario I. expounding S. Pauls words Gal. I. 8, 9. Let him be Ana­thema; Anathema ſit, inquit, id eſt ſeparatui, excluſus, nè unius ovis dirum con­tagium innoxium gregem Chriſti, venenatâ permiſtione contaminet. That is, ſaith hee, let him be ſeparated, ſet aſide, ſhut out, leaſt the direfull contagion of one ſheep with any mixture of poiſon ſtain the innocent flock of Chriſt. And again after­wards, handling the words of S. Paul 1 Tim. VI. 20. Keep that which is commit­ted to thy truſt, avoiding profane novelties of words; What is it to avoid? With ſuch one not ſo much as to eat. What is avoid? If any come to you, ſaith hee, and bringeth not this doctrine, receive him not home nor bid him God ſpeed. Where you ſee theſe are none of my collections gathered out of the Apoſtles words, but that expoſition of them which the practice of the Catholick Church infer­reth.

CHAP. X. Evidence of the Apoſtles act from the effect of it, in preſerving the Ʋnity of the Church. Of the buſineſſe of Marcion and Montanus. That about keeping Eaſter. That of the Novations, of rebaptizing Hereticks, of Paulus Samo­ſatenus, of Dionyſius Alexandrinus, and Arius. Of communicatory leters, and the intercourſe of the Church under and after the Apoſtles.
[Page]
THis is indeed the true demonſtration and evidence from the effect, that the will of God and not the conſent of men is the ground upon which the Corporation of the Church ſubſiſteth. The whole number of Chriſtians, diſperſed over all the Empire, and beyond the bounds of it, continued for divers hundred years, in one communion, and in the unity of one Church; Thoſe that indeavoured to alter the Rule of Faith, or to impoſe ſuch Lawes, as were found by the greateſt part, not to ſtand with the end for which the Church was found­ed, being, by the conſent of the whole, excluded the communion of it for He­reticks and Schiſmaticks. Hee that ſayes this was not the work of God, or, the means of effecting it none of his declared will, why ſhould not hee ſay the like of Chriſtianity? Indeed ſince the Council of Epheſus, the Churches of Meſopota­mia and Aſſyria are fallen from the Unity of the whole, ſince the Council of Chalcedon, thoſe of Aegypt and Aethiopia. Since that, the Eaſtern Churches, under the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, have been divided from the Weſtern, under the Pope of Rome. And theſe from one another, into ſo many parties, ſince the Reformation, that wee are now come to diſpute, whether they ought to be united or not. That ever they will be, is ſo hopeleſſe, that no man would under­take to diſpute that they ſhould be, were it poſſible, to preſerve that little of Chriſtianity that remaines, without re-uniting the Church. I allege here the moſt eminent paſſages that fell out in the Church, from the Apoſtles to Conſtan­tine, to ſhow, that it is a queſtion whether the evidence be more; That, by Gods appointment, there was from the beginning, and ought to be alwaies one Ca­tholick Church; Or the hope leſſe that ever it will be ſo again. I cannot be­gin with a better evidence than that of Irenaeus, becauſe it containes the effect of the aforeſaid ordinances of the Apoſtles, for the ſeparating of the Hereſies ſet on foot by Simon Magus and Cerinthus, from the Communion of the Church, that the Unity thereof might be preſerved, by remaining diſtinct from them. Wee underſtand by reading his firſt book, that Baſilides at Alexandria, Saturni­nus at Antiochia, Valentinus, firſt in Aegypt, then in Cyprus, afterwards at Rome, Cerintbus in Aſia and elſewhere, others in ſeveral parts of the World, indeavo­red to adulterate that Chriſtianity which the Apoſtles had delivered. That they were ſo unanimouſly rejected and excluded out of the ſociety of the Church from Eaſt to Weſt, that hee is able to affirm, I. 3. that, though diſperſed all over the world, yet it preſerves the doctrine once preached, as if it dwelt all in one houſe, believing the ſame faith, as if it had the ſame ſoul and heart, and preach­ing and teaching the ſame, as if it had but one mouth. And can common ſenſe imagine, that the remoteſt parts of the world could remaine united to one ano­ther, ſeparated from Hereſies ſprung in the remoteſt parts of it, (which they could not have intelligence of but by communication of it with thoſe parts of it where they ſprung) without that continual correſpondence wherein the actual communion of the Church conſiſteth? But the words of Irenaeus are ſo vigo­rous, that I cannot leave them out here, as they ſtand in his original Greek.  [...] [Page]  [...]. The Unity therefore of the Church was viſible; Otherwiſe it had been ſenſleſſe for Irenaeus to aſſume it, as an evidence of the truth of that Faith, the unity whereof became viſible, by the unity of the Church which pro­feſſed it. Thus then writeth Irenaeus. This preaching, and this faith the Church having received, as I ſaid afore, though diſperſed all over the world, carefully keep­eth, as if it inhabited one houſe: And believeth theſe things alike, as if it had one ſoule and one heart; And harmoniouſly preacheth and teacheth and delivereth them, as if it had but one mouth. For there be divers languages in the world, but the Tra­dition ſignifies the ſame. Nor do the Churches ſeated in the Germanies believe or deliver otherwiſe, nor thoſe in the Spaines, nor among the Gaules, nor in the Eaſt, nor in Aegypt, nor in Africk, nor thoſe that are ſeated in the middle parts of the world. But as the Creature of God the Sun is one and the ſame in all the world, ſo ſhineth the preaching of the truth every where, inlightning all men that will come to the knowledge of the truth. And neither will any of thoſe that Rule in the Chur­ches, though powerfull in ſpeaking, ſay things diverſe from theſe, (for the Diſciple is not above his Maſter) nor hee that is weak in ſpeech abate of that which is delive­red. For to the ſame Faith, neither hee that is able to ſay much of it addeth, nor hee that is able to ſay little abateth of it. Hee that acknowledges this to be Gods doing, muſt of neceſſity acknowledge the means of it, (the concurrence of all Churches to the maintainance of unity in the ſame Faith, by diſowning thoſe that pretended to break it) not left to mans will, but injoyned by Gods. And Irenaeus his inſtance in the Church of Rome ſerves to good purpoſe, to make out this evidence. For all Churches, (that is, as Irenaeus ſayes, Chriſtians of all Chur­ches) having neceſſarily recourſe to Rome for all occaſions, becauſe it was the ſeat of the Empire, might there inform themſelves, and their Churches, of the perverſe doctrines that might be on foot, and of the conſent of the Churches in refuſing the ſame.
In the next place, I will not forget the relation of Epiphanius concerning Marcion, in the beginning of his Hereſie, becauſe it is next in time, and of great conſequence. Hee, being put out of the Church by his Father Biſhop of Sinope in Pontus, and making ſure to be admitted by the Church of Rome, received this anſwer; That they could not do it without his Fathers conſent, becauſe the Faith is one, and the Unity the ſame. Compare herewith the proceeding of Syneſius againſt Andronicus Ep. LVIII. & LXXIX. (though ſo much diſtant in time) which in the firſt book de Synedriis Judaeorum, pag. 304. is ſaid to be of a high ſtrain. Hee ſaith, that if any Church, neglecting his Church of Ptolomais, as a poor Church, being the Church of a ſmall City, ſhall receive to communion thoſe whom it had excommunicated, hee ſhall be thereby guilty of dividing the Church, which Chriſt will have to be one; And tell mee how this proceeding differs from that which, in Marcions caſe, Epiphanius ſayes was done at Rome, ſo near the Apoſtles. Certainly, if one Church ſhould receive into communi­on thoſe whom another Church excommunicates, there could remaine no unity in the whole Church, becauſe no diſtinction from thoſe that are not of the Church. When therefore it appears, that the Church held it for a Rule from the begin­ning, not to do ſo, ſhall not this be evidence, that the reaſon is that which was alleged to Marcion at Rome, which Syneſius alleges; To wit, the Unity of the Church?
For the ſame reaſon, Montanus, having, as it ſeems, by pretended revelations and inſpirations, (ſuch as, at that time, there can be no queſtion but the Church was graced with) brought the Churches of Phrygia to his intent, but being re­jected by the Churches of Aſia, went or ſent to Rome, to induce that Church, to undertake and preſcribe the ſame Rules to all that adheered unto it. For why [Page] otherwiſe ſhould hee labor for the conſent of that Church, before others, but in hope, that, having induced it to receive his Rules, the authority thereof might in­duce other Churches to do the like, becauſe they found it neceſſary for them to hold correſpondence with the Church of Rome. Now, I beſeech you, were all Chriſtians utterly out of their five ſenſes, to contend about the communion of the Church, if there were no ſuch thing in point of fact? Were they all from the beginning poſſeſt with a frenzy, that they were bound to maintain it, by voiding all queſtions that might impeach it, if there were no ſuch obligation in point of right? Is it not plain, that the iſſue of ſuch queſtions was this, whether the Unity of the Church, or the advantage of ſuch Rules to the common cauſe of Chriſtianity wayed moſt? How is Tertullian otherwiſe counted a Montaniſt, that is, as I ſuppoſe, a Schiſmatick? Wee may believe Tertullian, in a mater which all Chriſtians at Rome then might know, when hee tells us, that Zephyrinus, then Biſhop of Rome, was about to admit unto his communion, the Churches of Aſia and Phrygia that had acknowledged Montarus and his Prophets and Pro­pheſies. Contr. Prax. cap. I. Though Pope Soter afore Zephyrinus, had writ againſt Montanus, as well as Apollonius Biſhop of Epheſus, if wee believe Sirmondus his Praedeſtinatus Haer. XXVI. When hee ſayes, that afterwards the contrary was reſolved, upon informations brought from Aſia by Praxeas an Heretick; That which appears, that the Montaniſts were diſclaimed, wee muſt admit; That which appears not, upon what information it was done, wee need not diſpute. Tertullian hereupon drawes after him a company which called themſelves a Church at Carthage, and ſubſiſted there after Tertullian, till they were reduced by S. Auguſtine, as wee learn by Sirmondus his Praedeſtinatus Haer. XCVII. and S. Auguſtine de Haereſibus. This makes Tertullian a Schiſmatick; That, rather than reſt content with thoſe Rules, which the reſt of the Church ſatisfied them­ſelves with, hee departed from the Unity of it. Otherwiſe, thoſe blaſphemies, for which the followers of Montanus are counted Hereticks, preferring their own revelations above and againſt thoſe of the Apoſtles, hee is not chargable with.
Proceed wee now to the buſineſſe of keeping Eaſter, and the debate about it, between Victor Biſhop of Rome and the Churches of Aſia; Theſe reſolutely adheering to the cuſtome, which, in all appearance, they had received from their founder S. John, to keep the Paſſion when the Jewes kept it, that is, upon the fifteenth day of the Moon that was the next equinoctial, and the Reſurrecti­on the third after that; The Church of Rome, and almoſt all Churches beſide, keeping thc Paſſion on the Friday, the Reſurrection on the Ladies day follow­ing. The one aiming at winning the Jewes, when it was firſt ſet on foot, the other, to proteſt againſt them as incorrigible. It is well enough known, how Victor, intending to withdraw his Communion from the Churches of Aſia, was reduced to tolerate them by the perſwaſions of Irenaeus then Biſhop of Lions. Certainly, had not the Communion of the Church been in poſſeſſion, and pra­ctice at that time, the Biſhop of Rome had been a mad man to think, that refu­ſing it would be the means to reduce thoſe of Aſia to his judgment and practice. If this poſſeſſion and practice had no ground of right, is it poſſible that none of either party ſhould diſcover the ſandy foundation of the diſpute, and perſwade the parties (which were ſo much in love with their own way on both ſides) to give no heed to other Churches, the Communion of the Church having no ground, and therefore being of no conſequence? What meant Irenaeus ſo to trouble himſelf, to perſwade Victor, to hold communion with thoſe of Aſia, though not condeſcending to keep Eaſter by the ſame Rule, but that hee ſaw, if the Church of Rome ſhould break with the Churches of Aſia, that hee muſt break, either with the one or the other of them, who deſired to hold commu­nion with both? Were the Diſciples of the Apoſtles, or at leaſt of their Diſci­ples, couſened into a humane Tradition of the Unity of the Catholick and A­poſtolick Church, when hee ſo earneſtly labored, that, holding with the Church of Rome, hee might not be conſtrained to forbear the intercourſe, which, for the advancement of Chriſtianity hee held with the Churches of Aſia?
[Page]
But S. Cyprians time affordes divers paſſages of great conſequence; The Schiſme of the Novatians in the firſt place. It is a thing manifeſt by Euſebius his Hiſtories VI. 44, 46. VII. 4, 5. that the Church of Antiochia, together with the Churches of Pontus, (which then ſeem to have either reſorted to Antiochia, or in conſideration of neighborhood to have held great correſpondence with that Church) and Cilicia, made very great difficulty in admitting the election of Cornelius, and condemning the Novatians, for refuſing to receive into commu­nion thoſe, who, in time of perſecution had ſacrificed to Idols, and ſo renoun­ced the Chriſtian Faith. In time, by the interceſſion of Dionyſius of Alexan­dria, moved, it ſeems, with the conſent of the reſt of the Church, they were alſo induced to diſclaime the Novatians, and to concurr to reſtore the Unity of the Church, which, for the time had remained in ſuſpenſe. And it is a thing very much to be obſerved, which the Council at Antiochia in Encoeniis Dominicae aureae pleads to the Church of Rome, in the diſpute they had with Pope Julius, about admitting the Acts of it, in Sozomenus III. 8. and Socrates II. 5. They had taken upon them to make a new proviſion, in that which the great Council at Nicaea had taken order in afore. Which was in effect to make void the acts of that Council. The Pope, I ſuppoſe, had reaſon to except, that this could not be done without his conſent, (including in it the conſent of the Churches which adheered to him) unleſſe wee imagine, that the Synod of Antiochia, being but a part of thoſe who had decreed at the Council of Nicaea, had power to diſſolve the acts of the whole. What is it then toat this Synod allege for themſelves? Even this; That, having preſerved or reſtored the Unity of the Church of Rome, by diſclaiming the Novatians, they expected the like compliance from them, in the preſent buſineſſe. Whereby it appeareth, that the conſent of the whole Church did make, and was to make good the acts of part of it, though not aſſembled with them in Council, no leſſe than if they were. And indeed, what made the ſecond general Council of Conſtantinople under Theodoſius to be general, (none having appeared at it for the Weſtern Churches) but the conſent of Damaſus and his Synod ex poſtfacto, the reſt of the Weſt adheering to the ſame. Which if it be ſo, I do not think I need any other evidence, that, from S. Cyprians time, all Chriſtians did believe, that they are bound to maintain themſelves in commu­nion with the Church, when they believe, that the conſent thereof is able to do ſuch acts as theſe. I cannot here omit the words of Dionyſius of Alexan­dria, out of a leter to Novatianus, recorded by Euſebius, Eccl. Hiſt. VII. 45.  [...]. If you were carried away againſt your will, as you ſay, you may ſhow that, by returning with your will. For you ſhould have indured any thing, rather than ſmite aſunder the Church of God. And to ſuffer martyrdome, rather than divide the Church, had been no leſſe glory, than, rather than commit Idolatry, but greater in my judgmene. For there, a man ſuffers martyrdome for his own ſoul alone, but here, for the whole Church. And now, if you can perſwade or conſtraine the brethren to return to concord, your fall will not be ſo great as that exploit. But, if they will not be ruled, and you cannot, by all means ſave your own ſoul.
It is eaſie, to obſerve, that the ſame Churches, which had made ſo much diffi­culty in diſclaiming the Novatians, were they, who joyned with S. Cyprian, in ſtanding upon the rebaptizing of thoſe, that had been baptized by Hereticks. As appeares, not only by Firmilianus his Epiſtle to S. Cyprian, but alſo by Dio­nyſius of Alexandria, de bapt. III. (alleged by Euſcbius VII. 7.) even before S. Cyprian. Whereby wee ſee, how much Euſebius contradicts himſelf, when hee ſayes, VII. 3. that S. Cyprian was the firſt that called in queſtion the Tradi­tion received in that caſe. In this buſineſſe, the XIX Canon of the Council of Nicaea makes it evident, that neither S. Cyprians party, nor their adverſaries [Page] altogether prevailed. For it is there inacted; That thoſe who had been bapti­zed by the Samoſatenians ſhould be baptized again. And muſt not the ſame needs hold much more of the Gnoſticks, and of almoſt all the reſt of thoſe Hereſies which S. Cyprian nameth in his LXX. Epiſtle? Beſides, it is manifeſt by the ſecond Council at Arles, can. XVII. that of Laodicea, can. VII, & VIII. Gen­nadius de dogm. Eccl. cap. LII. and others, that the practice of the Churches, af­ter this diſpute was ended, was not every where the ſame. And, which is moſt remarkable; Not onely the great Council at Arles Can. VIII. makes a Rule for the Africane Churches (which the firſt Council at Carthage followeth) to the like purpoſe with that of the Council of Nicaea; But alſo Optatus lib. I. demon­ſtrates, that hee rebaptized the Sabellians, which the foreſaid Rule alloweth not. Whereby it appeareth, that the extream opinions, held by Steven of Rome, that none were to be rebaptized; and by S. Cyprian, that all; were moderated by the ſucceeding practice of the Churches, though diverſe in divers parts of the Church. Now let mee ask, by what means this moderation came to prevaile over that vehemence of contention, which you may ſee the parties tranſported with, in S. Cyprians Epiſtles. What could it be, but the conſcience of that obli­gation which both parties owned, to preſerve the Unity of the Church, and the reſpect of thoſe other Churches that were not ingaged in the diſpute as they were?
The buſineſſe of Paulus Samoſatenus is of the ſame time. Was the Synod of Antiochia mad when they writ the Leter which you may reade in Euſebius VII. 30. in the name of the Churches repreſented by that Synod, to the reſt of the Churches in Chriſtendome, ſignifying the ſentence of depoſition pronounced a­gainſt Samoſatenus, and requiring them to joyn with it? If it be madneſſe to think them ſo mad, as to ſummon the reſt of the Churches, upon an obligation which they did not acknowledge, what ſhall it be to think, that this obligation was but imaginary, or at leaſt voluntarily contracted, not inacted by the will of our Lord declared by his Apoſtles? The Emperor Aurelian being appealed by the Council, to cauſe Samoſatenus to be put our of his Biſhops houſe by force, who maintained himſelf in it by force, againſt the ſentence of the Synod; de­creed, that poſſeſſion ſhould be given to him, whom the Chriſtian Biſhops of I­taly and Rome ſhould acknowledge for Biſhop, by writing to him under that ti­tle. Certainly this Heathen Emperor, in referring the execution of the Sy­nods decree, to the conſent of thoſe remarkable parts of the Church, (where­upon the conſent of the reſt might reaſonably be preſumed) underſtood the con­ſtitution of the Church by his five ſenſes, better than thoſe learned Chriſtians of our time, who argue ſeriouſly, that this Paulus Samoſatenus was not excom­municated by the Synod of Antiochia, but by the Emperor Aurelian. For this is the courſe by which all the acts of the whole Church ever came in force, thoſe parts of the Church, which were not preſent at the doing of them, concurring, ex poſtfacto, to inact them, and the civil power, to grant the execution of them by ſecular power.
Perhaps it will not be fit here to let paſſe that which Athanaſius relates, libro de ſontentiâ Dionyſii Alexandrini; That this Dionyſius, writing againſt Sabellius, gave occaſion to the Biſhops of Pentapolis, (who reſorted to the Church of A­lexandria, as wee ſee by the VI Canon of Nicaea) to ſuſpect him of that which afterwards was the Hereſie of Arius. And that, Dionyſius of Rome being made acquainted by them, with a mater of that conſequence to the whole Church, this Dionyſius writ him an Apology, on purpoſe to give ſatisfaction of his Faith, wherein S. Athanaſius hath great cauſe to triumph, that the Hereſie of Arius, which aroſe afterwards, is no leſſe condemned, than that of Sabellius preſently on foot. Grant wee, that it was an office of Chriſtian charity, to tender this ſa­tisfaction, where it was become ſo requiſite; The example of Samoſatenus ſhows, that their addreſſe tended to queſtion, if not to diſplace their Biſhop, by the authority of the reſt of the Church, ingaging the conſent of his own, had hee been diſcovered to harbor the contrary Hereſie to that of Sabellius. And indeed what was the riſe of all thoſe contentions about Arius, that ſucceeded in [Page] the Church after the Council of Nicaea, but this queſtion, whether Arius ſhould be re-admitted one of the Presbyters of the Church at Alexandria, or remaine excommunicate? And thoſe truly, that do not believe there is any Church, but a Congregation that aſſembles together for the ſervice of God, muſt needs think all Chriſtendome ſtark mad for ſo many years together, as they labored, by ſo many Synods, to attain an agreement through the Church, in this, and in the cauſe of Athanaſius that depended upon it. But thoſe, who believe the power of the Church to eſchere to the State, when it declares it ſelfe Chriſtian, muſt think the Emperors Conſtantius and Valens mad, when they put themſelves to that trouble and char [...]e of ſo many Synods, to obtain that conſent of the Church, which, in point of right, their own power might have commanded, without all that ado. In the decrees of divers of thoſe many Synods that were held about this buſineſſe, you ſhall finde, that thoſe Churches which the ſaid decrees are ſent to are charged, not to write to the Biſhops whom they depo [...]e. That is to ſay; Not to give them the ſtile of Biſhops, not to deal with them about any thing concerning the Church, but to hold them as cut off from the Church. Juſt as the Emperor Aurelian, afore, commanded poſſeſſion to be delivered to him, whom the Biſhops of Italy and Rome ſhould write to as Biſhop. This little circumſtance expreſſes the means by which the communion of the Church was maintained. To wit, by continual intercourſe of leters, and meſſengers, from Churches to Churches, whereby the one underſtood the proceedings of the o­ther, and, being ſatisfied of the reaſon of them, gave force and execution to them within their own Bodies.
And this courſe, being viſibly derived from the practice of the Apoſtles, ſuffi­ceth to evidence the Unity of the Church eſtabliſhed, by the exerciſe of that communication which maintained it. When wee ſee the Apoſtles, from the Churches upon which they were for the time reſident, dare Leters to other Churches, ſignifying the Communion of thoſe Churches one with another, by the communion of all with the Apoſtles, (who taught, and brought into force the termes and conditions, upon which they were to communicate one with an­other) have wee not the pattern of that intercourſe and communion between ſeveral Churches, by which, common ſenſe ſhoweth all them that look into the records of the Church, that the Unity and Communion of the whole was conti­nued to after ages? The words of Tertullian de praeſcript▪ haeret. cap. XX. muſt not be omitted here. Itaque tot ac tantae Eccleſiae una eſt illa ab Apoſtolis prima, ex qua omnes, Sic omnes prima, & Apoſtolicae, du [...] unà omnes probant veritatem: Dum eſt illis communicatio pacis, & appellatio fraternitatis, & conteſſeratio hospi­talitatis. Quae jura, non alia ratio regit, quam ejuſdem Sacramenti una traditio. Therefore ſo many and ſo great Churches are all that one primitive Church from the Apoſtles, out of which all come. So, all are the primitive, and Apoſtolical, while all agree in proving the truth: While they have the communication of peace, the title of brotherhood, the common mark of hoſpitality. Which rights, nothing but the ſame tradition of the ſame myſtery ruleth. It is to be known, that, among the Greeks and Romans, if a man had made acquaintance and friendſhip in a forrain City, the faſhion was, to leave a mark, for a pledge of it, with one ano­ther, (which was called teſſexa) upon recogniſance whereof, hee that ſhould come to the place where the other dwelt, was not onely to be intertained by him, (whereupon theſe friends are called hoſpites, ſignifying both hoſts and gueſts) but alſo aſſiiſted in any buſineſſe which hee might have in that place. Such a kinde of right as this Tertullian ſaith there was between Chriſtians and Chriſtians, between Churches and Churches. Hee that produced the cogniſance of the Church from whence hee came, found not onely acceſſe to the communi­on of the Church to which hee came, but aſſiſtance in his neceſſities and buſineſs in the name of a Chriſtian. Thus S. Paul calleth Gaius his hoſt and of the whole Church Rom. XVI. 23. ſignifying, that, as hee intertained him S. Paul, ſo hee was ready to intertaine any Chriſtian as a Chriſtian. And addeth to that E­piſtle a recommendation, whereby Phaebe might be acknowledged and received as a Deaconeſſe of the Church at Cenchreae Rom. XVI. 1. Whereas otherwiſe, le­ter [...] [Page] were written expreſſe to that purpoſe, which S. Paul himſelf calls  [...] or commendatory, 2 Cor. III. 1. The termes in which S. Paul recommends Phabe are theſe; That yee receive her in the Lord as it becometh the Saints, and ſtand by her in any buſineſſe where ſhee may ſtand in need: For ſhee alſo hath ſtood by ma­ny, and by mee.  [...], ſaith S. Paul;  [...] at Athens was ſtran­gers patrone. For, at Athens, a ſtranger that came to live there could not act for himſelf, but by his patrone. The ſame S. Paul thus chargeth Titus, III. 22. Send away Zenas the Lawyer and Apollos with care that they want nothing. That is, put money in their purſe, as their journey ſhall require; As the Aegyptians ſent away the Iſraelites with care, when they furniſhed them with all that they demanded, Wiſedome XIX. 2. But the paſſage of S. Johns Epiſtle III. 5-10. is very remarkable. You ſaw, how, in his ſecond Epiſtle, hee forbids them ſo much as to ſalute Hereticks, much leſſe to intertaine them, or any that ſhould not bring with him the true Faith; That is, a cogniſance that they profeſſed it. Here hee commends Gaius, for aſſiſting ſome Chriſtian ſtrangers, that travailed for the name of Chriſt, that is, upon the buſineſſe of the Church, taking no­thing of the Gentiles, becauſe themſelves were Jewes turned Chriſtians. Theſe, hee ſaith, had born witneſſe to Gaius his love before the Church, by writing le­ters, to acquaint the Church from whence they came, with their intertainment: Wiſhing him ſo to diſpatch them as may be fitting towards God, becauſe by ſo doing, a man aſſiſts the truth. And whereas Diotrephes had prevailed with the Church, not to receive them, and did labor particular men to that purpoſe, (up­on pretenſe, it ſeemes, of ſome ſtrangeneſſe between the Jewes and Gentiles that were turned Chriſtians) forbids him to be ruled by his factiouſneſſe. Wee heare S. Paul, in the end of his Epiſtles, relate the ſaluations of the brethren, (that is, of the Church from whence hee dates) and alſo of particular perſons eminent there, to the Body of the Church hee writes to. What ground had there been for this intercourſe, had not the Apoſtle taught them, that they were all of one Body, and ſo ought to preſerve themſelves? How often do they charge them to ſalute one another with a holy kiſſe, or the kiſſe of love, Rom. XVI. 16. 2 Cor. XIII. 12. 1 Theſſ. V. 14. 1 Pet. V. 14. which the Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles ſhowes was done before the Conſecration of the Euchariſt, to ſignifie the love of one another in Chriſt and for Chriſt, wherewith they profeſſed to rceive the ſame. Though Origen upon Rom. XVI. ſayes it came after Prayer. And Tertullian therefore calls it ſignaculum orationis, de Orat. XIV. the ſeal of prayer. To wit, of that prayer which the Euchariſt was celebrated with. There­fore choſe ſalutations, joyned with the charge of ſaluting one another in token of this love, ſignifie no leſſe, than the expreſſion of the ſame love from for­rain Churches, which they profeſſed among themſelves, in the communion of the ſame myſteries. That is, that they who abſent, thus ſaluted them, did no leſs communicate with them in the ſame Sacrament, than they did with one ano­ther, who ſaw one another communicate with one another face to face.
This is then that communication of peace, that title of brotherhood, that re­cogniſance of the marks of hoſpitality which Tertullian allegeth, for the means, whereby all Churches make one Church, the ſame with that primitive and origi­nal Church, which was firſt founded by the Apoſtles; The unity whereof, be­ing grounded upon the ſame Faith, delivered and received at the Sacrament of Baptiſme, is able to make evidence of the ſame Faith. Do not all the re­cords of the Church, from the Apoſtles time, juſtifie the ſame viſible com­munion in Chriſtianity, by the ſame intercourſe and communion of coun­ſailes and buſineſſe, which were trouble to no purpoſe, were not the in­tent of it to maintain the Unity of the Church? Look upon the Epiſtles of Ig­natius, and obſerve in them two things for the preſent purpoſe. The firſt, that Ignatius, being carried in bands from Rome to Antiochia, the Churches by which hee paſſed, (not onely thoſe hee writes his Epiſtles to, but divers others) ſend de­putations of the principal perſons among them, to conferre with him about their preſent eſtate: Which are the occaſions of the leters hee directs to them. The ſecond, that hee deſires them to depute and ordaine certain perſons to go to [Page] Antiochia, to his Church there, to congratulate with them, that, ſince hee was taken from them, they were returned, from perſecution, into their wonted bo­dy; The preſervation whereof, I ſuppoſe, every man will imagine, this confe­rence, advice, and comfort of ſo many Churches, was the means to advance. The ſame is to be ſeen by that of Clemens, (or rather of the Church of Rome, in whoſe name hee writes it) to the Church of Corinth, divided within it ſelf in­to factions, to reduce them to peace and unity. For, I ſuppoſe, the premiſes will ſhow the reaſon, that muſt oblige the parties to reſpect the advice of the Church of Rome; To wit, the obligation of communicating with the whole Church: Seeing reaſon requires, that the party which ſhould refuſe to return to unity, muſt be refuſed the communion of the Church of Rome, and thoſe Churches, (by conſequence) that ſhould adhere to it. Look now upon S. Cypri­ans leters, look upon the leters of Dionyſius of Alexandria, out of which, for the greateſt part, Euſebius hath compiled the ſeventh book of his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtories, look upon the reſt of the intercourſe, by which the unity and commu­nion of the Church was maintained diſtinct from all Hereſies and Schiſms, from the Apoſtles time till Conſtantine, and let mee know, what probable reaſon can be aſſigned, to move forrain Churches, to give that reſpect to ſtrafigers, which was effectual to the purpoſe intended, had not all ſides been perſwaded, that this was the end with the Apoſtles, after our Lord, had ordained, this the meanes to procure it. Take for an inſtance the leter of tha Synod at Antiochia about Paulus Samoſatenus, in the place afore quoted. There, ſhowing, that, having depoſed him, they had made a new Biſhop in his ſtead, they write further:  [...]. This wee have given you notice of, that you may write to him, and receive from him communicatory leters. But let him that is depoſed write to Artemon, and let them of Artemons ſect communicate with him. Theſe leters then were a mark and cogniſance, that they acknowledged him that was ordained, true Biſhop of An­tiochia. And; the ſending of them from the Biſhops of Italy and Rome, the Emperor Aurelian maketh the condition, upon which the decree of the Synod was to be executed by ſecular force. In like maner Optatus lib. II. having brought down his Catalogue of the Biſhops of Rome to Damaſus; Damaſo Syricius hodie, ſaith hee, cum quo nobis totus orbis, commercio Formatarum, in unâ commu­uionis ſocietate concordat. To Damaſus ſucceeds this day Syricious, with whom, the whole world together agreeth with us, in one fellowſhip of communion, by the in­tercourſe of leters of mark. Theſe leters of mark, which wee ſpeak of, con­cerned not onely the publick buſineſſe of Churches, but were uſually given to private Chriſtians, whether of the Clergy or people, that, when they travailed into forrain Countries, they might certifie, of what rank rhey were at home, and to be received and communicate accordingly; whatſoever Church they came to, all over the world. A thing ſo manifeſt by all records of the Church, that it were injury for the Reader to go about to evidence it. I ſaid nothing afore, in order of time, concerning the ſect of the Dohatiſts. The reaſon was, becauſe they broke out of the Unity of the Church, upon that quarrel which had been debated before in S. Cyprians time, concerning the baptizing of Hereticks, and, by the Chriſtian moderation of that time, had been appeaſed without diſſolving the Unity of the Church. But I ſhowed you before, that S. Auguſtines refutati­on of them proceeds very much upon ſuppoſition of that Unity of the Church, which wee are now put to prove. Neither ſaid I any thing of the Schiſme of Meletius in Aegypt, becauſe it proceeded upon the ſame ground with that of the Novatians, that thoſe who had fallen away in the perſecution of Diocletian ought not to be re-admitted to communion with the Church again. But hee that ſhall conſider the decree of the Council of Nicaea, for the uniting of them to the Church again, ſhall finde, that they held themſelves obliged to abate of their right, to regain the Unity of the Church; So farre they were from imagining, that God had not commanded it. For, to incourage them to return, they allow­ed thoſe, who had been ordained under Meletius  [...], the [Page]title, rank and miniſtery competent to their reſpective orders, and, to ſucceed in­to the places as thoſe that ſhould die: In the mean time, not to act in Ordina­tions of thoſe of the Clergy ſhould do. This you have in Theodoret and Socra­tes, Eccl. Hiſt. I. 9. in Sozomenus, I. 24. And thus, I conceive, I have demon­ſtrated the Unity of the Church, by the ſame reaſons for which wee hold our Chriſtianity; That is, by the Scriptures interpreted by the conſent of all Chri­ſtians: Having ſhowed by the proceedings in the Arian perſecutions under Conſtantius and Valens, that this Union was of force to defeat all the deſignes of thoſe Apoſtates, who, having the power of the Empire on their ſide, ſought the way to introduce their own Faith. For what appearance is there, that ſucceed­ing Emperors ſhould not acknowledge that, which had preſerved their Faith in deſpite of their predeceſſors? Or that Conſtantine, from the beginning of his Chriſtianity, did not acknowledge the Church in that quality, which manifeſtly defeated the de [...]gnes of his ſucceſſors to poiſon Chriſtianity? But the Lawes of the Empire are extant, and ſo are the Lawes of moſt of thoſe Soveraignties in­to which the Empire ſtands divided, and I ſhall have occaſion to ſay ſomething of them in the proceſſe of my diſcourſe, where I ſhall finde ſomething objected for mee to diſſolve. Which when I have anſwered, then ſhall I make account to have completely demonſtrated my purpoſe. In the mean time, I deſire thoſe that have ſeen what hath been alleged for and againſt the Infallibility of the Church, to tell mee, whether ever they found it alleged, that there never was any ſuch thing as the Church, in the nature of a Corporation of Gods found­ing; Which, had it been the ground of Reformation, as now Eraſtians and Independents are founded upon it, there had been no ſuch barre to all pretenſe of Infallibility in the Church, as to ſay, that there is no ſuch thing as a Church in the quality of a Corporation, that is, with power in ſome to oblige the whole. On the other ſide, having demonſtrated, that all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of Chriſtians are not clear in the Scriptures to all whom they concern, I have alſo ſhowed, how neceſſary it was, that the Corporation of the Church ſhould be provided, as well to preſerve that Faith, upon the profeſſion whereof I have ſhowed it was founded, as to maintaine that ſervice of God in unity, which is the end for which it ſubſiſteth.

CHAP. XI. Ʋpon what grounds the firſt book de Synedriis holds that the Church cannot excommunicate. Before the Law there was no ſuch Power, nor by it. Chriſtians went for Jewes under the Apoſtles. His ſenſe of ſome Scri­ptures. What the Leviatha [...] ſaith in general concerning the Power of the Church. Both ſuppoſe that Eccleſiaſtical Power includeth Temporal, which is not true. Of the Oxford Doctors Paraeneſis.
TO much of this great oppoſition is made by the firſt and ſecond book de Synedriis Jud [...]orum, and the Author of the Leviathan; The firſt preten­ding to maintain the poſition of Eraſtus that Excōmunication may be a temporal puniſhment, if ſecular Powers think fit to uſe it, but, that the Church hath nothing to do, to exclude from the communion of the Euchariſt thoſe, who, profeſſing Chriſtianity, live not according to it. To this purpoſe hee produces all the evi­dence that can be made, to ſhow, that, under the Law of Nature, as Eccleſiaſti­cal Writers call it, (that is, from the beginning of the world to the Law of Moſes) there was no precept, no practice of Excommunication, for the Jewes, under the Law, to receive it from thence. No precept of the Law, upon which it can be thought to have been eſtabliſhed by divine Right, ſo as to take place under the Goſpel upon that Title. Here hee ſhowes at large; That, when the precept of Circumciſion is inacted by this ſanction; That the male childe which ſhall not be circumciſed on the eight day, ſhall be cut off from his people; When many precepts of Moſes Law have this penalty, of being cut off, annexed to the tranſgreſſion of them, the intent is not, that they ſhall [Page] be excommunicate; But, that their lives ſhall be forfeited to Gods vengeance in caſe hee pleaſe to exerciſe it. Inferring, that, when the Soveraign Power was taken away from that people in their captivity and diſperſions, being neverthe­leſſe privileged to live by their own Lawes; By their own conſent they ſubmit­ted to this penalty, as the means to inforce the ſentences of their own Gover­nors, by whom their Lawes were diſpenſed. This being that Excommunication, whereof wee have remembrance in Eſdras and in the Goſpels; As it appears, by the original, to have been a meer humane Law, ſo did it no way concern the ſervice of God, which the Excommunicate, among the Jewes, were not exclu­ded from by it: But was a meer civil puniſhment, tending to change and abate the eſtate and condition of him that was under it, in his freedom and intercourſe with his own peole. By all this hee ſeemes to fortifie the argument which Era­ſtus had made, ſhowing, that there is no ſuch thing as Excommunication com­manded or eſtabliſhed by that Law, and therefore that there is no ſuch power in the Church. But further, ſeeing that there was no other company of men extant in the world, for the Apoſtles to underſtand by the name of the Church, when our Lord commanded him that was offended among his Diſciples; Tell it to the Church, Mat. XVIII. 16-20. hee inſiſts ſtrongly, that neither the Church of Chriſt, nor any Conſiſtory or Aſſembly of men, or particular perſon, claiming or acting in behalf and under the title of the Church can be underſtood by thoſe words of our Lord: But that the name of the Church muſt neceſſarily ſig­nifie the Body of Jewes, as well as Chriſtians as unbelievers, or, that Conſiſtory which was able to act in behalf of them, in their reſpective times and places; ſuch as wee muſt alſo underſtand the witneſſes there mentioned to be. For it is manifeſt, that, at the beginning of Chriſtianity, onely Jewes were admitted to be Chriſtians, in ſo much that, the diſpute was hot about Cornelius and his com­pany, Acts XI. 1. being no Jewes in Religion, but yet, ſuch as believed in the true God, and had renounced the worſhip of Idols. Whereby it ſeemes, the command of our Lord to baptize all Nations Mat. XXVIII. 19. was then under­ſtood to concern onely thoſe of all Nations, that had made themſelves Jewes by being circumciſed, afore. Accordingly, wee ſee, that, by virtue of Claudius his Edict, commanding all Jewes to depart from Rome, Aquila and Priſcilla, be­ing Chriſtians, came to Corinth, Acts XVIII. 2. to ſhow, that Chriſtians at that time muſt needs uſe the Jewes faſhions, who were therefore reputed Jewes by the Law of the Romanes, and injoyed the benefit of their Religion by the Jewes privileges, granted, or confirmed by the ſame Claudius, in Joſephus, An­tiq. XIX. 4. Whereupon it ſeems neceſſarily to follow, that the Excommuni­cation then in force was that, which the Jewes had introduced by humane Law, confirmed by the Law of the Empire. Though, it is to be thought, that the Chriſtians, upon particular agreement among themſelves, (ſuch as wee finde they had, by Pliny, Epiſt. X. 97. Tertul. Apolog. cap. II. Euſeb. Hiſt. Eccleſ. III. 33. S. Hierome Chron. 2123. Orig. contr. Celſum I. pag. 4.) had limited the uſe of it, to ſuch cauſes and termes as their profeſſion required. Therefore, when our Lord in the next words commands, that hee which will not heare the Church, be ac­counted as an Heathen or a Publicane; As it is manifeſt, that hee gives the Church no power, but onely preſcribes what hee would have the party offended to do; So, neither Heathen nor Publicane being in the condition of an excom­municate perſon among the Jewes, how can it be underſtood, that our Lord would have him to be excommunicate, whom hee commands to be held as a Heathen man or as a Publicane? The effect then of this precept of our Lord will conſiſt, in limiting the precept of the Law Levit. XIX. 17. to the publiſhing of thoſe offenſes between parties, the private complaint whereof ſhould be neglected; So that, if the opinion of Gods people ſhould be no more eſteem­ed by the oſfeuder, the party offended freely to return his ſcorn, by avoiding his familiarity, as Jewes were wont to avoid the familiarity of Heathen men and Publicanes. Now, when our Lord adds in the next words; Whatſoever yee binde on earth ſhall be bound in heaven, and whatſoever yee looſe on earth ſhall be looſed in heaven; The ſenſe muſt either be general, to ſignifie the [Page] obligation of all Law, and the right and Power which one man may have, by the act of his will to tye and limit another mans; Or particular to the Law of Moſes: Whereby, what was declared unlawfull by the Doctors and Profeſſors of it, was ſaid in their language to be held or bound, that which was permitted, looſe: Which ſignification our Lord alſo uſes, Mat. XXIII. 4. Luc. XI. 46. This later ſenſe, concerning things and not perſons, will be farre from ſignifying, that any man ſhould be excommunicate. And though Excommunication be a bond, and was ſo among the Jewes, yet, how ſhould wee underſtand, that the Church is inabled to tye this bond by a commiſſion, the termes whereof containe all that ſuperiors may do to oblige their inferiors? This Author then acknowledges, that S. Paul threatens Excommunication, Gal. I. 8, 9. 1 Cor. XVI. 22. and that hee wiſhes himſelf that eſtate which it imports, Rom. IX. 3. Not, as it hath been falſly imagined among Chriſtians, to be cut off from the communion of the Eu­chariſt, and other offices of Chriſtianity; But as it was uſed among the Jewes, to inferre the abridgment of a mans freedome in publick converſation, as vile and ſubject to the curſes of the Church. But when the ſame Apoſtle gives or­der that the inceſtuous perſon be delivered to Satan, 1 Cor. V. 5. As alſo when hee ſaith, that hee had delivered Hymenaeus and Philetus, 1 Tim. I. 20. when hee ordereth them not to converſe with ſuch perſons, 1 Cor. V. 11. this hee takes no more to concerne Excommunication, than thoſe verſes of the Pſalms; Bleſſed is the man that bath not walked in the counſail of the ungodly; Or, I have not ſate with vain perſons, nor will have fellowſhip with the deceitfull; That is to ſay, that it is bad counſail towards God, but neither ground nor ſigne of any commiſſion to excommunicate, in the body of the Church. Whereas the Leviathan, (to ſhow here, out of order, his ſenſe of that place) though hee acknowledge, that both ancient and modern writers have underſtood it, as if, by the extraordinary graces which the Apoſtles then had, to evidence the preſence of God in his Church; the excommunicate became ſubject to plagues and diſeaſes inflicted by evil An­gels, (to ſhow, that they came under the power of Satan, when they were put out of the Church) yet hee ſatisfies himſelf by ſaying, that other learned men finde nothing like the excommunication of Chriſtians in it, pag. 209. and, that it depended upon the ſingular privilege of the Apoſtles.
Theſe are the grounds upon which the power of the Keyes, and by conſe­quence, the charter and corporation of the Church, and all Eccleſiaſtical right and power grounded thereupon, are taken away, in the firſt book de Synedriis, to the ſame effect, as in Eraſtus his poſitions. But the Leviathan comes up cloſe to the point in general, and, following the ſuppoſition which I have refuted; That the Goſpel, or Chriſtianity, and the Scriptures that contain it, are not Law, till the ſecular Power that is Soveraign inact it; By conſequence muſt needs deny, that any Act of the Apoſtles could be Law to the Church, whoſe office was one­ly to publiſh the newes of the coming and riſing again of Chriſt, and to induce men to ſubmit themſelves to his kingdome of the world to come. Much leſſe can there be any Power to give Lawes to the Church, but that which is in the Soveraigne of each State, which therefore, when it is Chriſtian, is called the Church of ſuch a Kingdome. Though hee acknowledge alſo, that, before the Em­pire was Chriſtian, the Body of Chriſtians in every City is called in the Scri­ptures the Church of ſuch or ſuch a City, pag. 275; But denying, that there can be upon earth any ſuch univerſal Church as all Chriſtians are tied to obey, becauſe they are lyable to other Powers of this world, according to the States of which they are, pag. 248. and before, pag. 206. As for the Power of bunding and loo­ſing, very properly hee underſtands it to be a conſequence of the Apoſtles commiſſion to baptize unto forgiveneſſe of ſins. But ſo, that, ſuppoſing they have nothing to do either to looſe them that repent not, or to binde them that do, and that no mans repentance is viſible but by our outward ſignes, there muſt be ſome Power to judge of the truth of thoſe fignes, becauſe they may be counterfeit. And this Power, as it is expreſly given by our Lord to the Church, Mat. XVIII. 16. when hee ſaith, Tell the Church; So doth S. Paul 1 Cor. V. 11, 12; and, 3, 4, 5. acknowledge the power of caſting out the in­ceſtuous [Page] perſons and other finners to be in the Congregation, reſerving to himſelf onely the pronouncing of the ſentence. Suppoſing this Church to be now the Soveraign Power that repreſenteth the people, but when S. Paul writ, the Body of Chriſtians in ſuch or ſuch a City, pag. 275. In like maner, the ap­pointing of Perſons, either to officiate the Service of God, or to wait upon the neceſſities of the Church, hee alſo gives unto the Church, that is, then, to the re­ſpective Bodies of Chriſtians, but now, to the Soveraign Power into which all Rights of the People reſolve by the eſtabliſhment of it. But, the conſecrating of them by Impoſition of hands, as to the Apoſtles for their time, ſo, to the worlds end, to their Succeſſors. For thus were Ma [...]thias, Paul and Barnabas made A­poſtles Act. I. 15, 23. XIV. 1, 2, 3. XIV. 14. Thus the ſeven Deacons, thus the Elders of Churches were conſtituted, Acts VI. 3. XIV. 23. the Congregation chuſing, the Apoſtles declaring the choice, as in binding and looſing. As for the maintenance of Perſons thus appointed, it is no marvail if hee make it meer almes and benevolence, without any Law of God to make the purſes of Chriſtians lyable to it, who acknowledgeth not Chriſtianity to be any Law; For, how ſhall hee be bound to contribute towards the maintenance of ſuch perſons, that is not bound to be a Chriſtian? But, that Tithes, under the Law, were due onely by the Civil Power which God had upon the people, having made God their Soveraign, by their Covenant with him, in which right Moſes and Aaeron, and the High Prieſts that ſucceeded him, were but his Lieutenants, (ſo that, when this Power was tranſlated and ſettled upon their Kings, it held meerly by their ſufferance) this is an imagination that no mans brain ever teemed with till now. And truly in the point of giving Law to the Church, by determining Controverſies of Faith, and by interpreting difficulties of Scripture (call it what you pleaſe) as alſo by deciding that which becomes queſtionable in any thing that concerns the community of Chriſtians; It had been a neceſſary con­ſequence of this opinion, that, as hee owneth the Soveraign Powers right to de­cree, ſo hee ſhould aſſign the Perſons thereby appointed for the Church, a Right to declare, publiſh or pronounce the ſame, as in Excommunicating and Ordain­ing hee doth; For which hee hath found no ground, no pretenſe in the Scri­ptures. Beſides, whereas, by the Act of the Apoſtles, laying a burden upon be­lievers, Acts XV. 28. and by the practice of their ſucceſſors, practiſing the hold­ing of Councils, (which common ſenſe would make ridiculous, if they had no ef­fect upon the Church) hee is convinced to acknowledge that they were able to binde themſelves, though not the Church; It will be impoſſible for him to render a reaſon, either why this power ſhould ceaſe, or how it ſhould continue when the Soveraign Power becomes Chriſtian, and all right in the Church is reſolved into it.
I muſt not leave this point, before I have taken notice of one preſumption, wherein both theſe Authors ſeem to agree. For the Leviathan, in ſeveral places pag. 285 286, 282, 205, 206, 322. taketh for granted, that there is no Law in the world, but the Law of Nature, and the Civil Lawes of Commonwealths. And therefore, that hee which makes Eccleſiaſtical Power not to depend upon the Civil, muſt indow it both with right and means, to conſtrain men to obey it; and thereupon inferrs all the inconvenience which hee ſo much aggravates; That then all Civil Power muſt of neceſſity be ſwallowed up and reſolved into the Power of the Church, in as much as all Chriſtians, even Soveraignes are members of it. Which to avoid, it is neceſſary to grant, that the Church is no­thing elſe but a Chriſtian Commonwealth, and the Clergy miniſters of the So­veraign Power, deriving all their authority from it, pag. 209, 249, 296. In like maner, the firſt book de Synedriis Ebraeorum, in defining Excommunication, pag. 105. takes it for granted, that thoſe who challenge the power of it in behalf of the Church, would have the Civil eſtate and condition of him that is excommu­nicate, in regard of his reputation of freedom, changed and abated by it. Which muſt needs inferre the Church to be indowed with ſuch a power, as is a­ble, by outward force to conſtrain obedience. For otherwiſe, the eſtate of no man, that is protected in all right by the Civil Power, could be changed or aba­ted [Page] by it. Accordingly, in ſeveral places hee preſumes, that thoſe who maintain the Power of the Church, and the right of Excommunicating, which is a prime part of it, to ſtand by Gods Law, are obliged by conſequence to maintain the Power of the Church in maters of the world, in Ordine ad ſpiritualia. And hereupon follow the reaſons, whereby theſe Authors have diſputed, the one à priori, that this conſtitution of the Church is deſtructive to the peace and ſafety of all States, Kingdomes, and Commonwealthes, (in as much as a Power not depending upon them, may lawfully be uſed againſt them, by giving the people a title of executing the commands of it by force) The other à poſteriori, from the practice of all Chriſtian States, Kingdomes, and Commonwealthes; Who, by limiting the exerciſe and effect of all kindes of acts which the Church hath done, or pretended to inforce by Excommunication, have ſufficiently demon­ſtrated, that they grant the Church no Title to any part of the Power it chal­lengeth, but their own grant, thinking fit to execute their will in Church ma­ters by Church men, no otherwiſe than they execute their will in military ma­ters by ſouldiers, in maters of publick or private right by Judges and Lawyers. As you may ſee at large in the firſt book de Synedriis cap. X. By which it may appear, that I do this Author no wrong, when I inferre; That the Church is no Corporation, nor hath any Power but from the State, according to his opinion, becauſe it hath no Power to excommunicate. For, if thoſe di [...]ferences of per­ſons, whereby, ſome are qualified to act in behalf of the Church, are grounded originally upon the act and will of the State imploying them to that purpoſe, then can no act that they do be referred to any Power eſtated upon the Corpo­ration of the Church, founded by God upon any charter of divine right. Now, it is well enough known, that there is ſuch an opinion maintained in the Church of Rome; And it is manifeſt, to him that ſhall peruſe what hath paſſed in the Scottiſh Presbyteries, that the effect of the ſame poſition hath been practiſed by them, when the ground of it hath been diſclaimed; which is, to my judgment, the more diſhoneſt courſe of the two. But it mvſt be acknowledged, becauſe it cannot with truth or ſincerity be either denied or diſſembled, that there are ve­ry many of that Church that think otherwiſe, and think that the Church allows them ſo to think and to profeſſe. And it is reported with likelyhood enough, that Cardinal Bellarmine himſelf, (though then a Jeſuite, and imployed to diſpute all Controverſies upon the higheſt termes that are tenable) was not, of his own choice, willing to have maintained it, had hee not writ under an Imperious Pope Sextus V, that refuted paſſeport to his books de Romano Pontifice, till hee had added the fift, concerning this point. Which, what contradiction it hath found from thoſe of his own profeſſion, ought to be notorious to all, that give a judg­ment in this point, and would not judge of they know not what. It is there­fore manifeſt, that there are enough of thoſe, that believe the Church to be, by the Charter of God, a Society, Corporation, or viſible Body; And yet, by this Charter, not protected by the power of the Sword, but expoſed to be perſecu­ted by the ſame; That is to ſay, called by God, to the profeſſion of Chriſtia­nity, (part whereof is, to believe the Catholick Church, and (by conſequence) to be a member of it) but to maintain this profeſſion, not by force, but by ſuf­fering rather than renounce it. Thereupon it follows, that, by the original in­ſtitution of the Church, to be excommunicate, inferres no manner of loſſe in this world, unleſs it be to the Church that excōmunicates, as the Leviathan very truly and pertinently obſerves, pag. 276; In as much as, by being excommuni­cate, a man may be moved to ſeek a courſe of revenge upon the Church that did it; And yet nevertheleſſe, upon ſuppoſition of Chriſtianity, it may well be counted the puniſhment, of not performing that Chriſtianity which a man pro­feſſeth. For, hee that does not believe Chriſtianity to be true, or ſubmits not to it, cannot think it any penalty for himſelf to be ſhut out of the Church. But, hee that profeſſeth Chriſtianity, and liveth not according to it, though the pe­nalty which hee incurres by tranſgreſſing that profeſſion is already incurred in reſpect of God, yet, hoping that God will not take the forfeiture which hee may take, may count his Excommunication, as indeed it is, the loſſe of the [Page] meanes of ſalvation, which the communion of the Church importeth. If then it be demanded, whether the Church, by the original Charter of God, have power to conſtrain men by puniſhment to obedience; The anſwer is, that, abſo­lutely it hath not, but, upon ſuppoſition it hath. For, to him that thinks the Com­munion of the Church no gain, Excōmunication is no puniſhment; And there­fore no cenſure tending to Excommunication, which is the utmoſt conſtraint that the Church can uſe. But, to him that believes the Communion of the Church to be the means that God hath ordained for the ſalvation of particular Chriſti­ans, as the loſſe of it is neceſſarily a puniſhment, ſo is the expectation of that loſſe a conſtraint, to imbrace the condition of retaining it. But, as this con­ſtraint depends not upon outward force, but upon a perſwaſion of the minde which goes afore; So doth it not originally inforce any puniſhment of this world, but onely upon ſuppoſition of privileges granted by ſecular Powers to the pro­feſſion of it, or penalties upon not profeſſing it. Which, being acceſſory to the original conſtitution of the Church, (becauſe all the world knowes, that, from our Lord to Conſtantine, there were no ſuch privileges or penalties) it is manifeſt to all underſtandings, that hee who pretendeth the Church to be a Society or Viſible Body by Gods appointment, is not obliged to grant, that it is indowed with any temporal Power of this world, to conſtrain thoſe who are of it by outward force, becauſe hee pretends, that it hath Power to refuſe the communi­on of thoſe offices which God is to be ſerved with by Chriſtians, to thoſe that performe not their Chriſtianity; Which it granteth to thoſe who undertake it. As therefore, whatſoever is a condition of obtaining ſalvation under Chriſtiani­ty, is Gods Law, ſo, whatſoever, by virtue of Gods Law, is a juſt condition of obtaining or holding Communion with the Church, that is a Law of the Church, ſuppoſing the Church to be a viſible Society of Chriſtians by Gods appoint­ment; though wee grant not, that the loſſe of this Communion imports any change in the worldy quality of any man, by the original conſtitution of the Church, as it was founded by our Lord and his Apoſtles, but, by the privileges neceſſarily accruing to it, when the Powers of the world, profeſſing Chriſtianity, undertake the protection of it.
But having named theſe two Authors for my adverſe parties in this diſpute, I am obliged to take notice of the Oxford Doctors late Paraeneſis, ad aedificatores Imperii in Imperio, publiſhed ſince the penning of this. For the whole book proceeds upon the ſame overſight which the other two have made, and the very Title of it contains. I demand of any man in his right ſenſes, whether hee can be ſaid to build the Church into an Empire, within that Empire or Sove­raignty which maintains it, that challenges no maner of temporal effect for that Excommunication, which is the utmoſt means the Church hath to inforce the ſentence of it. They that oblige Subjects to depoſe their Soveraignes if the Pope excommunicate them, I confeſſe, make both Soveraignes and Subjects the Popes Vaſſals, them to rule, and theſe to obey at the diſcretion of him that can excommunicate them if they do not. That the Scottiſh Presbyterians have done the like, it were eaſie to ſhow, were it worth the while, as alſo from whence they took their riſe to do it. And if he pleaſe to ſtep over the water again into France, I can ſhow him a more lively picture of an Empire erected within an Empire, when the Reformed Churches their had there Civil Aſſemblies, to order the buſineſſe which ſhould ariſe upon the privileges which they had pur­chaſed by their arms, for the maintaining of their Religion by force. Whether by right or by wrong I ſay not here: But this is the thing which hee calleth Imperi­um in Imperio, the Popes temporal Power making him rather Soveraign above, than within other Soveraignties. But, I have ſhowed you already, that this opini­on never was the Faith of the Catholick Church, but the poſition of the Papal Fa­ction, diſclaimed at this day by the farre greater part of that communion, though the contrary, being countenanced the more, make the greater appearance. For my own opinion, I have delivered it ſo clear in my book of the Right of the Church in a Chriſtian State, that theſe Authors might, if they pleaſed to overſee all other Divines that deliver the ſame, by that alone have ſeen what [Page] they had to refute. And truly, I do not believe, that any of them can allege a more convicting reaſon againſt thoſe that build a Soveraignty within a Sove­raignty upon the Title of the Church, than that which there is alleged from the Unity of the Church, propheſied of in all the promiſes of the calling of the Gentiles, which the conſtitution of one viſible Church of all Chriſtians fulfilleth. For, if the Church of ſeveral Soveraignties is to be one and the ſame Body, by communicating in the Service of God, upon ſuppoſition of the ſame Faith, then cannot the foundation of it create any title of tempo­ral right, to the prejudice and diſturbance of thoſe Soveraignties, from whence all force, within their reſpective territories, is derived. If it be ſaid, that the ſup­poſition is impoſſible, to wit, that the Church ſhould have power to Ordain, Ex­communicate, decree, and yet be indowed with no force to conſtrain thoſe that are obliged to ſtand to the acts thereof; The reaſon now alleged to the contrary is evident. For, if the obligation of the inward man be of force to reſolve a Chriſtian, to part with his life to maintain the profeſſion of it; If it be part of that obligation which Chriſtianity createth, to hold communion with Gods Church; is not this obligation enough to inforce the acts of the Church, and that excommunication which inforces the ſame? And for experience from the effect, it is but alleging the ſubſiſtence of the Church, till the time that Gregory II and III Popes withdrew their obedience, and the obedience of thoſe parts of Italy that followed them, from the Emperor Leo Iſaunus, upon pretenſe of his erring in the Faith, in putting down Images. For that is the firſt example which Chriſtendom hath brought forth, of temporal freedom from allegiance due to the Soveraigne, founded upon the Title of Chriſtianity. If yet it be evident that this was the caſe, in which, I ſee, there is ſome difficulty made. But, before this time, it can neither be ſaid, that the Church was not the ſame after Conſtan­tine as before, nor that the power of it ever produced any rebellion againſt the Soveraign, upon this Title, more than when the Martyrs ſuffered for their Chri­ſtianity, without defending themſelves by force.
And therefore, when this Doctor, for the ground of his opinion, (as viſible to his imagination as the common notions in Euclide) alleges, that all Power, all Juriſdiction, all Lawes, all Puniſhment, all Government, all Appeales, all Councils are derived firſt, and do laſtly reſort to the Secular Power, no leſſe in Eccleſiaſtical than in Secular Cauſes, and concerning Eccleſiaſtical as well as Se­cular Perſons, becauſe all force which conſtrains obedience is veſted in it; his imagination is meerly imbroyled with equivocation of words. For all Power is nothing elſe but a moral quality, conſiſting in the right of obliging other mens wills, (thoſe in reſpect of whom the Power holds) by the act of his or their wills that have it. And what ſhall hinder God to create ſuch an obligation upon the conſciences of Chriſtians, by virtue of their Chriſtianity, not allowing them any force to inact it, but the denial of the communion of the Church? Whether the Rules of the Church be called Laws or Canons, hee that is tied to hold com­munion with the Church, is tyed to obſerve thoſe Rules by which it ſubſiſts, and, if hee do not, deſerves to be ſet aſide, rather than the Unity thereof periſh. Whether yee call them Magiſtrates or Elders that are appointed to govern the Church, it maters not; if by virtue of Gods Law, the obligation of obeying them be evident in the Scriptures. Whether it be properly called Juriſdiction or not, when a Chriſtian is cenſured to be put out of the Church, it ſhall have the ſame effect, with that Juriſdiction whereby a malefactor is put out of the world, according as the correſpondence between the Church and the State will bear it. How this may be counted puniſhment, how not, I will not ſay again, having ſaid it already. In all cauſes and concerning all perſons, I acknowledge there lies an appeal to the Soveraign, the Church having to do onely in Eccleſia­ſtical cauſes, concerning men as they are members of the Church, and ſo acci­dentally, (when the Church is as large as the State, all acknowledging the ſame Church) the Juriſdiction thereof, whether properly ſo called or not, extending to as many as that of the State. For, the laſt appeal is one of thoſe Jura Ma­jeſtatis, or Prerogatives wherein Soveraignty conſiſteth, neither is it alienable, [Page] though it is limitable by thoſe termes which Chriſtianity, when it is acknowledg­ed to come from God, eſtabliſheth. On the other ſide, the Power of the Church, though never ſo evidently ſettled by Chriſtianity, may be abuſed, not only when it is extended to ſome temporal effect, but alſo when it is extended beyond the ground and reaſon of that Chriſtianity which it preſuppoſeth. Inſtances you have of both, in the claimes, of temporal Power and Infallibility in behalf of the Church. And, as there lies an appeal to a Heathen Soveraign, profeſſing not to perſecute his Subjects for their Chriſtianity, but to protect them in it, upon pretenſe that it is extended to a temporal effect; ſo may there by an appeal to a Chriſtian Soveraign, upon pretenſe that it is extended beyond the bounds which Chriſtianity alloweth. So the Council of A [...]tiochia appealed Aurelian, becauſe Paulus Samoſatenus protected himſelf in his Houſe, belonging to the the Church, by power derived from him. But hee alloweth them that trial which Chriſtianity ſettleth. So Conſtantine received the appeal of the Donatiſts, but referred the trial to the Church, in a Council at Rome, and again another at Arles, repreſenting all the Weſt. But of the bounds of Secular and Eccleſiaſti­cal power I muſt ſpeak again. That the Eccleſiaſtical may be from God, though limitable by the Secular, hitherto this is evidence. As for the holding of Councils, I mervail to ſee this Doctor ſo ſecurely to dream, that the calling of them all be­longs onely to the State, and that it were an uſurpation in the Church to hold any but by commiſſion from it; For hee is not ignorant how many Synods were held by the Church afore Conſtantine, and that, upon the ſame right as thoſe meetings of the Apoſtles, which, I have ſhowed, had the power and force of General Councils, without asking leave either of Jewes or Romanes. Which is enough, for the preſent purpoſe, to infringe the argument made by this Do­ctor in the former part of his book; Not, that there is no Church, but that there can be none where there is a State. Wherein hee out-vieth the firſt book de Synedriis his Maſter, who, having granted, that the Excommunications of Chriſtians were taken up by the voluntary conſent of Churches, hath, by conſe­quen [...]e granted, that the Church was a Church, that is, a Corporation, before Conſtantine. And therefore I referr the conſideration of the time after Conſtantine, till I ſpeak of the bounds of Eccleſiaſtical and Civil Power in Church maters; Where, it will as eaſily appear, as it is eaſie to look into any record of the Church, that the holding of Synods was a mater of courſe and Canon and cuſtome, al­lowed indeed by the Empire, but conſtituted and limited by the Church. Not becauſe the State might not have forbid them; Had they gone beyond the bounds of that right which the conſtitution of the Church eſtabliſheth, juſtly; unjuſtly if they had not; So that, the power of forbidding to be juſt, the uſe of it unjuſt; But, that the Church was yet unacquainted with the motives of tranſ­greſſing thoſe bounds, and ſo the State had no juſt cauſe to interpoſe. Of Ge­neral Councils I ſay not the ſame. Not as if the Church afore Conſtantine had uſurped a right not due, had it aſſembled by repreſentatives in a General Coun­cil: But, whether ſuch aſſemblies were forborn, as mater of more jealouſie to the State, than either ordinary meetings for the ſervice of God, or Synods; Or of more charge to the Church; It muſt be acknowledged, that the firſt General Council of Nicaea could not have been aſſembled, without the command, as well as the charge of Conſtantine. That other General Councils were never aſ­ſembled without the concurrence of the chief Powers of Chriſtendome. That every Soveraign hath a Power to command the preſence of every ſubject, where and when hee ſhall pleaſe. And that Conſtantius, when hee conſtrained the Council of Ariminum to ſit againſt their will, to the prejudice of the reſpective Churches, (on purpoſe, by this dureſſe, and the opportunities of time, to bring them to his will) abuſed his Power indeed, but uſurped it not. For, if the conſti­tution of the Church be no ground for any temporal Right, then can no quali­ty in the Church exempt any man, from the ſervice, which, as a member of the Common-wealth, hee owes his Soveraign. But, whether they acted by commiſ­ſion from Conſtantius, or by the quality they held in the Church, the ſucceſſe of his deſigne witneſſeth. For, as I have ſhowed you, that without being aſſem­bled, [Page] they had both right obliging them, and means inabling them to maintaine the Faith by mutual intelligence and correſpondence: So, being aſſembled al­ters nothing in the caſe, ſaving the opportunity it giveth, to imploy their right, to that end which their quality pretendeth; Their aſſembling upon his command ſignifying no truſt which they undertook to him, prejudicial to that which their quality in the Church importeth. Having ſaid this in general, to that general Argnment, upon which this Doctor pretends to build his opinion, I am content to turn my Reader looſe to him, provided hee be content to conſider alſo, that which ſhall be found requiſite to be ſaid, when I have done with his two prede­ceſſors.

CHAP. XII. That the Law experſly covenanted for the Land of Promiſe. A great Ob­jection againſt this, from the Great precept of the Law. The hope of the world to come under the Law, and the obedience which it requireth, was grounded upon reaſon from the true God, the Tradition of the Fathers, and the Doctrine of the Prophets. The Love of God above all by the Law extendeth no further than the precepts of the Law, the love of our Neigh­bor onely to Jewes. Of the Ceremonial, Judicial and Moral Law.
SO much difference as there is between theſe two or theſe three opinions, and the reaſons upon which they proceed, it is manifeſt, that the iſſue and pretenſe of all is the ſame; That there is no ſuch thing as a Church: Under­ſtanding by that name, a Viſible Society or Corporation of all Chriſtian peo­ple, ſubſiſting, or that ought to ſubſiſt by a Charter from God, one and the ſame from the firſt to the ſecond coming of Chriſt. Which therefore remaines di­ſtinct from all States and Soveraignties that profeſſe Chriſtianity, by the Rights upon which it ſubſiſts, though the perſons of which both conſiſt may be the ſame, if it ſo fall out, that Chriſtianity be profeſſed by all the Soveraign Pow­ers under which there are Chriſtians. But, that is the reaſon why I am forced to quote both Authors and Opinions by name, which in other points I ſhall avoid: Not onely becauſe I would be as ſhort in this abridgment as my deſigne will bear; But becauſe nothing ſeemes to mee more odious, or further from the pro­feſſion of a Chriſtian, than the affectation of contradicting the opinions of men in repute for Learning; which therefore I would have avoided by ſilencing the names of theſe, had I not found ſo much difference in the means from which they would inferre the ſame conſequence. And truly the Leviathan hath done like a Philoſopher, in making the queſtion general that is general indeed, and giving that reſolution of all the branches of it, without which, whatſoever is ſaid to ſome parts of it, leaves the whole unreſolved, while any part ſo remaines. Thoſe that onely diſpute the power of Excommunication, are nevertheleſſe to give account, what Right the Secular Power can have, to appoint the Perſons, that ſhall either determine or execute maters of Religion, to decide Controver­ſies of Faith, to miniſter the Sacraments, (which they may do themſelves by much better Title than by their Deputies) than if they reſolved and maintained all this as expreſly, as the Leviathan hath done. It may be indeed hee hath made his reſolution more ſubject to be contradicted, by ſo freely and generouſly declaring it; But whoſoever ſhall undertake the ſame pretenſe, will ſtand no leſſe obliged to God and to his Church, to give account, how every part of that Power, which, as well before as ſince Conſtantine hath been exerciſed by the Church, ſhould henceforth be exerciſed by Secular Powers, without prejudice to Chriſtianity, before hee go about to void it; Though hee give not the truth ſo much advantage againſt himſelf, becauſe hee expreſſes not ſo much of his mea­ning. For my part, as I found it neceſſary, ſo I finde it ſufficient to have quo­ted theſe opinions and reaſons, advanced againſt the right of the Church, becauſe I finde, they oblige mee to digg ſor a foundation, upon which, as the true ground of that right which the Church claimeth, I may be inabled to diſſolve whatſoever [Page] reaſons, wit, and learning, impregnated by paſſion or intereſt can invent to con­tradict the ſame.
Here then I muſt have recourſe to a poſition, which ſome men will count ha­zardous, others prejudicial to Chriſtianity, according as their prejudices or en­gagements may work; But will appear in truth, to them that ſhall take the pains to look through the conſequences of it, in the reſolution of Controverſies which divide the Church, to concern the intereſt of Chriſtianity, and the peace of the Church, more th [...]n any point whatſoever, that is not of the Foundation of Faith. In as much as, there is no queſtion that is ſtarted, or can be ſtarted, (as the caſe is now with the Church, ſo as to call in queſtion the peace and unity there­of) but the interpretation of the old Teſt [...]ment, or ſome part of it, in relation and correſpondence to the New Teſtament, will be ingaged in it. Concerning which, the poſition that I intend to advance is this; That, by the Law of Moſes, and the Covenant between God and the people of Iſrael upon it, nothing at all was expreſly contracted, concerning everlaſting life and the happineſſe of the world to come. Not that I intend to ſay; That there was not, at that time, ſuffici­ent ground for a man to be competently perſwaded of his right to it, or ſufficient means to come to the knowledge of that ground, (for hee that ſhould ſay this; could not give account, how the Fathers ſhould attain ſalvation under the Law) which, I finde all that maintain the truth of Chriſtianity againſt the Jews ſo ob­liged to do, that without it they muſt give up the game. But, that the thing contracted for between God and the people of Iſrael, by the mediation of Mo­ſes, was the Land of Promiſe; (That is to ſay, that they ſhould be a free people, and injoy their own Lawes, in the poſſeſſion of it) upon condition of imbracing and obſerving ſuch Lawes as God ſhould give. As for the kingdome of heaven, which the Goſpel of Chriſt preacheth, the hope of it was ſo myſtically intima­ted, that there was ſufficient cauſe to imbrace it even then, but not propounded as the condition upon which God offered to contract with them, as hee doth with Chriſtians. And this, though I cannot ſay that the Church hath at anytime expreſſed to be a part of the Rule of Faith, yet, that the Church hath alwaies implicitely admitted it for a part of the reaſon of Faith, which wee call Divini­ty, I muſt and do maintain.
Before I come to prove this, I will here propound one objection, becauſe it ſeems to contain the force of all that is to be ſaid againſt it. For, when our Lord ſayes, Mat. XIX. 19. If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandements; When hee reſolves the great commandements of the Law to be the love of God above all things, and of our neighbor as of our ſelves, Mat. XXII. 36. In fine; whereſoever hee derives the duties of Chriſtianity from the Law of Moſes, hee ſeems to ſuppoſe, and ſo do his Apoſtles, that the ſame life everlaſting which hee promiſeth by the Goſpel was propoſed by the Law, as the reward for obſerving it. And indeed, what can the Goſpel was propound, for a more ſuitable way or meanes to ſalvation, than the love of God and man, in that order which the Law of God appointeth? It is not for nothing, that S. Auguſtine obſerveth; The firſt commandement of the Decalogue, to acknowledge God, and the laſt; not to covet that which is another mans, to contain in them the utmoſt office of a Chriſtian: And all Divines have diſtributed the precepts of Moſes Law, into Moral, as well as Judicial and Ceremonial; The Moral precepts containing in them no leſſe than the duties of Chriſtianity, when they are done with ſuch an intent, as God, who by giving Moſes Law declareth himſelf to ſee the moſt in­ward of the heart, requireth.
Here, in the firſt place, (ſuppoſing that God, entring into Covenant with that people, intended to eſtabliſh their Civil Government by the Law of Moſes) I will proceed to argue, that all Civil Lawes, that are not contrary to the Law of Nature, and the actions by them injoyned or prohibited, may be done or not done for two ſeveral reaſons: For, if there be reaſon enough for the Nations that know not God, nor ground their Lawes upon any preſumption of his will, or expectation of good or evil from him, to unite themſelves in Civil Society, then is their reaſon enough for them, to obſerve the Lawes upon which the be­nefit [Page] of Civil Society is to be had, though they ſuppoſe not themſelvs obliged by God to them, nor to oblige God by keeping them. And if it be evident, that all Civil Lawes, not contrary to the Lawes of God and Nature, do come from God, as Civil Society doth, it will be as evident, that the keeping of them in that re­gard, and for that conſideration, is obedience to God. The Jewes Civil Law hath this privilege above the Civil Lawes of other Nations, to be gronnded upon thoſe acts, whereby God, revealing himſelf for their freedom by Moſes, ten­dereth them the Land promiſed to their Fathers upon the Covenant they then had with God, upon condition of undertaking the Lawes which hee ſhould give them for the future. And no reaſon can deny, that this was ſufficient to con­vince them, that God required of them, not onely the work which the Law ſpe­cified, but that it be done in conſideration of his will, and in reference to his honor and ſervice; Though on the other ſide, it is not neceſſary to grant, that ſo much is expreſſed by the Civil Law of that Nation, expreſly tending to their Civil freedome and happineſſe, in the poſſeſſion of the Land of Promiſe. It cannot be doubted, that the immortality of the ſoul, and the reward of good and bad after death was received among that people, from and before the time of receiving the Law: Otherwiſe, how ſhould the Patriarchs obtain it, which the maintainance of Chriſtianity requireth that they did obtain? It is alſo evi­dent by the Scriptures, that the ſame converſation which Chriſt and his Apoſtles preached, was extant in the lives and actions of the Fathers before the Law, Abraham, Iſaac, Jacob, Joſeph, Job, Moſes, and the reſt, as the Fathers of the Church are wont to argue againſt the Jewes, that Chriſtianity is more ancient than Judaiſme. It is alſo manifeſt, that the ſame converſation was extant, and to be ſeen under the Law, in the lives of the Prophets and their Diſciples, by the words of our Lord to the Scribes and Phariſees Mat. XXIII. 29-36. when hee chargeth them, that, profeſſing to honor the Prophets by building their monu­ments, but hating himſelf and his Apoſtles, they made themſelves the heirs of thoſe that killed the Prophets; And purſuing the ſame diſcourſe, addeth; That hee would ſend them Prophets and Scribes and Wiſemen, (which were his Apo­ſtles and Diſciples) whom they ſhould crucifie, and ſcourge, and perſecute from City to City, that all the righteous bloud that had been ſhed from Abel to Za­charias ſon of Barachias might come on their heads. The ſame is teſtified by the Apoſtle Ebr. XI. 36, 37, 38. where, having through the whole Chapter ſhowed, that the Fathers before and under the Law were ſaved by Faith, as Chriſtians are, hee addeth; Others had trial of mockings and ſcourgings, and bands, and im­priſonment, were ſtoned, were ſawed aſunder, were tempted, died by the ſword, went about in ſheeps and goats-skins, wanting, afflicted and diſtreſſed, (of whom the world was not worthy) wandring in deſerts, upon mountaines, in caves and holes under ground. Which being the condition of the Chriſtians to whom hee writes, (ex­horting them, by all that Epiſtle, to indure perſecution of the Jewes, rather than to deny Chriſtianity by turning to the Law, which the Jewes indeavored to force them to, by raiſing them trouble) makes it manifeſt, that the ſame righteouſneſs, for which the Jewes then perſecuted the Chriſtians, was that, for which their Fathers had perſecuted the Prophets and other righteous men under the Law. And, hee that ſhall make trial to maintaine the truth of Chriſtianity againſt the Jewes, that acknowledge all the Old Teſtament as well as wee, ſhall finde, that the Fathers of the Church have reaſon, when they allege this againſt the Jewes, to ſhow, that the ſalvation which the Patriarchs and Prophets and other righte­ous men before and under the Law obtained, was not by Judaiſme, but by Chri­ſtianity, Euſebius by name de demonſtr. Evang. lib. I. There was no need then, that the Law ſhould condition that this ſhould be believed, and it was agreeable to the immediate intent of the Law, onely to ſuppoſe it. For, at that time, by reaſon of their deliverance out of Aegypt, they did acknowledge God to be the onely true God, ſearcher of hearts and Judge of the world to come. Though formerly they had been tainted with the Idolatries of the Aegyptians; as by the Prophet Ezekiel XX. 7. and their often relapſes to Idolatry, upon occaſion of the company that joyned themſelves to them when they came out [Page] of Aegypt, Exod. XII. 38. Num. XI. 4. Exod. XVI. 2. XXXII. 1. may appear. Therefore this Law being tendred for the Civil Law of that people, it is not ſ [...]range that hee ſhould covenant with them no further, than that they ſhould expreſly acknowledge him for their God, in oppoſition to all other pretended Gods, and ſerve him by ſuch ceremonies as hee ſhould appoint; Governing their civil life by ſuch Lawes, as hee ſhould allow an intereſt in the Land of Pro­miſe to thoſe that ſhould obſerve, having appointed thoſe to be cut off from it, that ſhould not obſerve the ſame. Though, this being the immediate intent of the Law, another principal and utter intent of it muſt be acknowledged, to make way for that inward and ſpiritual righteouſneſſe which the Goſpel requi­reth. For thoſe, who, by the temporal puniſhment of the Law ſhould be con­ſtrained to yield outward obedience to it, and abſtaine from ſuch evill deeds as ſhould put them out of protection of it, being aſſured, by the doctrine of their Fathers before the Law, maintained by the Prophets under the Law, of Gods particular providence, and the immortality of the ſoul, and the reward of good and bad, according to that ſpiritual righteouſneſſe which they themſelves lived in, were thereby ſufficiently obliged to obey God, not onely as their Soveraigne in this world civilly, but inwardly and ſpiritually, as him whom they expected to be judged by, and remaine with everlaſtingly in the world to come. For, as the neceſſity of Chriſts coming is neceſſary to the maintenance of Chriſtianity, ſo it is alſo neceſſary to the ſame purpoſe, that wee maintain this coming of his to have been fore-told and ſignified by the Old Teſtament, and yet the intent of it not covenanted for, becauſe the intent of his coming was to covenant for it▪ Which had it been covenanted for by the Law, hee ſhould not have needed to come, for the purpoſe of introducing and eſtabliſhing a Covenant, which was already effectually accepted and in force; Nor to do the miracles which yet ſerve not to convince the Jewes that this was the intent of the Law, ſo farre were they from being convinced without them.
True it is indeed, that, though this Covenant had been eſtabliſhed by the Law, and accepted by Gods people, the coming and miracles of Chriſt would have been no leſſe neceſſary to introduce the Faith of the holy Trinity. But it is ma­nifeſt, that the revelation of that Faith was neceſſary, as the means to procure this Covenant to be accepted, as obtained by the Son, and made effectual by the Spirit. And therefore, the coming of Chriſt tending to convince the world thereof, it is manifeſt, that the end for which the world was to be convinced thereof, (that is to ſay, that the Covenant of the Goſpel might be accepted) was not in effect before, not brought to paſſe without it. I do therefore much approve of the compariſon which Grotius hath made between Moſes his Law and the Romane Lawes, which had their riſe from the Pretors Edicts; Who, being annuall Magiſtrates, and having a great Juriſdiction in their hands, were wont, becauſe at the firſt written Lawes were not provided, to ſignifie at their entrance, by poſting up an Edict, what pleas they would receive and give pro­ceſſe to; But ſo, that of courſe they retained the moſt points which their pre­deceſſors had declared, which therefore, being tranſlated of courſe out of this yeares Edict into the next, were called tralatitia, and thereupon all things that are cuſtomary and uſuall, are properly called tralatitia in Latine. Wee muſt un­derſtand further, that, the Fathers afore the Law had ſeparated themſelves from the Nations, (that had fallen, and were falling away every day from the true God to the worſhip of Idols) not onely by acknowledging and ſerving the onely true God, but by very many Lawes and Cuſtomes, whereby they ruled their Fa­milies and inferiors in religion and juſtice among themſelves. It muſt therefore be concluded, that thoſe principles upon which their Religion ſtood, were not blotted out when they received that taint of Aegyptian Idolatries. But remain­ed in force and virtue among them, at ſuch time as, by receiving the Law be­coming a free State, they undertook to ſerve God, and to govern themſelves ac­cording to the Lawes which hee ſhould give. For it is evident, that divers Lawes and Cuſtomes which were in force among them before the Law, are preſuppo­ſed, and further limited by the Law, and therefore not introduced by it, but de­rived [Page] from the Fathers, as our Lord obſerveth of Circumciſion, John VII. 22. Such was the Law of mourning for the dead, ſo much in force at giving the Law, that, upon the death of Aarons ſons, it was neceſſary, that a Law ſhould pre­ſently come forth, incerdicting the Prieſts to mourne for them upon paine of death, the reſt of the people remaining under that Law; Though Aaron there­upon excuſes himſelf, that they did not feaſt upon the ſinne offering upon that day of mourning, and is accepted, Levit. X. 5, to 19. This the Law introduceth not, but was in force under the Fathers, as wee ſee Gen. L. 2, 10. XXVII. 41. The ſame is to be ſaid of the ſeven dayes in which Marriages were celebrated under the Law, as wee ſee in Sampſon, Judg. XIV. 12, 15, 17. which is doubled Tob [...] VIII. 22. no where introduced by the Law, no more than the ſeven dayes, or ſeventy dayes, or thirty dayes of mourning, Gen. L. 2. Deut. XXXIV. 8. The like of anſwering adjurations, which the Law, Levit. V. 1. preſuppoſes, as alſo Prov. XXIX. 24. as a duty then received, that, if a man conjure all that know any thing of his buſineſſe, to declare what they know, all that heare him ſtand bound to declare their knowledge in it. For, for this cauſe it is, that the Law, ſuppoſing him guilty of perjury that conceals his knowledge in that caſe, makes him liable to the ſacrifice for expi [...]tion of perjury, as you may ſee Levit. V. 1. And by virtue of this cuſtome among Gods people, not onely ſtood they bound to anſwer the High Prieſt, as our Lord anſwers Ca [...]aphas, Mat. XXVI. 63. or the King, 1 Kings XXII. 18. 2 Chron. XVIII. 15. Joſ. VII. 19. Job. IX. 24. but al­ſo private men, in the Co [...] where their cauſe was hearing, adjuring all that were preſent to teſtifie their knowledge in their cauſes, if wee believe the Jewes Conſtitutions. In like maner, wee have nothing ordained in the Law that Tithes ſhould be payed, or, that it ſhould be lawfull, or acceptable to God to conſe­crate any other part of their goods to the ſervice of God, or to make Vowes of abſtinence from things otherwiſe lawfull: But wee have it determined by the Law, what kindes ſhall be Tithable, what Vowes ſhall ſtand good, what ſacrifice ſhall be offered by him that tranſgreſſes his Vow, how every thing that a man freely conſecrates to the ſervice of God ſhall be valued in money, Levit. XXVII. 1-30. Pſal. XV. 4. Gen. XIV. 20. XXVIII. 22. Numb. XVIII. 29. The like is to be ſaid of many other Lawes, which, being in the Old Teſtament mentioned as in force by cuſtome, and no where introduced by the Lawes of Moſes, muſt be preſumed to deſcend by Tradition from the Fathers. Which hee that believes, as it cannot be doubted, muſt of neceſſity acknow­ledge, that not onely the principles and grounds of ſpiritual and inward obedi­ence to God for Gods ſake, but alſo the precepts wherein it conſiſts, are rather preſuppoſed by the Law than introduced by it; And therefore may well be ſaid, to be tranſlated out of the Law of Nature into Moſes Law, when they are mentioned by it.
Though hereunto I muſt adde this; That, they had not onely the doctrine of their Fathers afore the Law, to introduce and to regulate this inward obedience, but alſo the Prophets under the Law. The intent of whoſe Office was, not onely to reclaime them from Idol; to their own true God, but alſo to inſtruct them wherein conſiſted, not ſo much that civil and outward obſervation of his Law, which it promiſeth to reward with temporal happineſſe in the Land of Pro­miſe, as that ſpiritual and inward obedience to God, from which they might con­ceive competent ground of hope toward the world to come. Every man knows, how ready they were to fall from God, all the time, whereof wee have the re­cords in the Scriptures, before the Captivity of Babylon. After that time, wee do not finde that ever they  [...]ell to the worſhip of Idols, but wee finde abun­dantly, by the reproofs of the Scribes and Phariſees by our Lord in the Goſpels, that the next ſinne to it, of Superſtition and Hypocriſie, was ſoon come in in­ſ [...]ea [...] of it; When, by the outward obſervation of the Ceremonial and Judicial Lawes, they promiſed themſelves the favor of God and the reward of the world to come. As, by paying Tithes preciſely Mat. XXIII. 23. Luc. XI. 42. XVIII. 12. by waſhing their hands and veſſels according to the Tradition of their Predecſſors, Mar. VII. 4, 8. Mat. XXIII. 25, 26. Luc. XI. 39. by punctu­ally [Page] obſerving the Sabbath, Mat. XII. 1-12. Mar. II. 23-28. Luc. VII. 1-9. XIII. 10-16. XIV. 1-5. Joh. V. 9—inlarging their Phylacteries and fringes Mat. XXIII. 5. by many things more, which are to be read up and down the Goſpels. This diſeaſe could not have been reproved by our Lord by the teſti­mony of the Prophet Eſay, Mat. XV. 9. Mar. VII. 7. Eſa. XXIX. 13. had it not taken root even before the Captivity, when as yet they were ſo ſubject to fall to the worſhip of falſe Gods. Therefore wee finde the reproof of this ſuperſtitious and hypocritical confidence in the Sacrifices which they thought to bribe God with, and other outward performances of the Law, to be the ordina­ry work of the moſt part of the Prophets; David, Pſal. XL. 7, 12. Pſal. L. 8-13. LI. 18. The Prophet Samuel, 1 Sam. XV. 22. The Prophet Eſay, of Sacrifices and Feſtivals, Eſa. I. 11-20. Of their Faſts, Eſa. LVIII. 3-10. Of their ſer­ving God by Traditions, Eſa. XXIX. 13. The Prophet Jeremy, that God requi­red not Sacrifices but obedience, Jer. VII. 21, 22, 23. and concerning patience and hope, in the afflictions which hee ſendeth, Lam. III. 25-33. The Prophet Hoſea, in the Calves of our lips, Hoſ. XIV. 2. The Prophet Micah, when hee teacheth what they ſhould come before God with, Micah VI. 6, 7, 8. The Pro­phet Zachary, of celebrating their Faſts, Zac. VII. 3-10. VIII. 16, 19. In fine, all the Prophets in their inſtructions and exhortations to the inward obe­dience of God in ſpirit and in truth, have ſhowed themſelves true fore-runners of our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles; Not onely in preaching the principal in­tent of the Law to be the ſame which the Goſpel pretends to covenant for, but in ſuffering, (as well for this, as for reproving Idolaters) at the hands of thoſe that taught for doctrines the Traditions of men, the like things as our Lord and his Apoſtles ſuffered for the ſame cauſe, at the hands of the Scribes and Phari­ſees. Firſt then, the acknowledgment of one God that diſpoſeth of all things, and knowes the ſecrets of all hearts, expreſly covenanted for by Moſes Law, by conſequence of right reaſon infers the duty of ſpiritual obedience to him in all his commands; Secondly, the Fathers before the Law had delivered, the Pro­phets after the Law did preach the ſame, no leſſe than they did the acknowledg­ment of the true God, but more principally than the outward obſervation of the Ceremonial or Civil precept of it; Therefore there might be, and was ſufficient means under the Law, to make them underſtand their obligation to that ſpiritual obedience which the Goſpel covenanteth for, though wee ſuppoſe, as the truth is, that the Law expreſly covenanteth onely for the temporal hap­pineſſe of the Land of Promiſe; Therefore there was alſo ſufficient meanes to oblige them to expect the coming of the Chriſt, as wee ſee by the Goſpel that they did at the coming of our Lord, and, as all that will maintain Chriſtianity againſt the Jewes are bound to maintain.
And therefore to the objection propoſed I anſwer; That, though the words of the precept of loving God with all the heart, and all the minde, and all the ſoul, and all the might, may contain all that Chriſtianity requireth, to be done, in con­ſideration of duty to God, and with an intent of his honor and ſervice; Yet nevertheleſſe that ſenſe thereof that depends upon the Covenant of the Law is to be limited, to the obſervation of thoſe precepts which God ſhould confine their civil life to, in the ſervice of him alone; The intent of the Covenant being to contract with God for temporal happineſſe in the Land of Promiſe, they un­dertaking, as a Common-wealth, to live by ſuch civil Lawes as hee ſhould give, as well as to worſhip him by ſuch Ceremonies as hee ſhould preſcribe. And therefore, ſuppoſing they obſerved thoſe precepts, they were to expect the in­heritance of the Land of Promiſe, though wee ſuppoſe, that they did it out of reſpect to that reward, and not onely to God and to his honor and ſervice. Yea, though wee grant, that, for the acknowledging of the true God alone, they were bound to indure perſecution and death, rather than for fear of torment to deny God, or ſacrifice to Idols, or renounce his Law, as wee ſee Daniel and the three Children did under Nebuchadneſar, and the zealous Jewes in the Maccabees time under Antiochus Epiphanes. For, if the Heathen had cauſe to believe, (that which is received of all, as the ground of civil Society) that particular [Page] perſons are bound to expoſe their lives for the defenſe of their Countrey, (that is, to no other end, but, that they may live and die in the Lawes under which they are bred) though they had no promiſe of God, that they ſhould hold their inheritance of this world by maintaining them; Cereainly, the people that obtained their inheritance by taking upon them Moſes Law, ſhall ſtand bound, not onely to maintain it by the ſword, under the conduct of their Soveraignes, but alſo by ſuffering for it when they were not to maintain it by force. A thing nothing ſtrange to a man that ſhall conſider, how deſ [...]rable life is to him, that is forced from the Lawes of his Countrey.
As for the other part of loving our Neighbor as our ſelves, it is without doubt pregnant with an evident argument of this truth, ſeeing, in plain reaſon, the extent of the precept might ſo argue the intent of it: For it is evident by in­finite Texts of the Law, that a mans neighbor, in this precept, extends no fur­ther than to Iſraelites, whether by birth or by religion, that is to ſay, thoſe that are ingraffed into the Covenant by being circumciſed. For example: Let mee ask, how the Law could forbid the Iſraelites to ſeek the good of the Moabites and Ammonites, if it be part of the ſame Law, to love all men, under the qua­lity of neighbors, as themſelves. Let mee demand of any man, how Mordecai was tied, not to do that honor to Haman, that his Soveraigne commanded to be done. How hee could in conſcience diſobey his Prince, in a mater of indifferent nature, of it ſelf, had it not been prohibited by the Law of God. Whether a Jew that is commanded by the Law to profeſſe hoſtility againſt all Amalekites, could be diſpenſed with in this obligation, by any act of his Soveraign. Whe­ther any juſt reaſon can be alleged for Mordecai but this. Nay, thoſe who are called ſtrangers in the Law; (That is to ſay, thoſe that had renounced all Idols, and profeſſed to worſhip the true God, and thereupon were privileged to dwell in the Land of Promiſe, out of which the Iſraelites were ſufficiently commanded to root all Idolaters) thoſe ſtrangers I ſay, by the leter of Moſes Law, are not comprehended in the precept of loving our neighbor as our ſelves. For hee that asked who is the neighbor that the Law ſpeaks of, Lut. X. 27-37. is not convicted by our Lord, by any leter of the Law, but by a Parable, inti­mating, the example of that which hee did for mankinde to be the reaſon of that which the Goſpel requires. Forſooth, if the love of Chriſtians extend to ſtrangers and enemies, becauſe the good Samarit [...]ne, which is our Lord Chriſt, extended his ſo farr, then, not becauſe Moſes Law had convenanted for it. There­fore, beſides this precept of loving our neighbors as our ſelves, it was requiſite that the Law ſhould, by a particular proviſion, limit that reſpect and tenderneſs wherewith they were required to uſe thoſe ſtrangers, as converts to the true God, (for ſo the Syriack tranſlation of the Law calls them alwaies) to wit, in the rank of Widowes and Orphans. If this be true, the precept of not co­veting, by the immediate intent of Moſes Law, ſtands confined to that ſenſe which the Jewes at this day give it, according to the deciſions of their Doctors, that no man, by contrived oppreſion or vexation, deſigne to force his neighbor, that was by the Law inabled to make a divorce, to part with his wife, or any thing elſe that hee called his own. Which ſenſe our Lord alſo in the Goſpel manifeſtly favors, Mar. X. 19. where, recounting the precepts that thoſe muſt keep that will inherit life everlaſting, after thou ſhalt not bear falſe witneſſe, hee inſerres, thou ſhalt not take away, by fraud or oppreſſion, that which is another mans, for the ſenſe of the tenth Commandement, thou ſhalt not cover that which is thy neighbors; All which extendeth no further, than the over act of ſeeking what is not a mans own. And, though this be out Lords anſwer to him that asks what hee is to do to obtaine life everlaſting, yet it may well ſeem, that our Lord intended firſt to propound unto him the civil Law of Moſes, as neceſſary to ſalvation, and a ſtep towards it, becauſe the Goſpel ſaith, that our Lord loved him that anſwered; All theſe things have I kept from my youth up, as acknowledging that hee ſaid true; For, that hee had kept theſe precepts in that ſpiritual ſenſe, and to the intent and purpoſe which the Goſpel requireth, it was not true. And by that which followes, when hee askes what remained to [Page] be done, namely, that hee leave all to follow Chriſt, hee inferrs in one precept, the whole inward and ſpiritual obedience of God, which, under the Goſpel, is expreſly required; To wit, that a man ſet all the world and himſelf behinde his back, that hee may follow Chriſt. Therefore, though they be the obedience which under the Goſpel is expreſly required, yet, when it is ſaid of the precepts of the Law, which who ſo ſhall do ſhall live by them, Levit. XVIII. 5. Ezek. XX. 11, 21. it is not to be granted, that everlaſting life is neceſſarily ſignified, but one­ly a proſperous eſtate, which vivere in the Ebrew, as well as in the Greek and Latine, elegantly ſignifies. And yet there is good reaſon why theſe are counted by our Lord the chief precepts of the Law, though, as for the immediate in­tent thereof, they reach no further than the over act which other Lawes deter­mine as well as they. Becauſe more apt to ſignifie the general extent of that inward and ſpiritual obedience, which, being preached and taught by the Fathers, was firſt to be tranſlated out of their doctrine into the Law of Moſes; that the Prophets, (who, being authorized by the Law Deut. XVIII. 18.—. were rai­ſed by God to prepare the way for our Lord Chriſt and his Goſpel) might have as it were a Text in the Law, upon which they might ground their Sermons of ſpiritual obedience, which the Goſpel of Chriſt, whoſe coming they preached, ſhould expreſly require. And this is that ſecret of Gods Law and of his Co­venant, which the Prophet David declares to be revealed to thoſe that keep Covenant with God, and prayes that his eyes may be opened to ſee it in the Law, the ſtudy whereof inlightens a man to diſcover it, Pſal. XXV. 13, 15, XIX. 9, 10. CXIX. 18. if wee adde hereunto the ſecret of Chriſt his coming, which this obedience, or, at the leaſt, the tender of a Covenant which ſhould condition for it, preſuppoſeth.
As for the diviſion of the Precepts of the Law into Ceremonial, Moral, and Judicial, it will very fitly fall in with the truth which I inſiſt upon, in caſe thoſe that advance or maintaine that diviſion be content to receive this truth. For it will be very proper to ſay, that the Ceremonial and Judicial Precepts are thoſe that depend upon the expreſſe and immediate intent of the Law, as it containeth the condition on their part, upon which God on his part covenants to give them the civil happineſſe of the Land of Promiſe; But the Moral precepts, ſuch as might be counted Civil Lawes, being obſerved civilly out of reſpect to that hap­pineſſe, and might be counted ſpiritual Lawes, as the offices of them might be done out of obedience to God, in reſpect to his ſervice; Which ſenſe, the light of Nature, ſtirred up by that meaſure of revelation which God was pleaſed to grant the Fathers before, and the Prophets under the Law, having prevailed to bring into force before the Law, was tranſlated out of unwritten cuſtome into the Law of Moſes, to give the Prophets a ground of their doctrine of the love of God above all and a mans neighbor as himſelf, ſo to make way for that ſpiritual obedience, which, under the Goſpel was expreſly to be required. But, if they refuſe to admit this diviſion, ſo as to comply with the ſenſe I pre­tend, then will it be eaſie for mee to refuſe the diviſion, as not contained in the Scripture, but the conceit of Divines, that neither do underſtand the true diffe­rence between the Law and the Goſpel, not can be content to be ſhowed it. For, neither doth any Scripture of the Old or New Teſtament expreſſe this diviſion to come from the firſt and immediate, and expreſſe intent of the Law, nor is there any Tradition in the Church of it, which are the two onely means that hitherto remain in queſtion, whether mater of Faith can be grounded upon both of them, or onely upon the one: And to have recourſe to any opinion of the Jewes, ſince the ſeparation of them from the Church of God, in a point concerning that difference, muſt needs be an affront to Chriſtianity.

CHAP. XIII. That the Law tendreth no other promiſe but that of the Land of Canaan. How the Reſurrection is ſignified by the Prophets. Expreſſe texts of the Apoſtles. Their arguments, and the arguments of our Lord do ſuppoſe the myſtical ſenſe of the Scriptures. That this ſenſe is to be made good throughout the Scripture, whereſoever the ground of it takes place; Chri­ſtianity well grounded ſuppoſing this. What parts of Scripture may be que­ſtionable, whether they have a myſtical ſenſe or not. The ſayings and do­ings of our Lord have it; As alſo thoſe paſſages of the Old Teſtament, which are fulfilled by the ſame. The ſenſe of the Fathers.
[Page]
HAving ſhowed, by removing this block, that there is no appearance of inconvenience in admitting this truth, I am now to ſhow, what appea­rance of neceſſary conſequences from the Scriptures there is to inforce it. Be­ginning then with the firſt propoſition of the Covenant of the Law in Marah, Exod. XVI. 27, 28. wee reade, that at Marah God appointed them a Statute and a Judgment. The Jews ſay, that there hee gave them the precepts of the Sabbath, and Honoring parents. Whether ſo or not, ſomething God propounds them to do; For, to ſhow what hee bids them expect, doing it, hee inferres; And there hee tried him and ſaid; If thou wilt hearken to the voice of the Lord thy God, and do that which is right in his eyes, and wilt receive his precepts, and do all his Statutes, I will bring upon thee none of the griefs that I brought upon Aegypt. For I am the Lord thy God that heal thee. It will be hard to ſay, how the Law could be eſtabliſhed upon any other condition than firſt it was propounded on, and here is nothing but an earthly promiſe. Come wee to the giving and receiving of the Law, Exod. XIX. 5, 6. And now, if you will hear my voice and keep my Covenant, yee ſhall be to mee, whoſe all the earth is, a Jewell above all Nati­ons of the earth, a kingdome of Prieſts, an holy people. All Nations being at this time polluted by offering ſacrifices to devils, and enemies to God, the Iſraelites, redeemed by God out of Aegypt to be free under his government, and to offer ſacrifices to him alone, might well be a kingdome of Prieſts, a holy people, Gods Jewel above all Nations of the earth, without any Covenant for the happineſs of the world to come. After the giving of the Decalogue, and other Precepts, by the mediation of Moſes, Exod. XXIII. 25—. And you ſhall ſerve the Lord your God, and hee ſhall bleſſe thy bread and waters: And I will take ſickneſs from a­mid thee: There ſhall no woman miſcarry, or be barren in thy Land. I will make full the number of thy dayes. I will ſend my terror before thee, and the reſt that followes there to aſſure them, how and by what means hee will bring them in­to the Land of Promiſe. Hitherto, in treating, in contracting this Covenant, no mention of the world to come; What ſhall wee finde at renewing it? Deut. XXIX. 1. Theſe are the words (that is, the termes) of the Contract which Moſes ſtruck with the Iſraelites in the plain of Moab, beſides that in Horeb. Then, re­peating the ſumme of what they had ſeen ſince their coming out of Aegypt, as to move them to imbrace Gods Covenant; Wherefore, ſaith hee, yee ſhall obſerve the termes of this Covenant, and do them, that yee may prosper in whatſoever you do. And ſo, conteſting the whole Aſſembly, that they and their poſterity muſt, by tranſgreſſing, come under the curſe which it is inacted with, thus expreſſes the ſumme of it; That hee may ſettle thee to himſelf, for a people, and hee be thy God, as hee hath ſaid to thee, and as hee hath ſworn to Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, thy Fathers: To whom hee had expreſly ſworn to give the Land of Promiſe, and therefore ſo determined the expreſſe ſenſe and intent of being their God. For, to expound what it means, for them to have God for their God, and hee them for his people, it followes, that if any of them return from the Lord to the Gods of the Aegyptians, and other Nations, they ſhall incurre the curſe which the Covenant is inacted with, that the Land, being turned into ſalt and brimſtone, ſhall not be to be ſown, nor ſpring, nor graſſe grow, but be like [Page] Sodome, and Gomorra, and Seboim, which the Lord overthrew in his wrath Hereupon hee begins the XXX Chapter thus; And it ſhall come to paſſe, that, when all theſe things are lefallen t [...]e, and thou ſhalt call them to minde, among all Nations to which God ſhall have driven thee, and return to the Lord thy God; And the reſt, whereby God promiſes, that hee will be intreated of his people, and turn the ſaid curſes from them upon their enemies. Remitting plainly, him that will underſtand what thoſe are, to that which went afore, from cap. XXVI. 16—. XXVII, XXVIII, XXIX. which hee that will peruſe, may truſt his own ſen­ſes, whether they ſpeak of life everlaſting, or of the Land of Promiſe. And in­deed, the whole book of Deuteronomy containing nothing elſe, but the repeti­tion, and continuation of what was moſt neceſſary to introduce and perſw [...]de this renewing of the Covenant, whether wee judge of the premiſes by the con­cluſion, or of the concluſion by the premiſes, wee ſhall  [...]inde no more th [...]n what I have ſaid. Now the whole XXV of Leviticus, being nothing elſe, but an exhortation and warning to keep the Law, propounded before the camp re­moved from Mount Sinai, as you have it XXVI. 46; Had any ſuch thing as eter­nal life been covenanted for, of neceſſity the arguments there uſed muſt have been drawn from thence. But you ſhall finde no more than concernes the Land of Promiſe. The effect of this reaſon is not to argue a negative from Scri­pture; That is to ſay, this is not recorded in the Scripture, not in this or that part of the Scripture, therefore not true; But to argue from the common reaſon of all men, and the viſible nature of the buſineſſe then in hand, that, what was not then expreſſed for a condition of that Covenant which is related to have been ſtruck between God and the Iſraelites, cannot be preſumed to have been an expreſſe condition of it. For, by interpretation, from, not onely the con­verſation of the Fathers, but the doctrine of the Prophets, and the preaching of the Goſpel, I grant that it is the principal intent which the Law intimateth, though not expreſſeth.
One particular precept of the Law I muſt not omit. It is that of Lev. V. 1-5. which appointeth the ſame ſacrifice to be offered for legal uncleanneſſe as for perjury. Now, it is to be conſidered, that legal uncleanneſſe is not a thing for­bidden by the Law, but is contracted by obſerving the Law, as Tobits unclean­neſſe, which made him lye out of the houſe, and occaſioned his blindeneſſe by burying the dead, Tobit III. 11. being indeed an outward accident, coming to paſſe without any inclination of mans will to it, and therefore not imputable. If therefore the ſame means of expiating that which is not forbidden by the Law, expiate ſuch a ſin as perjury, let any man underſtand how by this Law ex­piation is made for the guilt of perjury, whereby every Chriſtian believes hee becomes lyable to everlaſting death, when by the ſame, expiation is made, not for ſinne, but for a legal incapacity of converſing with Gods people, or coming to the Tabernacle. Another is that of Prayer negatively: For, who will believe, that the ſpiritual reward of everlaſting life is promiſed by the Covenant of the Law, which does not ſo much as command the ſpiritual ſervice of Prayer, as the Jewes themſelves obſerve, (Maimoni in the beginning of the Titles of Prayer and Bleſſings) that Prayer is commanded onely by the precept of the Law, Deut. VI. 13. X. 20. Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God, and ſerve him. The Lord thy God ſhalt thou fear, and him ſerve. And thoſe Bleſſings in which ſo much of their Religion conſiſts, onely by Deut. VIII. 10. And when thou haſt eaten and art full, then ſhalt thou bleſſe the Lord thy God for the good Land which hee hath gi­ven thee. Out of theſe texts their Elders, they ſay, have taken occaſion to pre­ſcribe the kindes, and meaſure, and circumſtances of their Prayers and Bleſſings. And truly, when there is ſo much in the Law, of their Feſtivals, and Sabbaths, and Sacrifices, and ſo little of the ſpiritual duties which God is to be ſerved with, and was ſerved with even under the Law; It is impoſſible to give a reaſon of it, unleſſe wee ſay, that, as the Goſpel was yet to be a ſecret to the ſpiritual ſervice of God, which under it was to be required, was not, under the Law, to be covenanted for, that is expreſſed.
And here I am not to forget the Sect of Sadducees, which, though it denyed [Page] the reward after death, yet notwithſtanding was not, onely tolerated among the Jewes, but alſo in ſuch Power, that I have ſhowed in another place, that, du­ring the time mentioned by the Acts of the Apoſtles, it had authority in all publick maters of the Nation under the Romanes. For, if they that denied the Reſurrection, expreſly renounced the Law, by renouncing the expreſſe condi­tion of it, it will be impoſſible to ſay, how they that renounced the Law, ſhould manage that Power of governing their own people by the Law, which was re­ſerved to the Nation by the Romanes. Indeed, when Idolatry prevailed, the precepts which puniſhed that ſinne by death, of neceſſity were ſuper [...]eded for the time. But, when after the Captivity, ſome denied the life to come, others expected it from the literal and carnal obſervation of the Law, both maintain­ing themſelves under the Law and by it, it might be ſignified by the Law, as our Savior proves the Reſurrection, Mat. XXII. 23. Mar. XII. 18. Luc. XX. 27. but, had it been covenanted for, impudence would not have had wherewith to maintaine the contrary, acknowledging the Law. And therefore I agree, that, when our Lord ſayes; Search the Scriptures, for in them yee think yee have e­ternal life; John V. 39. This think is a term of abatement: Signifying, that they expected ſalvation by the Law, which indeed is not to be had but by his Goſpel, which the Law intimateth and involveth. Yee think yee have it ſo, as indeed yee have it not.
In the next place, conſider wee a while the Writings of the Prophets, that is, all that followes the Law in the Old Teſtament, and wee ſhall finde there, ſuch intimations of the world to come, ſuch inſtruction to that converſation by which it is attained, as may ſhow, that it was not covenanted for, though at­tainable by Gods diſpenſation of that time. That which wee reade in the Pro­pher Eſay XXVI. 19. Thy dead ſhall live, my carkaſſes ſhall ariſe, awake and ſing yee that dwell in the duſt, for thy dew is the dew of herbs, and the earth ſhall caſt forth the Gyants; is the very picture of the Reſurrection which Chri­ſtians believe. But what it ſignifies there, let the conſequence of the Scripture witneſſe, which ſhowes it (by the beginning of the Chapter) to be part of a Song which ſhould be ſung in the Land of Judab at that day: That is, at ſuch time as God, having afflicted his people, according to the Propheſies going a­fore, ſhould reſtore them again, as hee propheſies there and afterwards. The Viſion of dry bones which the Prophet Ezekiel XXXIII. ſaw, upon the breathing of God, clothed with fleſh and skin, to riſe againe, manifeſtly fore­tells the return of the Jewes from Captivity, to be a Nation againe; But  [...]o, that it cannot be denied, that S. Hilary had reaſon to call him ſeveral times the Prophet of the Reſurrection for it. Nor muſt wee make any other account of Daniel, who, having propheſied of the miſeries that were to befall the Jewes, eſpecially under Antiochus Epiphanes, and their deliverances in the end, ſets forth the glory and ignominy of thoſe that had ſtuck to their Law till death, or fallen from it, after they had their freedom under the Maccabees, by the figure of riſing from the dead, XII. 1, 2. For, having firſt ſaid, at that time thy people ſhall eſcape, whoſoever is written in the book; (Which time is that perſecution un­der Epiphanes) when hee adds incontinently; And many of thoſe that ſleep in the duſt of the earth ſhall awake, ſome to everlaſting life, ſome to ever­laſting reproach and ſhame. And teachers ſhall ſbine as the ſhine of the sky, and thoſe that make many righteous, as the ſtarres for ever and ever; I ſay this following immediately, it cannot ſtand with common ſenſe, that it ſhould not concerne the ſame times and perſons: Though wee allow it a competent argument, that the Prophet, which ſets forth the deliverance of that people in ſuch termes, underſtood the Reſurrection of the dead well enough, and intend­ed, by uſing the ſame, to make way for Chriſtianity that profeſſes it. But the words of S. Job XIX. 25. are more queſtionable. I know, ſaith hee, that my Redeemer liveth, and ſhall ſtand upon the earth at laſt: And after they have pierced this my skin, I ſhall ſee God out of my fleſh. But if wee compare this with what hath been hitherto produced out of the Prophets, it will not ſeem probable, that the Reſurrection, which they ſo darkly intimated, ſhould be [Page] ſo plainly preached, either before the Law, when Job lived, or under the Law, when the book of Job is ſaid to have been penned. And truly, hee that per­ſwaded himſelf that God would deliver him out of his preſent affliction, might well ſay; I know that my Redeemer liveth: And hee that ſaith XLII. 5. By the hearing of the eare, I had heard of thee, but now doth mine eye ſee thee; might ſay to the ſame purpoſe, that hee ſhould ſee God ſtanding at length upon the earth, after that his skin had been pierced with ſores. Conſider now thoſe paſſages of the Prophets, whereby they declare, how they are moved to queſtion Gods providence, by ſeeing the righteous afflicted and the wicked to flouriſh in this world, Pſal. LXXIII. 2-20. Jer. XII. 1, 2. Mal. III. 13-18. beſides all the diſcourſes of this point, in Job, Eccleſiaſtes, and elſewhere. It is plaine, every Chriſtian can anſwer this out of the principles of his profeſſion, by ſaying; That God reſerves his full account to the day of judgment, in the mean time maintaining ſufficient evidence of his providence, by the account which hee takes of ſome ſinnes in this world. And, had this been a part of the old Covenant, it had been no leſſe ready for every one to anſwer with. What ſaith David? When I went into the Sanctuary of God, then underſtood I the end of thoſe men: Forſooth, thou ſetteſt them in ſlippery places, and caſteſt them down to ruine. How came they to deſolation in a moment? they came to an end by terrors. As when a man awakes out of a dreame, Lord, when thou awakeſt, thou ſhalt ſcorn the image of them. Is there any thing in all this to determine, whether in this world or in the world to come? Though the conſequence be good, not in this world, therefore in the world to come. What ſaith Jeremy? And thou, O Lord, knoweſt mee, and trieſt my heart before thee. Pluck them out as ſheep to be ſlain, and conſecrate them to the day of ſlaughter. What ſaith Malachi? They ſhall be mine, ſaith the Lord of Hoſts, when I ſtore up my Jewels, and I will ſpare them, as a man ſpareth his ſon that ſerveth him. And yee ſhall again diſtinguiſh between the righteous and the wicked, between him that ſerveth God and him that ſerveth him not. All this is true to thoſe that are in Covenant with God, as the temporal pro­miſes are true, even in this life, and therefore expreſſes not the world to come, whatſoever may be inferred by the foreſaid conſequence. And truly Eccleſiaſtes is ſo farre from expreſſing the anſwer that Chriſtianity maketh to this objection, as to give ſome men occaſion to imagine, that it alloweth the world to come no more, than the lives of worldly men do own it. And all the obſcurity of the book of Job will never be reſolved, without acknowledging, that this truth was then a ſecret, which the Prophets knew, but preached it ſo ſparingly, (and with ſuch good husbandry, which the Greek Fathers uſe to call  [...]) as the hope of proficience by their Doctrine, in their hearers did require. The ſame ac­count is to be had of the Prophet Habakkuk II. 3-14. where hee propoſeth the difference between the Chaldeans and Iſraelites in theſe termes; Behold, the ſoul that is exalted is not right in him: But the juſt ſhall live by faith: And concludes; See, is not this of the Lord of Hoſts? And the people ſhall labor for fire, and the Nations be weary for nothing. For the earth ſhall be filled with the knowledge of the glory of the Lord, as the waters cover the ſeas. Which, all the Prophets will witneſſe to ſignifie the reſtoring of the people of God, to the deſtruction of Idolatry, and their enimies I­dolaters. No where is this truth more obſervable than in the Pſalmes XVI. 11. Thou ſhalt make known to mee the way of life: Fulneſſe of joyes is before thee, and pleaſures at thy right hand for ever more. Is not this true in the ſenſe of Ezekiah, Eſa. XXXVII. 10, 21? Firſt hee ſaith; I ſhall ſee the Lord no more in the land of the living: But upon the tender of the Pro­phet, hee askes, What is the ſigne that I ſhall go up into the houſe of the Lord? Where, the preſence or right hand of God, and the pleaſure of it, is the joy that his people have to worſhip him before the Ark of his preſence. Pſal. XVII. 15. As for mee, I will behold thy preſence in righteouſneſſe, when I awake, I ſhall be ſatisfied with thy likeneſſe. The ſame thing hee meanes, and hee awakes, when hee comes out of trouble to ſerve God. Though I am [Page] to grant, that I cannot think of any text in all the book of Pſalms, wherein the world to come is more literally ex [...]reſſed, th [...]n in theſe words. Pſalm CXXVI, 5, 6. They that ſow in tears ſhall reap in joy. Hee that now goeth on his way weeping, ſhall doub leſſe come again in joy, and bring in his ſheaves. Whether at the returne from Captivity, or in heaven, let the beginning of the Pſalme ſpeak; When the Lord turned again the Captivity of his people, th [...]n were wee like men that dreame. But there would be no end, if I ſhould go about to produce all thoſe paſſages of the Pſalmes, wherein the ſame is to be obſerved.
Let us come now to the New Teſtament, and produce firſt the ſayings of the Apoſtles, wherein my poſition is expreſly affirmed, eſpecially in the Apoſtle to the Hebrewes VII. 19. For the Law perſited nothing, but the bringing in of à bet­ter hope, by which wee draw nigh unto God. What is this better hope, but that of the world to come, ſo much better than the Land of Promiſe? and what brin­geth it in but the Goſpel of Chriſt, by whom alone ſinners have acceſſe to God? X. 19—. Againe, VIII. 6. But now hee hath obtained a more excellent miniſte­ry, by how much hee is the Mediator of a better Covenant, which is inacted upon better promiſes. IX. 15. And therefore is  [...]ee the Mediator of a New Covenant, that, d [...]ath interceding for the redemption of thoſe ſins that were under the firſt Co­venant, thoſe that are called may receive the promiſe of eternal life. This more excellent Miniſtery, is the Prieſthood of Chri [...]t after the order of Melchiſedeck. To make way for which, the whole Epiſtle ci [...]put [...]s, that the Levitical Prieſt­hood is removed, as the intereſt of Chriſtianity againſt the Law of Moſes, and the q [...]ion on foot required. Now Melchiſedek was  [...] Prieſt, not by the law of a carnal precept, but by the power of indiſſoluble life; ſaith hee again, Ebr. VII. 19. What thi [...] carnal precept is, you have IX. 9-14. When hee ſaith, that at preſent; to wit, under the Law; gifts and ſacrifices are offered, which cannot perſit him that ſerveth, as to the conſcience, conſiſting onely in meats and drinks, and ſeveral waſhings, and carnal juſtifications, impoſed till the time of Reforma [...] When Chriſt, coming as a High Prieſt of good things to come, and having fo [...] ſage into heaven, cleanſes the conſcience from dead works to ſerve the living  [...]d. So that, according to the Apoſtle, the Sacrifices of the Law effecting on [...]ly a carnal right to the Congregation of Gods people, the Sacrifice of Chriſt a right to heaven, this right is tendred by the Goſpel, the other by the Law. And thus S. Paul, 2 Tim. I. 9, 10. calleth the Goſpel, the Grace that was given us in Chriſt Jeſus before the ages of the world, but is manifeſted now by the appearance of our Lord Chriſt Jeſus, who hath deſtroyed death, but declared life and incorruption by the Goſpel. For, though the life to come was known and declared by the Pro­phets under the Law, yet had they no expreſſe commiſſion to ingage God for it, till Chriſt rendred it, as that which the Goſpel covenants for on Gods part. But, I muſt not forget the occaſion of that memorable paſſage, quoted from Ebr. IX. 9. from the diſcourſe that went afore, whereby the Apoſtle declares the whole courſe and conſtitution of the ſervice of the Temple to be nothing elſe, but a Parable of the preſent time, to wit of Chriſtianity; As alſo the legal Taber­nacle was nothing elſe but a Copy of the Heavenly, by the pattern whereof hee obſerves that Moſes was commanded to build it, VIII. 5, 6. calling it therefore the Worldly Sanctuary IX. 1. becauſe it was a Copy, as it were, of this whole world, in the ſeveral parts of it, as Philo and Joſephus have diſcourſed at large. The moſt Holy place, into which the High Prieſt entred once a year, by the A­poſtles interpretation, anſwereth to the higheſt heavens, whereunto our Lord Chriſt is aſcended, whom therefore hee calleth the miniſter of the true Taber­nacle, which God and not man pitched, VIII. 7, And therefore the outward Sanctuary, into which the Prieſts went once a day, was intended to ſignifie the Starry heavens, and the Court of the Tabernacle the World here below, as Philo and Joſephus declare, juſtifying the reaſon why the Apoſtle calls it a Worldly Tabernacle.
This interpretation of the Ceremonial Law made by the Apoſtle in this place, by that which it expreſly affirmes concerning the twofold ſenſe of that part of the Old Teſtament, induces a conſequence to the twofold ſenſe of all [Page] the reſt; Inferring, that, if the myſtical and allegorical ſenſe of the Old Teſta­ment determine in the promiſes of the world to come, then the literal and hi­ſtorical ſenſe of the ſame determines in the promiſes of this life; the allegory, that is to ſay, the reaſon of interpreting the Old Teſtament to that purpoſe, conſiſting in nothing elſe, but the correſpondence between them. I am not ignorant, that ſome Divines have done their beſt to create one Controverſie more to divide the Church, by maintaining, that there is but one ſenſe of the Scriptures, which the leter intends; The things figured under the Old Teſtament, and the figures of them there ſet down, making but one and the ſame ſenſe, as a man and his picture are called the ſame man, becauſe without the things ſig­nified, the ſignes are nothing, at leaſt, in the nature of ſignes. For my part, I finde it a thing as eaſie, as for every fool to tye knots which a wiſe man cannot looſe, to ingage in diſputes, in which men cannot yield to the truth, while that ingagement continues. But I finde no pretenſe, why that ſenſe of the Scri­ptures which they make one, conſiſting of the figure and the thing figured, ſhould not be counted two, one immediately, the other principally intended. Becauſe the Goſpel was a ſecret under the Law, as S. Paul ſo many times layes down; So that, hee which knew the Law, many times underſtood not the ut­moſt intent of it under the Goſpel. Seeing then that this way of allegorizing the Old Teſtament is uſed by our Lord and his Apoſtles, not onely in the Cere­monial Law, but in all that properly belongeth to the Old Teſtament; I do con­clude, not that the Scriptures have two ſenſes, but, that the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament have an obvious ſenſe, (that was underſtood, or might be under­ſtood by Jewes) and a retired ſenſe, which could not be underſtood, but by thoſe under the Old Teſtament, that belonged to the New, as S. Auſtine many times diſtinguiſhes. And, by thus limiting my poſition, I avoid a great inconveni­ence, which Origen, and thoſe that go the ſame way with him, though to ſeve­ral purpoſes, have incurred. Hee, in his Expoſition upon S. John, notes it for the faſhion of the Valentinians and other Gnoſticks, to draw their ſtrange fan­taſies from ſome myſtical ſenſe, which they faſten upon the Scriptures, though they be not able to proſecute and make good the ſame ſenſe, throughout the text and thred of that Scripture which they allege for it, as wee underſtand by Irenaeus, in the later end of the firſt Chapter of his firſt book. To avoid this inconvenience, both Origen, and many after him, have ſought for a myſtical ſenſe of the Scripture many times where it is not to be found, that is to ſay, where the reaſon and ground of the difference between the Leter and the Spi­rit reackes not. For, the ground thereof is the purpoſe of ſending our Lord Chriſt in due time, and, in the meane time the Prophets, to prepare the way for the Covenant of the Goſpel which hee came to proclaime. But firſt the Chief of them, Moſes, was to treat and ſtrike a Covenant between God and his peo­ple, whereby they ſhould hold their freedome in the Land of Promiſe, upon condition of ſerving him, and governing their own civil converſation by ſuch Lawes as hee ſhould give. It will therefore be neceſſary to grant, that thoſe Scriptures which proceed not upon ſuppoſition of ſuch a purpoſe, but of the accompliſhment of it, have but one ſenſe; To wit, that which was figured by the Old Teſtament. But, this being excepted, the reſt of the Scriptures, which ſuppoſe this purpoſe not yet declared, muſt, by the ſame neceſſity, have this twofold ſenſe, according as the ſubject of ſeveral parts of it ſhall be capa­ble of, or require both.
Here, thoſe that know what an allegory is, muſt diſtinguiſh the vulgar uſe of it, even in the Scriptures themſelves, from that which ſtandeth upon this ground, which is particular to the Scriptures; Wherein even men of learning ſometimes lay ſtumbling blocks before themſelves. For, as an allegory is nothing but an ornament of Language, it is plain, that even the literal ſenſe of the propheſies of the Old Teſtament, and other parts both of the Old and New, is ſet forth by allegories; The ſenſe whereof, hee that ſhould take to be the allegorical ſenſe of the Scriptures, would deceive himſelf too much. For, the allegorical ſenſe which wee ſpeak of here, is ſeen as well in things done, as ſaid in the Old Te­ſtament, [Page] as not contained in the ſayings there recorded immediately, but by the meanes of things done under the Old Teſtament, wherein, that which is written is true indeed; But ſo, that the things which come to paſſe in the out­ward and temporal eſtate of Gods people are intended to figure, that which comes to paſſe in their ſpiritual eſtate under the Goſpel, or in their everlaſting eſtate of the world to come. The ground whereof being the purpoſe of ma­king way for the coming of Chriſt, and the Goſpel which hee was to preach, as all Chriſtians againſt the Jews are bound to maintain; The New Teſtament, be­ing figured by the Old, muſt needs be the intent and meaning of all that which figured it. This wee ſhall finde by the writings of the Apoſtles, and the ar­guments, which, upon ſuppoſition of this truth, they draw againſt thoſe, who, having received Chriſtiani [...]y, and upon that account admitting it for a principle, did nevertheleſſe, by acknowledging the obligation of the Law, ſeek th [...]ir ſal­vation by it. Thus S. Paul, 1 Cor. XV. 45. And ſo is it written, the firſt Adam was made a living ſoul; The laſt Adam a quickning ſpirit. Meaning, that his being made a quickning ſpirit, is in correſpondence to the Scripture that ſaith; Adam became a living ſoul; Gen. II. 7. whereby hee eſtabliſheth this way of allegory which wee treat, upon correſpondence between corporal and ſpiritual, from the beginning of the Bible. For, upon this ground, that which wee reade in Geneſis, of the dominion of Adam upon living creatures, is by the Apoſtle transferred to the ſubjection of all things to Chriſt, being exalted to the right hand of God, Heb. II. 6. 1 Cor. XV. 27. Eph. I. 22. Neither doth the Apoſtles arguing the duties of Wives and Husbands, upon that which Chriſt performed to his Church Eph. II. 31, 32. ſtand upon any other ground but this. So when S. Peter argues, that Chriſtians are ſaved by Baptiſm, as Noe by the floud 1 Pet. III, 20, 21. hee appropriates eternal ſalvation to the New Teſtament, by finding it figured in the temporal deliverances of the Fathers. Whoſe Faith, manifeſtly tending to the Land of Promiſe, the Apoſtle by allegory ſhewes the ſecret of Chriſtianity, tending to eternal life, in it Heb. XI. 13-16. For Abraham and his Succeſſors died, ſaith hee, without receiving the promiſes, but ſeeing and ſalu­ting them afarre off, and confeſſing themſelves ſtrangers and pilgrims in the land whereof they had received the promiſe. Which they that profeſſe, declare they have a Countrey, which they ſeek. For, if they had thought of that which they had for­ſook, they had time enough to return. But now they deſire a better, that is, an hea­venly; Wherefore God is not aſhamed to be called their God: For prepared them a City. Can this be underſtood, without the correſpondence between their inheritance of this world, and that which was figured by it, of the world to come? So, when S. Paul expounds thoſe things which befell the children of A­braham and Iſaac, by the allegory of the Jewes and Chriſtians, Gal. IV. 22—Rom. IX. 7-10. plainly hee maketh the promiſe of the life to come proper to the New Teſtament, upon ſuch termes as I have ſaid. And if this be the rea­ſon, why and how thoſe things that went before the Law ſhadowed and were to ſhadow the Goſpel, it could not but hold in the Covenant of the Law, and the precepts of it. This appears by the Apoſtles exhorting the converted Jewes to ſtick cloſe to the Goſpel, from the Pſal. XCV. 7—Heb. III. 12—where, if the Iſraelites, who, having ſeen Gods works forty yeares in the Wil­derneſſe, tempting and provoking him entred not into his reſt, but left their carkaſſes in the Wilderneſſe; Hee inferres thereupon, Heb. IV. 1-11. that they are to beware, leaſt, having received a promiſe of entring into Gods reſt, they al­ſo ſhould come ſhort by the example of the ſame diſobedience. Which all ſuppo­ſes this correſpondence, for the ground of ſuch conſequences from the Old Te­ſtament. And truly the ſame is the argument by which S. Paul recalls the Corinthians, (which Church evidently conſiſted as well of Jewes as Gentiles) ſrom the miſpriſion of Idolatry which they incurred, by eating things ſacrficed to Idols, 1 Gor. X. 1-6-11. where, having related what befell the people in the Wilderneſſe, hee concludes; Theſe things hapned to them in a figure, and are written for our inſtruction, upon whom the ends of the world are come. That is to ſay, they are written to deterre Chriſtians from the like ſinnes, by the fear [Page] of puniſhment correſpondent to that which they incurred. And therefore threat­ning Chriſtians with the loſſe of eternal life, by the example of Jewes coming ſhort of the reſt of the Land of Promiſe, hee ſuppoſes the correſpondence which I argue. Which is yet plainer in the words of the Apoſtle, H [...]b. X. 28, 29. Hee that deſpiſed the Law of Moſes under two or three witneſſes, died without mercy. How much worſe puniſhment, do you think, ſhall hee be thought worthy of, that treads under foot the Son of God— For it is manifeſt, that his meaning, or, the anſwer of his queſtion is a queſtion, how much eternal death is worſe than that death which they incurred. Onely, that they incurred it de facto, which, under the Goſpel hee ſaith not ſhall come to paſſe, but reſerveth hope of mer­cy. In fine, whoſoever will go about to deny the myſtical ſenſe of the Old Teſtament, muſt deny all the arguments that the Apoſtles make againſt them, who, ſuppoſing Chriſtianity, thought the Law neceſſary to ſalvation neverthe­leſſe, as impertinent to the purpoſe to which they are uſed: All of them ſup­poſing this ſenſe. And therefore I conceive it is neceſſary to yield Origen this, and whoſoever imployes Origens reaſon, that the myſtical ſenſe of the Old Teſtament is to be made good throughout, ſo farre as it concernes the Old Te­ſtament; (becauſe I have cautioned afore, that the New Teſtament is begun to be diſcovered under the Old) and, according as the nature and ſubject of the ſeveral parts thereof will either require or indure: Which is thus to be under­ſtood according to the grounds already laid.
If the Old Teſtament containe one continued Propheſie of our Lord Chriſt, and of the New Covenant which hee preached, and the People of God under it a figure of the Church, then muſt the Rulers of Gods People, (the Patriarchs before the Law, under the Law, the Kings, the Prieſts, and Prophets) be firſt fi­gures of Chriſt, whom all Chriſtians ſuppoſe anointed King, Prieſt, and Prophet; Then muſt the Civil Government of Gods People by them figure the ſpiritual conduct of the Church. And, in as much as particular Chriſtians, who are ſuch not onely to the Church but to God, by participating of Chriſts anointing are conformable to his example, that which befell them outwardly in the leter un­der the Law, befalls all Chriſtians inwardly in the ſpirit. This is no more than S. Auſtine propoſes us, as the Rule for expounding the Pſalms, and muſt take place all over the Old Teſtament, where the reaſon is the ſame. This for the Hiſtories and Propheſies of the Old Teſtament. As for the Precepts of the Law, the Ceremonial do openly profeſſe an intent of ſignifying and fore-telling the myſtery of Chriſt and Chriſtianity; As for the Judicial, they alſo may be ſaid to be a figure of thoſe precepts of inward and ſpiritual obedience, which the Go­ſpel declares, as civil righteouſneſſe is a rude ſhadow of inward and ſpiritual righteouſneſſe; And as, in Ariſtotle, a rude draught is ſaid to be done  [...] in a figure: When the outmoſt lines of a picture give in groſſe the ſhape of the perſon repreſented, before it be filled up within to make the repreſentation complete. But it is not to be denied, that there is a difference between theſe two reaſons and wayes of figuring, both derived from the ſame ground of fore­telling and making way for Chriſt and the Church. As for the inſtructions, exhortations, praiſes of God, prayers, and the reſt of that nature, which, in con­ſequence to the Covenant of the Law, and the intimation of the Goſpel with it was to contain, are found in it, or in the Prophets; it were an impertinence to ſeek two ſenſes in any part of it; all belonging to the Goſpel, though accom­modated to the diſpenſation of the Law, in that the duties of Chriſtians were to be more ſparingly declared even by the Prophets, than under the New Te­ſtament, as I ſhall have time to ſhow.
This r [...]aſon juſtifies that courſe of interpreting the Prophets which Grotius holds in his Annotations, aſſigning the fulfilling of all their Propheſies to ſomething that fell out to the ancient people of God, afterwards, by corre­ſpondence, myſtically to be fulfilled again in our Lord Chriſt and in his Church; And thereupon, brings upon this opinion the diſpleaſure that hee undergoes, for expounding Eſay LIII firſt of the Prophet Jeremy, and then myſtically of our Lord Chriſt and his ſufferings, in correſpondence to what befell that Prophet. [Page] But thoſe who are diſpleaſed at him for it, ſhould conſidar what hee hath ſaid generally to the point upon Mat. I. 22, 23. where it appears, that the words of the Prophet Eſa. VII. 14. were firſt fulfilled in a childe born Eſay of the Pro­pheteſſe his wife, if wee will allow any conſequence of ſenſe in the text. For this reaſon is the ground, upon which, the like meaning of the reſt will neceſſa­rily be found requiſite. And truly, if Origen was juſtly rejected by the ancient Church, for not making good the literal and hiſtorical ſenſe of that which be­fell Adam and Eve in Paradiſe, hee that will draw this out into conſequence, muſt neceſſarily yield, thoſe Propheſies which belong to our Lord and the New Teſtament to have been literally fulfilled in the temporal ſtate of the Jewes afore; Otherwiſe, the hiſtory is no leſſe deſtroyed in Propheſies, than in the re­lation of Paradiſe. And if all Prophets were figures of Chriſt, it is no ſtrange thing, that the Prophet Jeremies ſufferings, being the greateſt that wee finde re­corded, and from his owne people, ſhould figure our Lords. This for Chriſt. Now, Propheſies either promiſing good or threatning puniſhment, either to Gods people, or their neighbor Nations, the promiſes of temporal good to Gods people, are, if the premiſes be true, promiſes of temporal good to the Church: Threatnings of temporal puniſhment, are predictions, partly of the rejection of Gods ancient people, partly of puniſhment upon the New, no [...] continuing in the Covenant, as I ſhowed out of Pſal. XCV. 7—. Ebr. III. 7—. But thoſe promiſes trauſlated to ſpiritual good concerne firſt, certain remaines of Iſrael according to the fleſh, intended by God to be added to the Church; Then the coming of the Gentiles to the communion of the ſame: The commi­nations, as ſpiritual, ſignifying the utter deſtruction of both ſorts of enemies, as well Jewes as Gentiles, or whatſoever enemies of Gods Church, in the world to come. Neither is there juſt cauſe to think, that thereby advantage is given to the Jewes againſt Chriſtianity, by granting, that ſuch paſſages, out of which the New Teſtament drawes the birth and ſufferings of our Lord, are reaſonably to be underſtood of his predeceſſors in Gods ancient people. For it is plaine, that, it deſpite of the Jewes, the works done by our Lord, and his Propheſies, concerning his Dying and Riſing again, and the deſtruction of the Jewes, and the preaching of the Goſpel to all Nations, ſeconded by his Apoſtles, and that which they did to winn credit, that they were the witneſſes of the ſame, are the evidence upon which the Goſpel obliges. The Scriptures of the Old Teſta­ment, (which were no evidence to the Gentiles, as much and more concerned in the Goſpel than the Jewes) were evidence, and ſo to be, not of themſelves, for what need Chriſt then have done thoſe works? But upon ſuppoſition that God intended not to reſt in giving the Law, but to make it the thred to intro­duce the Goſpel by; Which ſuppoſition, as it is powerfully inforced by the nature of the Law, and the difference between the inward and the outward obedience of God, as it hath been hitherto declared and maintained; So is it alſo, firſt in­troduced, by thoſe works which our Lord declareth to be done for evidence thereof, then made good, by the perpetual correſpondence between the Old and New Teſtament, which any conſiderable exception interrupts. And there rea­ſons ſo much the more effectual, becauſe this difference of literal and myſtical ſenſe was then, and is at this day acknowledged by the Jewes themſelves, a­gainſt whom our Lord and his Apoſtles imploy it, in a conſiderable number of Scriptures, which they themſelves interpret of the Meſſias, though they are not able to make good the conſequence of the ſame ſenſe throughout, becauſe they acknowledge not the reaſon of it, which concludes the Lord Jeſus to be the Meſſias whom they expect. If theſe things be true, neither Origen nor any man elſe is to be indured, when they argue, that a myſtical ſenſe of the Scri­pture is to be inquired and allowed, even where this ground takes no place; For vindicating the honor of God, and that it may appeare worthy of his wiſedom, to declare that which wee admit, to be the utmoſt intent of the Scriptures. For, if it be for the honor of God to have brought Chriſtianity into the world, for the ſalvation of mankinde, and to have declared himſelf by the Scriptures for that purpoſe, then whatſoever tends to declare this, muſt be concluded [Page] worthy of God and his wiſedom, whatſoever referres not to it, cannot be pre­ſumed agreeable to his wiſdom, how much ſoever it flatter mans eare or fantaſie, with quaintneſſe of conceit or language.
Now, as I maintain this difference between the literal and myſtical ſenſe of the Old Teſtament to be neceſſary for the maintenance of Chriſtianity, as well as for underſtanding the Scriptures; So are there ſome particular queſtions ari­ſing upon occaſion of it, which I can well be content to leave to further diſpute. As for example; There is an opinion publiſhed which ſaith; That the abomi­nation of deſolation, which, our Lord ſaith, was ſpoken of by Daniel the Prophet, concerning the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, Dan. IX. 24—. Mat. XXIV. 15. Mar. XIII. 14. was fulfilled in the havock made by Antiochus Epiphanes: Which is alſo plainly called the abominatio of deſolation by the ſame Prophet, Da [...]. XI. 31. XII. 10. Whether this opinion can be made good according to hiſtorical truth or not, this is not the place to diſpute. Whether or no the difference be­tween the literal and myſtical ſenſe of the Scriptures will indure, that the ſame Propheſie be fulfilled twice in the literal ſenſe, concerning the temporal ſtate of the Jewes, once under Antiochus Epiphanes, and once under Titus, that is it which I am here content to referre to further debate. One thing I affirme; that, notwithſtanding this difference, it is no inconvenience to ſay, that ſome Propheſies are fulfilled but once: Namely, that of Jacob Gen. XLIX. 8-12. that of Daniel IX. 24. that of Malacbi III. 1. IV. 5, 6. Becauſe the coming of Chriſt boundeth the times of the literal and myſtical ſenſe; And therefore there is reaſon why it ſhould be marked out by Propheſies of the Old Teſtament referring to nothing elſe. Againe, I am content to leave to diſpute, whether the many Propheſies of the Old Teſtament, which are either manifeſtly alleged or covertly intimated by the Revelation of S. John, muſt therefore be ſaid to be twice fulfilled, once in the ſenſe of their firſt Authors under the Law, and again under the Goſpel in S. Johns ſenſe to the Church; Or, that this ſecond comple­ment of them was not intended by the Spirit of God in the Old Prophets, but, that it pleaſed God to ſignifie to S. John things to befall the Church, by Prophe­tical Viſions, like thoſe which hee had read in the ancient Prophets, whereby God ſignified to them things to befall his ancient people: For, of a truth, it is the outward rather than the ſpiritual ſtate of the Church, which is ſignified to S. John under theſe images.
A third particular muſt be the firſt Chapter of Geneſis: For, in that which followes, of Paradiſe, and what fell out to our firſt Parents there, I will make no queſtion that hoth ſenſes are to be admitted, the Church having condemned Origen, for taking away the hiſtorical ſenſe of that portion of Scripture. But whether the creation of this ſenſible world is to be taken for a figure, of the renewing of mankinde into a ſpiritual world, by the Goſpel of Chriſt, accord­ing to that ground of the difference, between the literal and myſtical ſenſe of the Scripture, which hitherto I maintaine; This, I conceive, I may, without pre­judice, leave to further debate. But leaving theſe things to diſpute, I muſt in­ſiſt, that thoſe things which the Evangeliſts affirm to have been fulfilled by ſuch things as our Lord ſaid or did, or onely befell him in the fleſh, have a further meaning, according to which they are myſtically accompliſhed in the ſpiritual eſtate of his Chriſtian people. The chiefe ground hereof I confeſſe is that of S. Matthew VIII. 17. where, having related divers of our Lords miracles, hee addeth; that they were done, That it might be fulfilled which was ſpoken by the Prophet Eſay LIII. 4. Hee took our infirmities and  [...]are away our ſickneſſes; To­gether with the words of our Lord, Luke V. 17-21. where hee telleth them of Nazareth, This day are the words of the Prophet Eſay (LXI. 1. The Spirit of the Lord is upon mee, becauſe hee hath anointed mee to preach the Goſpel to the poor—) fulfilled in your hearing; And his anſwer to John Baptiſt grounded upon the ſame paſſage, Mat. XI. 4, 5, 6. Go and tell John what yee have heard and ſeen: The blinde receive ſight, the lame walk, the l [...]pers are cleanſed, the deaf heare, the dead are raiſed, and the poor have the Goſpel preached them. For, as the Evangeliſt and our Lord both affirm, that theſe things were propheſied concerning the cures [Page] which our Lord did upon their bodies, ſo can it not be doubted, that the cure of our ſoules is ſpiritually ſignified by the ſame, whether you conſider the promiſes, whereby the ground of this correſpondence is ſettled, or the expreſſe words of the Apoſtle 1 Pet. II. 24. where, that which S. Matthew expoundeth of the cures which our Lord did upon their bodies, is referred to the taking away of ſ [...]nne by the ſacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe. Which if it cannot be denied, I ſhall make no difficulty to inferre, that the words of the Prophet Eſay VII. 14. Be­hold, a Virgin ſhall conceive, and bear a Son, and yee ſhall call his name Emmanuel; (which the Evangeliſts referreth to our Lord, Mat. I. 22. and, by the premiſes, were fulfilled when they were firſt ſaid, as in the figure) are ſtill accompliſhed in the children, which by Gods grace are ſtill  [...]orn of the holy faith of his Church by grace. Nor, that the words of the Prophet Oſee XI. 1. Out of Egypt have I called my Son, (which, being manifeſtly ſaid of the Iſraelites coming out of Egypt, the ſame Evangeliſt II. 15. affirmeth to be fulfilled in our Lords co­ming back out of Egypt) are ſtill accompliſhed in thoſe which out of the dark­neſſe of this world are brought to Gods Church, which is ſpiritually the Land of Promiſe. Nor, that the words of the Prophet Jeremy XXXI. 15. (which the ſame Evangeliſt expoundeth of the Innocents which were ſlaine by Herod at Bethlehem, but, the correſpondence hitherto eſtabliſhed requireth us to under­ſtand of the captive Jewes at Ramah in that Prophets time) are ſtill fulfilled in all that ſuffer perſecution and death for Chriſtianity. Nor, laſ [...]ly, that the words of the Pſalmes XXII. 8, 18. Hee truſted in God that hee would deliver him; let him ſave him ſeeing hee loveth him; They pierced my hands and my feet; And, They part my garments among them, and caſt lots upon my veſture; XLI. 9. Hee which did eat of my bread, hath lift up the heel againſt mee. XLIX. 9, 21. The zeale of thine houſe hath eaten mee up; And, They gave mee gall to eat, and in my thirſt they gave mee vineger to drink. VIII. 2. Out of the mouth of babes and ſuck­lings thou haſt perfected praiſe; CIX. 8. His Office let another take; XVI. 10. Thou ſhalt not leave my ſoul in Hell, nor ſuffer thine holy One to ſee corruption; (which the New Teſtament will have to be fulfilled in thoſe things that befell our Lord Chriſt, in the fleſh, in his crucifying, Ma [...]. XXVIII. 18, 35, 43. Mark XV. 22, 23, 24. John XIX. 17, 29. in Judas betraying him, John XIII. 18. in his purging the Temple, John II. 17. in the children that praiſed him, Mat. XXI. 16. in Matthias choſen in Judas ſtead, Acts I. 20. in the reſurrection of Chriſt, Acts II. 31. XIII. 35. But the correſpondence premiſed and the reaſon of it, require us firſt to underſtand of thoſe things which befell David and Gods ancient people) are ſtill ſpiritually verified and accompliſhed, in thoſe things which be­fall the children of God and his Church under the ſtate of Grace. Neither ſhall I make any queſtion that, the correſpondence between the Law and the Goſpel which wee have ſettled being ſuppoſed, it will not follow nevertheleſſe, that all the Old Teſtament ought, by virtue thereof, to be ſo fulfilled in the life of our Lord Chriſt; But, that the Spirit of God in the Evangeliſts ſhoweth, that the Spirit in the Prophets ſo directed their words, that they were intended to be farre more properly fulfilled in our Lord Chriſt, than in thoſe whom they were ſpoke of in the literal ſenſe. For wee do not finde that the Text (that is to ſay, that which went before and that which followes after thoſe words which the Goſpels ſay were fulfilled in our Lord Chriſt) is anſwered by any thing which wee reade to have befallen him in the fleſh. And the general correſpon­dence between Iſrael according to the fleſh in the Old Teſtament, and Iſrael according to the Spirit in the New, being ſufficient to juſtifie our Lord to be the Chriſt whom they expected, and, by conſequence, that twofold ſenſe of the Old Teſtament which here wee maintaine; there is no cauſe why they ſhould be ſaid to be impertinently alleged, though by ordinary reaſon ſuppoſing this corre­ſpondence, that could not be proved from thoſe Texts, which the Goſpels ſay that they ſignifie. Indeed, ſuch of them as are uſed by our Lord and his Apo­ſtles to prove him to be the Chriſt, muſt be ſaid, and well may be maintain [...]d, to do it, by the perpectual correſpondence of Gods earthly promiſes (made good to his carnal people, through the meanes of their Kings, Prieſts, and Prophets) [Page] with the promiſes of the world to come, made good by the means of our Lord Chriſt to the Church.
Ther [...] is yet another kinde of our Lord Chriſts ſayings, and of things that befell him in the fleſh, in which there appears at the firſt view, that difference of literal and myſtical ſenſe which hath been ſettled, between the Scriptures of the Old and New Teſtaments. The Parable of the Prodigal childe for example, ſeems not onely to contain a plain ſong of Gods earneſt deſire to be reconciled with penitent ſinner [...], but alſo a deſcant, of the rejection of the Jewes and the calling of the Gentiles figured by it. In like maner, the Parable of him that fell among theeves as hee went down to Jericho, Luke XI. ſeemeth not onely to inſtruct, who is the neighbor that wee are to love as our ſelves, but alſo to fi­gure the fall of man and the ſending of our Lord for the reſtoring of him, in­timated as the ground of it. So the acclamations of them that went afore and them that came after our Lord, at his entrance into Jeruſalem, Mat. XXI. agree­ing in the ſame note of Hoſanna to the Son of David, I cannot tell whether any Chriſtian could be ſo moro [...]e as to doubt, but that it fell out on purpoſe to ſig­nifie the agreement of the Old and New Teſtament concentring in our Lord Chriſt. But, as it cannot be reaſonably denied, that theſe Parables and the like are myſtical ſignifications, of the purpoſe of God in ſending Chriſt, or the event of it, in the rejection of the Jewes and calling of the Gentiles; So is all this nothing to the two ſenſes of the Old Teſtament in which it is twice ful­filled, once according to the Leter, and again, according to the Spirit.
I have thus farre inlarged this point concerning the correſpondence and diffe­rence between the Scriptures of the Old and New Teſtament, between the Ancient and New people of God, to ſhow how I conceive the ſcruples are to be reſolved, which may be made againſt an aſſumption of more efficacy and con­ſequence than any other, whereſoever any point of Chriſtianity is to be ſhowed from the Old Teſtament. Yet ſo much more protection I owe the truth, as to ſhow further, how well it agreeth with the ſenſe of the Catholick Church, by which I had begun to ſhow that wee are to examine all maters of Faith. In­deed, I muſt caution this firſt, that I do not pretend, as if this point were any part of the Rule of Faith, which is the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity to be believed, but, of all points concerning the knowledge of the Scriptures, which is the skill of Chriſtian Divines, I hold it of moſt conſequence. And that therefore, though I am not obliged to affirm, that it is expreſly taught by all the primitive Doctors of the Church, (as, all maintaining the myſtical  [...]enſe, it may be maintained, that, by conſequence they do all unanimouſly deliver it, & Origen in praef. de Principiis ſo accounts it) ſo will it be neceſſary to ſhow how well it ſtandeth with the ſenſe of them, that it may appear, that there is no conſent of the whole Church againſt it. It ſhall be therefore ſufficient to name S. Jerome, S. Chryſoſtome, and S. Auguſtine, the firſt affirming that hee reades nothing of the kingdom of hea­ven in all the Old Teſtament, Epiſt. CXXIX. Mihi in Evangelio promittuntur regna coelorum, quae vetus Inſtrumentum omnino non nominat. To mee the kingdom of heaven is promiſed by the Goſpel, which the Old Teſtament nameth not at all. The ſecond, in his Homilies de Lazaro, and divers others places, raiſing his ex­hortations drawn from examples of the Saints in the Old Teſtament upon this ground, that, if they did ſo, and ſo when the Reſurrection was not preached, it behooveth us under the Goſpel to do much more. The laſt, beſides other pla­ces, (whereof ſome you may finde quoted in my book of the Service of God at the Aſſemblies of the Church) in the book de Geſtis Paleſtinis, relating it for one of the Articles which Pelagius renounced at that Synod, not onely that the Saints under the Law obtained ſalvation by it, but even that the ſalvation of the world to come was preached under the Law. The Article charged upon Pela­gius you ſhall finde there to be this, cap. V. Regnum coelorum etiam in veteri Te­ſtamento promiſſum. That the kingdome of heaven was promiſed alſo in the Old Teſtament. To which Pelagius anſwering; That this may be proved by the Scriptures; was judged by the Council, not to depart from the Faith of the Church. Which notwithſtanding, when S. Auſtine conſiders; That the Old [Page] Teſtament in vulgar Language ſignifies the books of the Old Teſtament, in which, the kingdome of heaven is promiſed, as the Goſpel is fore-told; But, in the Scriptures, the Old Covenant in which it is not promiſed; Hee ſayes as much as I have done. Therefore hee ſaith further; In illo verò Teſtamento quod Vetus dicitur, & dat [...]m eſt in monte Sinâ, non invenitur apertiſſime promitti niſi terrena foelicitas. But in that which is called the Old Teſtament, and was given in mount Sina, none but earthly felicity is found to be very openly promiſed. Where­upon hee proceedeth to obſerve, that the Land of Canaan is called the Land of Promiſe, in which, the promiſes of the Old Teſtament, figuring the ſpiritual promiſes belonging to the New, are tendred by the Law. And reaſon hee had to inſiſt upon this, becauſe of another Article charged upon Pelagius, of kin to this, that men were ſaved under the Law, as under the Goſpel: As you may ſee there cap. XI. Which might well be underſtood to mean, without the Grace of Chriſt. But having cleared the ground of the difference between the literal and allegorical ſenſe of the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, I hold it utterly unneceſſary, if not altogether impertinent to tender further proof of this po­ſition from the Fathers, then the conſtant agreement of them in maintaining that difference; Being, when it is rightly underſtood, the neceſſary and immedi­ate conſequence of it. Indeed, it cannot be maintained, that they did under­ſtand expreſly the true ground of this difference; which had they done, they would not have been found to uſe it impertinently and unſeaſonably, as all lo­vers of Truth muſt avow that many times they do. Notwithſtanding, in as much as they agree in maintaining and uſing of it, from which uſe, the ground of it, which is this poſition, is to be inferred; it ſhall be enough, that all of them agree in delivering that by conſequence, which the principal of them, at leaſt in expounding the Scriptures, do expreſly aſfirme. For, nothing obliges mee to maintaine, that this is a poi [...]t neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians to be believed. And by conſequence, that it hath been every where taught, and no where contradicted. It is ſufficient, that I can and do hold it more general­ly neceſſary to the right underſtanding of the Scriptures, than any other point of skill in the Scriptures. Now, if any man object, that this is the doctrine of the Socinians; I anſwer, firſt; That they alſo hold, that nothing is neceſſary to ſalvation to be believed, but that which is clear to all men in the Scriptures. And, that this poſition hath a neceſſary influence into their whole Hereſie, which is grounded upon the unreaſonable preſumption of it. On the contra­ry, the difference between the Law and the Goſpel, is a principle, from which I hope to draw good conſequences, in maintainance of the Faith of the Church againſt the Socinians; who, if they did alwaies ſee the conſequence of their owne poſitions, would not deny the Tradition of the Church, as I obſer­ved afore: If they do not, I am not to waive the doctrine of the Fathers, becauſe the Socinians acknowledge it. But laſtly, I demand, whether So­cinus provide for the ſalvation of the Fathers, or not. If ſo, why is his opi­nion blamed? If not, why is mine opinion, that do, taken for his?

CHAP. XIV. The Leviathans opin [...]on, that Chriſt came to reſtore that kingdome of God which the Jewes caſt off when they rejected Samuel. It overthroweth the foundation of Chriſtianity. The true Government of Gods ancient people. The name of the Church in the New Teſtament cannot ſignifie the Syna­gogue. Nor any Chriſtian State.
[Page]
THis poſition being ſettled, in the next place, I will proceed upon it, to ar­gue the vanity of that conceit of the Leviathan, pag. 263. that the intent of Chriſts coming was, to regaine unto God, by a New Covenant, that King­dome, which, being his by the Old Covenant, had been raviſhed from him, by the rebellion of the Iſraelites, in the election of Saul. For, ſuppoſing moſt truly, that God became their King, by the Covenant of the Law, and that un­der him Moſes had the Soveraigne Power to all purpoſes, pag. 250, 251, 252. hee inferreth further, that, after Moſes, it was by God veſted in the High Prieſts Aarons Succeſſors, though hee for his time was ſubject to Moſes: And this, pag. 217. from that text of Exodus XIX. 6. where God promiſeth them, that, upon undertaking his Covenant, they ſhould be a Sacerdotal Kingdome, which in the Original is a Kingdome of Prieſts, in 1 Pet. II. 9. (where hee challengeth the effect of the promiſe to the Church of Chriſt) a Royal Prieſthood, in S. John Rev. I. 6. Kings and Prieſts; But chiefly, pag. 253. from that text of Num­bers XXVII. 21. where it is ordered, that Joſue ſtand before Eleazar the Prieſt, who ſhall ask counſail for him before the Lord, At his word they ſhall go out, and and at his word they ſhall come in, both hee and all the children of Iſrael with him. For, ſaith hee, unleſſe wee underſtand them to be a kingdom of Prieſts, becauſe the High Prieſts ſucceeded one another in the Kingdom, it accordeth not with S. Peter, nor with the exerciſe of the High Prieſthood, the High Prieſt onely being to declare the will of God to them by entring into the Sanctum Sancto­rum, pag. 218. Though after the death of Joſua and Eleazar, when a generation was riſen that knew not the Lord, Jud. II. 10. it came to paſſe, (as it is ſaid divers times in that book) that there was no King in Iſrael; The High Prieſts not be­ing obeyed according to Law, and the power of the Judges depending upon the voluntary ſubmiſſion of the people, to the graces, and the ſucceſſe God gave then for their deliverance; Till, rebelling againſt Gods appointment, they de­ſired a King: As God expreſly conſtrues it, 1 Sam. VIII. 7, 8. pag. 253, 254. For thenceforth, God having given way to them, when God was to be conſul­ted, the High Prieſt put on the holy Veſtments, and inquired of the Lord as the King commanded, according to the examples which hee allegeth, pag. 228. This kingdom of God, ſaith hee, ſo caſt off by the choice of Saul, is that which our Lord Chriſt, accor [...]ing to the promiſe of God by the Prophets, came to reſtore: And the Goſpel nothing elſe, but the good newes, that God would give them that ſhould believe our Lord Jeſus to be the Chriſt, and ſubmit to Gods govern­ment by him, immortal life, in that kingdom which Chriſt, after the general Judgment, ſhould reſtore upon earth, pag. 219, 234, 240, 241. and ſo Chriſts kingdom is ſaid not to be of this world, John XVIII. 36. becauſe it comes not till after the general Judgment, that this world is paſt, pag. 262, 263.
This monſtrous conceit is reproveable upon the ſame grounds as Chriſtianity is receivable upon, from the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, upon which, the difference between the Law and the Goſpel is ſtated, and the Old Teſtament admitted for a figure, repreſentation and introduction to the New; So that, the Law being admitted to proceed from God, the Goſpel is inferred, ſo ſoon as the true meaning and purpoſe of God, in providing it for the time as an introdu­ction to the Goſpel, is underſtood. If the maintenance of Chriſtianity re­quire, that the ancient people of God, their Kings, their Prieſts, and their Pro­phets be taken for figures of our Lord Chriſt, and of his Church and Chriſtian people; (as the Covenant of the Law, promiſing civil and temporal happineſſe. [Page] is a figure of the New Covenant of Grace, promiſing forgiveneſſe of ſin and e­v [...]rlaſting happineſſe in being freed from it and the puniſhment thereof, and perfectly ſubject to God by perfectly knowing God) Then is the kingdome of Chriſt, though not of this world, yet in this world, as taking place in them, who, living in this world, nevertheleſſe acknowledge the inward and ſpiritual obedi­ence of their ſoules to be due to him, who, having ranſomed them from the bondage of ſin, and maintaining them here againſt it, will one day make them raigne with him in the world to come; Which all Chriſtians, untill the Levia­than, alwaies took to be Chriſts Kingdome. For though there be thoſe that be­lieve, that Chriſt is to come and raign again upon earth for a thouſand years after the worlds end, and would aſtoniſh us into an expectation to ſee it come to paſſe within theſe very few yeares; (whoſe opinion, as I am farre enough from allowing, ſo I cannot think this the place to ſay any thing to it) Yet is it not their intent to ſay, that this raign of Chriſt upon earth, is either his kingdom of Grace, which is begun here, by the obedience which wee yield to his Goſpel; Or his kingdom of Glory, which is conſummate in the world to come, by the ac­compliſhment of that ſubjection and our happineſſe in it. For after the thou­ſand yeares aforeſaid are paſt, then do they expect the general Judgment which all Chriſtians believe, not afore the raign of Chriſt upon earth, and the kingdom which hee ſhall reſign to the Father, 1 Cor. XII. 24-28. It had been worth this Philoſophers wit to tell us, what kinde of Immortality wee are to expect, in a civil government under Chriſt. When our vile bodies are made like his glorious body, according to the working whereby hee is able to ſubdue all things to himſelf, Phil. III. 21. When wee are neither to marry nor to be given in marriage, but ſhall be like the Angels of God in heaven; Mat. XXII. 30. And when wee ſhall have been caught up in the clouds to meet our Lord in the aire, 1 Theſſ. IV. 10. what ſhall bring us down to live upon earth again? But to leave this ſingularity to the fa­ther of it, I muſt needs ſtand aſtoniſhed to ſee an imagination of ſuch conſe­quence to all Chriſtianity advanced upon ſuch imaginary grounds. For my part, truly, I fully believe Joſephus, that the Jewes, after the Captivity, were governed by the High Prieſts in chief, ſo farre as by ſufferance of their Sove­raignes, (the Perſians and after them the Macedonians) they were governed by themſelves. For this muſt be the reaſon, why the ſons of Mattathias, having been the means to free them from the monſtrous tyrannies of Antiochus Epi­phanes, and thereupon, by degrees ſeizing into their hands the Soveraign Power, found it neceſſary to make themſelves High Prieſts, which by lineal ſucceſſion from Aaron they were not intitled to be. After which time, being reduced un­der the dominion of the Romanes; that power which they allowed them over themſelves was in the High Prieſt, ſo often as they allowed them not a King of their own, as will eaſily appear by the Goſpels and Acts of the Apoſtles, com­pared with Joſephus. For firſt indeed, after the return from Captivity, it ſeems to mee, that there was a Governor over them for the King of Perſia: For Ze­robabel is ſtiled Governor of Judah, Hag. I. 1. And Nehemiah, who, wee know, had his Commiſſion from the King of Perſia, qualifieth himſelf by the ſame ſtile, making mention alſo of others beſides, Neh. V. 14, 15. and it is to be ob­ſerved, that the word or title  [...] is elſwhere reckoned among the ſtiles of the Lieutenants, or Governors, of the Chaldean and Perſian Empires, Dan. III. 2, 3- 27. VI. 8. Ezra V. 3. VI. 7. VIII. 36. Nehem. VII. 7, 9. Eſther VIII. 9. IX. 3. When as therefore, they obtained of their Soveraignes to be governed by their own Nation, ſhall wee imagine that this power was truſted with the High Prieſts, becauſe God had made them Soveraignes by the Law; Or becauſe, after the King, whom in that eſtate they could not have, the High Prieſt was regular­ly the ſecond perſon in the Kingdom? For, what a ridiculous thing is it to ima­gine, that, becauſe Joſue and the people to goe in and out, at the word of the Lord by Eleazar the High Prieſt, therefore the High Prieſt was alwaies Soveraigne? Was it any more for Joſue to be ruled by El [...]azar the High Prieſt, and his anſwer by Urim and Tummim, not by going into the Sanctum Sanctorum, than for Saul or David to be directed by [Page] the anſwer of the High Prieſt in thoſe dayes; when, as our Author ſaith, the right of the High Prieſt, was, by Gods permiſſion, though againſt Law, ſeized in the Kings hands? As for the Judges, they that reade; In thoſe dayes there was no King in Iſrael, every man did what was right in his own eyes; with their eyes in their head, do thereby underſtand, that, though the ſtories of the Idol in Dan, and of Gibea, are laſt in the book of Judges, yet they are firſt in order of time, be­fore any Judge had ſucceded Joſue, the Judges having the ſame power for which Moſes is called King in Iſrael, Deut. XXXIV. 5. For, God being their King by the Covenant of the Law; while hee raiſed up no Judge to be his Vicegerent in Moſes ſtead, hee governed the [...] by the Elders of the people, to whom, there­fore, Clemens and Euſebius and other Chronologers impute the time between Joſue and Judges. When this Government proved not of force to rule ſo ſtiff­necked a people, and that God had raiſed up a Judge, to refuſe him, was to refuſe God, who, by manifeſt operations of his Spirit in him, had declared him his Vicegerent. Which is the plain reaſon why God pronounces, that, in refuſing Samuel, they had refuſed him, and not Samuel. For it is manifeſt, that they might by the Law demand a King, Deut. XVII. 14, 15. ſo ridiculous a thing it is to imagine, that, by demanding a King as other Nations had, they rebelled againſt God, who had made the High Prieſt their Soveraign: For God expreſſeth their rebellion to conſiſt in refuſing Samuel, whom hee had declared his Vice­gerent, who being once declared, they were no more free do demand a King, by the Law, till his death. Neither doth a Royal Prieſthood, or a Kingdome of Prieſts ſignifie, that the High Prieſts were their Kings; But, that they who came out of bondage ſhould now make a Kingdom themſelves, to be gover­ned by their own Nation and Lawes, which Lawes ſhould conſiſt much in offe­ring ſacrifices to God: And thoſe ſacrifices, though, for the future, ſpecial per­ſons were to be appointed to offer them, yet, in regard they were offered in the name and on the behalf of the people whoſe offerings they were, the body thereof are juſtly called Prieſts; As all Chriſtians, to whom S. Peter challengeth the effect of this promiſe, are ftiled by him a Royal Prieſthood, and by S. John, Kings and Prieſts; though nothing hinder them to have their Prieſts, whoſe fun­ctions cannot be intermedled with by thoſe who are no Prieſts, without ſacri­lege. In fine, the effect of theſe words is that of the Prophet Eſay LXI. 5, 6. that when the people ſhall be reſtored, the Gentiles ſhall be their laborers and Vine-dreſſers, while they, in the mean time, attend upon keeping holiday, by offering ſacrifices, and feaſting upon the ſacrifices which they had offered.
It will now be eaſie to maintain, that the Church, when our Lord ſaith tell it the Church; is not, nor can be underſtood but of the Congregation of Chriſti­ans, though at that time, in common ſpeech, it ſignified no more than the Con­gregation of Gods people. For, ſuppoſing that our Lord Chriſt came to con­tract a New Covenant with thoſe that received him, whereby they became his people on other termes, and to other purpoſe than the people whom hee had be­fore; That hee conditioned with them to leave all things and take up his Croſs; That hee appointeth thoſe that imbrace this condition to be baptized in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; I ſay this being ſuppoſed, they that before were the Congregation of Gods people, are no more the Congregation of his people upon the ſame termes, not by the ſame right or title, though the ſame perſons; The one being his people under a Covenant for the Land of Promiſe, and the condition of living by Moſes Lawes; The other under the pro­miſe of life everlaſting, (which the former were not excluded from, though not expreſly included in it) upon condition of receiving the Chriſtian Faith and con­tinuing in it. Suppoſe wee, that, when our Lord Chriſt commanded them to baptize all Nations in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, his Diſci­ples underſtood no more by all this, than, that thoſe who ſhould become Proſe­lytes to this new and true Judaiſme which our Lord preached, ſhould be initia­ted unto the ſame by Baptiſme, as Proſelytes then by cuſtome were unto the Law, becauſe wee ſee, after the reſurrection of our Lord, how ſtrange it was to them, that the Goſpel ſhould be preached to the uncircumciſed as ſuch; Sup­po [...]e [Page] wee further, that all the Nation of the Jewes, whether in Jewry or where­ſoever diſperſed, and none but Jewes had received the Goſpel of Chriſt, ſo as the ancient and New people of God to conſiſt of all the ſame perſons; I ſay all this ſuppoſed, ſhall make no maner of difference in the caſe: But there ſhall be as much difference between the Old and New people of God, conſidered as Societies and Bodies, conſtituted, and therefore diſtinguiſhed by the ſeveral Co­venants upon which they ſubſiſt, as if they conſiſted of all ſeveral per [...]ons. Should a man judge onely by his bodily eyes, and ſee the people of Rome as it was when the Soveraign Power was in the people, and again after it had been ſeized by Auguſtus, I could not blame him to ſay, that it was the ſame people. But hee that ſhould look upon that people with his underſtanding, as a Civil Society, State, and Commonwealth, and  [...]ay it was the ſame, all men of underſtanding would laugh at him for it, how much ſoever the intereſt of Augu­ſtus required that it ſhould ſeem the ſame to groſſe people. Apply this inſtance to the caſe in hand, and I ſhall need ſay no more. Several things muſt either have ſeveral names, or the ſame name in ſeveral notions or ſignifications. If our Lord took upon him to teach his Diſciples the New Covenant hee came to introduce, to make them the New people of God which hee came thereby to conſtitute, (ſuch is the correſpondence between the Old and the New) the old Name ſerved beſt to ſignifie the New thing; But in the ſame ſenſe, it could not ſerve to repreſent to his hearers the ſeveral termes upon which Jewes and Chri­ſtians are Gods people. Be it therefore granted, that the word  [...] and the word  [...], with ſuch additions as the place where they ſtand requires, ſignifie that Body, which, at the time when our Lord ſpoke was Gods ancient people; This ſignification, if I miſtake not, deſcending from the firſt bodying of them into a Commonwealth in the Wilderneſſe, when they might and were all called and aſſembled together, to take reſolution in what concerned their poſterity, (as Commonwealths are preſumed to be everlaſting Bodies) as well as themſelves. When, after the return from the Captivity of Babylon, they became diſperſed into Aegypt, Syria, Meſopotamia, Aſia, and elſwhere, (own­ing ſtill or challenging the ſame Lawes by owning which they firſt became one Body) ſuch Bodies of them as lived in Alexandria, Antiochia, Epheſus, Nearda, Sora, Pombeditha, or other Cities, and their reſpective territories, are by the ſame reaſon to be called the Synagogues of Alexandria, Epheſus, and ſo forth; Being by that name ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed from the Gentile Inhabitants of the ſame Cities and Territories. Neither is it pretended that there is any thing in the original force of the word  [...] or  [...], why they ſhould not both ſignifie the ſame. But ſuppoſe our Lord Chriſt declare an intent of inſti­tuting a New people upon condition of imbracing his Goſpel, and uſe the old word  [...] to ſignifie this New people, (as, well hee may uſe it, for the near correſpondence between them) neceſſary it is that his hearers, underſtanding him, underſtand by that terme, ſomething elſe than the Law had de [...]clared afore. And very convenient it was afterwards, that, when there fell out not onely di­ſtinction but oppoſition between the two Bodies, they ſhould be divided by names as they were by affections; As the one is ſignified in all Church Writers by the name of the Synagogue, the other by the name of the Church, to ſig­nifie the diſtance, which, ought not to be between them, but is. For, though no­thing is more odious than to quarrel about words; Yet, (as in divers things elſe) the not appropriating the term of Synagogue to the Jewes, as of Church to the Church, which the Fathers throughly obſerve, is an argument of not well diſtin­guiſhing between the Law and the Goſpel; (Which gives them a privilege in underſtanding the Scriptures above our times, becauſe, as I ſaid afore, this is, in my judgment, the prime point of it, notwithſtanding all the advantages wee have above them for learning) and a means to convey the ſame confuſion to the minds of our hearers. When therefore wee reade in the Apoſtles Writings, of the Churches of Judaea and Samaria, the Churches of Syria, Aſia, Macedonia, and Achaia, when wee reade of the Church of Rome, of Corinth, Epheſus, Philip­pi or Theſſalonica; And again, in other places, finde the name of the Church [Page] abſolutely put, without any addition, to ſignifie the whole that containeth all the Churches named in other places, ſo often do wee meet with ſo many demonſtra­tions to common ſenſe, of ſeveral bodies ſignified by thoſe that ſo ſpeak, as in­tended to conſtitute one whole Body of the Church. After which nothing can be demanded, but, whether the intention of the Apoſtles prove them to be ſo onely in point of fact, or in point of right, which demand a Chriſtian cannot make. Our Lord in particular, when hee anſwereth Mat. XVI. 18. Thou art Peter, and upon this rock will I build my Church, and the gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt it; cannot be underſtood to ſpeak of building the Synagogue which Moſes had built ſo long afore.
Here, I would deſire him that thinks it ſo ſtrange, that our Lord ſhould under­ſtand by the Church, ſomething elſe than the Jewes ſignified by it, to ask the Author of the Leviathan what reaſon hee had, when hee acknowledged, that the Church of Corinth, Epheſus, and Theſſalonica is the Body of Chriſtians li­ving in thoſe reſpective Cities; And whether hee had reaſon to affirm, that the Church ſo ſignified, did do thoſe acts of right which onely Bodies can do, and which hee affirmeth the Church under the Apoſtles did do. For if theſe reaſons be not reconcileable, it will be worth the conſidering, what truth there is in that poſition which is maintained by two, that cannot agree about the reaſons upon which they maintaine it. Neither let any difficulty be made from the difference that may ariſe, who they be, to whom our Lord conmands there to re­ſort, whom hee bids tell the Church; one, or more, or all. For, when it is re­ſolved, that the Church is a Body or a Society, it will be by the nature of the ſubject manifeſt, that the right of acting in behalf of this Body muſt, by the conſtitution thereof be reſerved, either to one or to a few, or to the whole in ſome principal acts, in others, referring themſelves to their Deputies, as in po­pular Governments. And, whoſoever they are that this right is reſerved to, hee that reſorts to them, is properly ſaid to reſort to the Church, though our Lord, declaring here the purpoſe of inſtituting a Church, declare not whom hee will truſt the power of acting for the Church with. Before I go further, I muſt inferre againſt the Leviathan; that, ſeeing the whole Church is ſignified by the name of the Church abſolutely put, without addition, by the Apoſtles, as the body which all particular Churches conſtitute; therefore the Church is underſtood and intended by them, as a Body capable of right, and able to act, though not by all that are of it, yet by perſons truſted for it. A thing which hee that had remembred his Creed could not have doubted of. For, though the name of a Church may be ſaid to reſt in a number of men not united by any right into a viſible Body, yet, one, holy, Catholick and Apoſtolick Church cannot conſiſt of all perſons maintaining the profeſſion thereof, (in oppoſition to all Societies claiming that name, but not holding the profeſſion requiſite) but it muſt be diſtinguiſhed by ſomething which it acknowledgeth for Law to ob­lige it, they do not. Again, if the Name of Church in the Apoſtles, reſt upon the bodies of Chriſtians in the Cities of Rome, Cori [...]th, and Epheſus, then can it not now, as of divine right, ſignifie the ſeveral States, Kingdomes, and Com­monwealths wherein Chriſtianity ſubſiſteth. Not onely becauſe the bounds of Chriſtendom are not, either materially or formally the ſame, with the bounds of thoſe States under which it is now maintained: But chiefly, becauſe, the ſignifi­cation of that name in the Apoſtles, once reſting by divine right upon thoſe Congregations, can never be transferred upon thoſe Commonwealths which ſubſi [...]t not by the ſame right, but neceſſarily deſcendeth upon thoſe Bodies, which derive their ſucceſſion from them, by viſible acts of humane right. Againſt both I further inferre, that the Church, being ſignified as one by divine right in the Scriptures, can never be underſtood now to conſiſt in all thoſe States, Kingdoms, and Commonwealths that profeſſe Chriſtianity. Firſt, becauſe ſeveral States, Kingdomes, and Commonwealths are not apt to conſtitute one viſible Body, ſig­nified by the name of the Church abſolutely put for the Body of all Chr [...]ſti [...]s▪ For, it is moſt truly ſaid by Plate, that all States are naturally enemies to all States, but eſpecially thoſe that are borderers. And how ſhould ſo many ene­mies [Page] be ſignified as conſtituting one Body? Secondly, and moſt evidently, be­cauſe many parts which belong to the unity of the whole Church, and help to make up the whole, are not now governed by Chriſtian Powers, any more than the whole was from the beginning. In fine, whether the Leviathan had rea­ſon, ſo confidently to affirm, that the Church can do no act, I report my ſelf to that which hath been ſaid of the excluding of Hereticks and Schiſmaticks out of the Church; Seeing it cannot be denied to be the act of the whole Body, (that is to ſay, of thoſe tha are able to act in behalf of the whole Body) which the whole Body is ruled by and obeyes. For, whether wee have record extant of any Council at which they were condemned; or, whether they were condem­ned in that Church where they appeared; In as much, as, upon information of the proceedings, by daily intercourſe and correſpondence, the reſt of the Church ſentenced the ſame, (as finding the Rule of Faith and the Unity of the Church ſo to do) the excluding of them becomes the act of the whole Church. For how elſe are ſo many Hereſies and Schiſmes come to an end with their Fathers? Nay, I will boldly ſay, that, whoſoever died excommunicate, becauſe being ex­cluded by his own Church hee could not be admitted by another Church, who­ſoever for fear of this, either ſubmitted to that which any Council ever decreed in mater of Faith, or reconciled himſelf to his own Church that hee might not be diſowned by the whole, whatever inſtances hereof the records of the Church afford, ſo many witneſſes wee have of the acts which the whole Church either did, or was able to do.

CHAP. XV. How the Power of the Church is founded upon the Law. The Power of the Kingdome, Prieſthood, Prophets, and Rulers of that people all of divine right. How farre theſe qualities and the powers of them are to continue in the Church. The ſenſe of the Fathers in this point. That the acts of S. Paul and the reſt of the Apoſtles were not of force by virtue of the Law. What Eccleſiaſtical Power ſhould have been among the Jewes, in caſe they had received the Goſpel, and ſo the State had ſtood.
ANd now it will not be difficult to anſwer; that, though the Power of Ex­communicating did not belong to the Synagogue by Gods Law, but by humane conſtitution, providing for the maintenance of Gods Law, and that of ſecular Power; yet is it of the Churches right by Gods Law, diſtinguiſhing the Society thereof from the Commonwealth. But this will not be effectually, nor ſufficiently done, unleſſe I make the diſcourſe general, and ſhow how the rea­ſon holds in other points of that right, upon which the Church is founded. I ſay then, that, if it be true that S. Paul ſayes Rom. III. 21. Now the righteouſ­neſſe of God (and ſo his Goſpel, which proclaimeth that righteouſneſſe) is mani­feſted without the Law, being witneſſed by the Law and the Prophets; then are wee not to think, that either the Church, or any part of that right upon which it ſub­ſiſteth, can ſtand by the Law, or be derived from it, otherwiſe, than as Chriſtia­nity it ſelf, which deſtroyeth the Law, may be derived from it, becauſe, as S. Paul ſayes, it is witneſſed by it. For, the Law will not fail to yield us ſuch ar­guments of thoſe rights, as, the correſpondence thereof with the Goſpel, (that is to ſay, of the Synagogue with the Church) requireth.
Conſider wee then, that, by the Law, God became King of his people, but under God, Moſes his Vicegerent; With this proviſion for ſucceſſion, that, hee whom God ſhould raiſe up in Moſes ſtead ſhould be obeyed as Moſes, Deut. XVIII. 15—. Beſides, wee know there were XII Princes of the XII Tribes from Moſes to David, Num. I. 4-16. II, III, VII. 1 Chron. XXVII. 16. XXVIII. 1. And under theſe Princes, it ſeems, the Tribes were divided into Thouſands, Hundreds, Fifties and Tens, the Captains whereof were made Judges under Moſes during the march through the Wilderneſſe, Exod. XVIII. 21—. Deut. I. 15. And it ſhould ſeem, that the people continued to be divided by theſe Thou­ſands [Page] and Hundreds in the Land, becauſe wee finde, that in Davids time, the whole Land, and not onely the Souldiery were divided ſo, 1 Chron. XIII. 1, 2, 5. where David, adviſing with the Captains of Thouſands and Hundreds, is ſaid to adviſe with the whole Aſſembly of the People. But as for the office of Judges, there is no queſtion but another courſe is taken by the Law of Deut. XVI. 18. when they ſhould be planted in the Land. For, when order is taken, that Courts be ſet up in their Cities, it is intimated, that they were to come in ſtead of thoſe Captains, which had the miniſtring of Juſtice in their hands, in the Wilder­neſs. And whereas, beſides the aſſiſtance of theſe Captains, M [...]ſes is allowed LXX more of the Elders of Iſrael, upon whom his Spirit is departed, to help him in bearing the burthen of that people, Num. XI, 15, 16, 17; Proviſion is made for ſucceſſion by the Law of Deut. XVII. 8-13. That there be alwaies a ſtanding Court at the place where the Ark ſhould reſt, to which the more difficult cauſes ſhould reſort, from the Courts of inferior Cities, there to be finally decided. Which being to be the ſeat of Moſes ſucceſſors Judges or Kings, it is not onely the conſtant Tradition of the Jews, but of it ſelf evident, that this Court did ex­erciſe and was to exerciſe that Power, which was firſt committed to them that were choſen for the aſſiſtance of Moſes. Though nothing oblige us to believe, that, while the ſeat of the Ark was either not declared, or n [...] conſtantly uſed, it was alwaies in force according to the intent of this Law.
Beſide theſe Powers eſtabliſhed by the Law for the Government of that Peo­ple, wee have the Prieſthood tied by the Law to the Tribe of Levi, with divers privileges, or pety juriſdictions, in that quality annexed to it. For, when God commandeth Aaron, that hee and his ſons drink no wine or ſtrong drink when they come into the Tabernacle, that they may diſtinguiſh between holy and com­mon, between clean and unclean, and teach the children of Iſrael all the Statutes which the Lord had commanded them by Moſes, Levit. X. 8-11; it is manifeſt, that, by this Law, the people is referred to them for reſolution in the caſes here intended, though what the caſes are that are hereby intended, and what rule their reſolution ſhould be tied to, nothing hinders, by other Lawes to be de­clared, and limited. And thoſe ancient Doctors of the Jewes ſeem to have reaſon, that obſerve the terms of the Law, Deut. XXI. 5. every cauſe and every plague ſhall be according to their mouth; inferring that all  [...] (which wee may tranſlate doctrines, but muſt underſtand that which the Greek calls  [...], or decrees) muſt come out of their mouth, Siphri 243. Peſicta Zoterta fol. 91. col. 4. and inſtanding in the cauſes to be purged by the aſhes of the Red Cow, Num. XIX. not as if none could ſprinkle thoſe aſhes but a Prieſt, (which is o­therwiſe ruled by Num. XIX. 17. to be any man that was clean) but becauſe they could not be burnt but by a Prieſt, Num. XIX. 3. which is by their Law any Prieſt, Maimoni in that Title I. 11, 12. and becauſe part of them was ſet a­ſide for Prieſts to purifie with, as another part for other Iſraelites, Maim. III. 4. So, in the cauſes concerning Wives queſtioned by their Husbands being jealous, by the Law of Num. V. 15. the cauſes of murther for which an Heifer was to be killed by breaking her neck, Deut. XXI. 5. And in the plagues of men, hou­ſes and clothes, Deut. XXIV. 8. none of which could be decided without a Prieſt. In this regard, it ſeems to mee, the Prophet ſayes, The Prieſts lips ſhall preſerve knowledge, and they ſhall require the Law at his mouth, for hee is the meſ­ſenger of the Lord of Hoſts, Mal. II. 7. and in termes Deut. XXX. 10.  [...], They ſhall teach Jacob thy Judgments, and Iſrael thy Lawes. According to the other Law Deut. XVII. 11.  [...], According to the doctrines that they ſhall teach thee.
Another Power in that people is that of Prophets, which ſeemeth to be founded upon the Law of Deut. XVIII. 20, 21, 22. where, having commanded that the Prophet which ſhould ſucceed Moſes be obeyed, as Moſes, the Law proceedeth to charge them to put to death whoſoever ſhould propheſie in the name of ſtrange Gods: And then, giving a rule whereby to diſcern between a true and a falſe Prophet, ſeems to intimate the authority of Prophets. Which was ſo very great in that people, that, the Kings themſelves were to obey them, [Page] ſo long as they had the reputation of true Prophets, (whereupon wee ſee how they reprove them, Elias Ahab, 1 Kings XVIII. 17. Eliſha the King of Iſrael, 2 Kings VI. 33. John Baptiſt and our Lord Chriſt Herod, Mat. XIV. 4. Luc. XIII. 32. though, when their reputation could by faction be queſtioned,  [...]o often were they queſtioned, condemned, and killed for the meſſages they brought in Gods name, as the Apoſtle ſaith Heb. XI. 37. and as it befell our Lord Chriſt) Nay further, that, when they taught, that any particular Law ſhould ceaſe for the time, they were to be obeyed, as Elias commanded to offer ſacrifice in another place than at Jeruſalem, 1 Kings XVIII. 17. contrary to the Law of Levit. XV. 2-9. the Temple being then on foot. Whereby it appeareth, that the Prophets had their authority immediately from God, not depending ſo much as upon his Law, further than as the acknowledgment of the authority of it to come from God was a neceſſary condition to the receiving of them for Pro­phets, as I ſaid aſore; Seeing the mater thereof might ceaſe to oblige, if they ſhould declare the will of God to be ſuch. The Commonwealth then of Iſrael ſubſiſting by divine right, (that is, by the appointment of God giving them free­dome, and the command of themſelves, upon condition of undertaking the Law) not onely the Kingdom, which is the form of Government limited by the Soveraigne Power placed in one perſon, whether by the permiſſion of God or his appointment, together with the Miniſters thereof, Judges and Magiſtrates and Officers, but alſo the Prieſtly and Prophetical Office, muſt be underſtood to ſtand by the ſame title.
As for the Church, which wee have ſeen to be the ſpiritual Iſrael of God, and maintain to be one viſible body, by virtue of undertaking the Covenant of Grace which the Goſpel tendreth; It is manifeſt, that the King thereof is the Lord Chriſt, who profeſſeth not to govern it by his bodily preſence, but by the Law of his Word, and by the inviſible preſence of his Spirit, which was to com­mence upon his departure. That, being here, hee appointed XII Apoſtles as Patriarchs thereof under him, as the XII Princes of the Tribes were under Moſes, and LXX Diſciples, or Apoſtles of an inferior rank, under himſelf alſo, as they under Moſes; But, for the diſpatch of ſuch buſineſſe, concerning his Kingdom, as that, which neither the Captains of Thouſands and Hundreds, (who were ordained Judges before the LXX were ordained to aſſiſt Moſes) nei­ther after them the Judges of particular Cities that ſucceeded them could de­cide. And ſhall wee not conclude all this correſpondence to be as competent an argument, as wee are to expect for the New Teſtament in the Old, for the conſtitution of the Church, in the inſtitution of the Synagogue? To wit, that, ſeeing wee ſee God hath appointed our Lord Chriſt, hee, his XII Apoſtles and LXX Diſciples his miniſters in governing of it, that hee intended it a viſible body, to which the viſible right of governing the ſame might be conveyed, by the reaſonable voluntary act of thoſe, in whom, placing the power, hee muſt needs place the right of propagating the ſame in his own abſence. One point indeed of difference there is, wherein, wee ſhould abuſe our ſelves too much, to ſeek for any correſpondence between the Synagogue and the Church. For, wee ſuppoſe the intent of God to have been, that the Law ſhould oblige one people, but the Goſpel all that are to attain ſalvation out of all people, ſo that there is no particular ſeat of Gods worſhip according to the Goſpel, to which all Chriſtians are bound to reſort, as Jeruſalem was the ſeat of Gods worſhip which all Jewes were to reſort to. And, wee ſuppoſe our Lord Chriſt to be in heaven, where the Princes of Iſrael and the LXX Elders cannot be preſent, to aſſiſt him with their miniſtery. Therefore wee cannot imagine that hee appoin­ted his LXX Diſciples for a ſtanding Aſſembly, as, under the Law; But, to be diſperſed all over the world, where Chriſtian people ſhould be, though united by the ſame Rule which all ſhould follow for the preſerving of Chriſtendom in u­nity. Let no man therefore any more imagine, that the title by which any Power is held or pretended to be held in the Church, can be derived from that right which the Prieſthood held under the Law; So as from thence to inferre, that the Power which the Prieſthood had not under the Law is not under the [Page] Goſpel to be aſcribed unto the Church, as it is the Church. For, I do of my own accord allege, that, ſeeing the Prieſthood was purely ceremonial, to figure that expiation of ſin which Chriſt ſhould bring to paſſe, and therefore to expire when it was brought to paſſe, it is not poſſible to imagine, that any right of the Church can be founded upon the right thereof, or derived from it. Neither is it otherwiſe with the Prophetical Office. The authority whereof, as I have ſhowed, was of divine right under the Law, as depending immediately upon the will of God, that raiſed them up, and gave them authority by thoſe evidences, which his own Law had made legal; And this, that hee might tye his people the more ſtrongly, by their miniſtery, and by the evidence of his preſence among them, to obſerve his Law. And yet, in as much as all Chriſtians muſt believe them fore-runners of Chriſt, ſent to give notice of his coming by ſuch meanes, as God that ſent him thought fit, (ſo that hee, by his Office, is the chief Pro­phet, to whom the Father reſerved the full declaration of his will and plea­ſure, concerning the alliance hee intended to hold with men) of neceſſity their office was to expire in him, neither can it remaine in the Church, further than hee, by a new act, may appear to have appointed. I do not here make any doubt that S. Paul argued very well, when hee ſaid 1 Cor. IX. 13, 14. Know yee not, that they which work holy things eat of the holy? That they who wait upon the Altar, take part with the Altar? So alſo hath God appointed them that bring newes of the Goſpel to live of the Goſpel. But, hee that will underſtand this argument, muſt make up the compariſon, by completing the correſpondence, between the brin­ging of ſouls to Chriſt, by preaching the Goſpel, and the ſacrificing of living creatures to God, by executing the Law. This correſpondence the Apoſtle himſelf hath delared to our hands, Rom. XV. 15, 16. Becauſe of the grace given mee of God, ſaith hee, that I ſhould be the miniſter of Jeſus Chriſt to the Gentiles, exerciſing the ſacred function of preaching the Goſpel of God, that the oblation of the Gentiles may be acceptable, being ſanctified by the Holy Ghoſt. And Phil. II. 17. Nay, though I be poured forth upon the ſacrifice and miniſtery of your Faith, I rejoyce, and that joyntly with you all. Where it appeareth, that, by ſubmitting to the Goſpel, men become a ſacrifice to God, in as much as they dye to the world, and that they who bring them to Chriſtianity are the Prieſts that offer this ſacrifice; And by this Prieſthood it is, that the Apoſtle challengeth a right of living upon preaching the Goſpel, as the Prieſts lived by attending upon the ſacrifices of the Law. Which if it be true, then is the Apoſtles office that Prieſt­hood under the Goſpel, which was to remaine by the correſpondence▪ thereof with the Law, and therefor [...] cannot derive any Title from the Levitical Prieſt­hood, which it maketh void. As for the Office of Prophets under the Goſpel, it is plain by S. Pauls Epiſtles, that it pleaſed God, among other miraculous Gra­ces of the Holy Ghoſt, whereby hee evidenced his preſence in the Church, to ſtirre up Prophets in thoſe Primitive Churches, by whom, beſides, they might be inſtructed in the more ſolid underſtanding of their Chriſtianity, as may ap­pear in particular by S. Paul 1 Cor. XIV. Which being ſuppoſed, can any man imagine, that the Office of thoſe Prophets, and the authority which it import­eth, can be derived from the Prophets under the Law, whoſe Office expired in Chriſt? His act it muſt be to give authority to Prophets under the Goſpel; and, ſince wee have ſhowed, that the chief authority which hee left in the Church was left with his Apoſtles, it followeth by conſequence, (which by other Scri­ptures in another place I have ſhowed to have been true) that the Apoſtles, by their Office, were the chief Prophets of the Church; Though, as, for the con­tinuance of the gift of Propheſie, under the Goſpel there is no promiſe recor­ded, as under the Law there is; So, neither any precept requiring obedience to their Office, as then I have ſhowed there was. In fine, God by Chriſt de­ſigned to raiſe up children to Abraham, which are the new Iſrael according to the Spirit; Hee hath given the Apoſtles and Diſciples of our Lord that autho­rity over them, which may anſwer the power of the Patriarchs and Elders of his ancient people under Moſes; Hee hath incorporated into their Office under the Goſpel, the authority both of Prieſts and Prophets under the Law, which [Page] both were to ceaſe with the Law; Therefore wee are not to derive any Powe [...] of the Church from the rights of the Prieſthood under the Law, not to argue, that the Church hath no right to that Power, which the Prieſthood, as then, was not ſeiſed of; But, whatſoever power was in the Prinees of Tribes and their inferiors, in the Elders and Judges of Iſrael, for the civil Government of that people under Moſes, the ſame wee muſt inferre to have been in the Apoſtles and Diſciples of Chriſt, (and, by conſequence, in them to whom they may ap­peare to have committed any part of it) for the government of the Church un­der our Lord Chriſt; Saving the difference, which the condition whereupon ei­ther people are gathered into one Society importeth; Which is, in them, the poſſeſſion of the Land of Promiſe upon the obſervation of the Law, in us, the Kingdome of heaven upon the Faith of Chriſt. And therefore in them infer­reth temporal Power in diſpoſing of cauſes and things of this world, in theſe, onely the Power of directing in ſpiritual maters, wherein the Church, by the Covenant of Grace, doth communicate.
This opinion may ſeem to ſome man not to agree with the doctrine of the ancienteſt Fathers, who do many times argue, what order ought to be held in the Church, from that which the Law provided for the Levitical Prieſthood; As Clemens Ep. ad Corinthios from the order which the Law had preſcribed for the Sacrifices preſcribed by it, argueth, that the like ought to be kept in the Church, pag. 53. And S. Cyprian, that, as Eleazar was conſecrated High Prieſt by Moſes, before the Congregation of the People, ſo ought Ordinations to be celebrated before the Aſſembly of the Church. Which kinde of argument ſeems to have no force, unleſſe wee derive the Offices of the Church from the Levitical Prieſt­hood; Together with abundance of paſſages to the ſame purpoſe, whereof it ſhall be enough to have produced theſe for an example. But this kinde of ar­gument is eaſily ſtopped by one inſtance. For it is manifeſt, that the like argu­ment, of inſtruction or exhortation to thoſe that claime by and under the A­poſtles, may be drawn from divers paſſages of the ancient Scriptures, wherein the Prophets of the Law are exhorted to do, or reproved for neglecting their Office; And yet no man can go about to derive the right of their authority from the Prophets Office by the Law of Moſes. And then it is eaſily anſwered, that nothing hinders, the ſame reaſon that appeares in the Ordinances of the Leviti­cal Prieſthood to be of evident conſequence in the ordering of Gods Church Not becauſe the order of the Church depends upon the Prieſthood, but becauſe both are from God, who hath expreſſed thoſe marks of his wiſedom in the el­der, that may ſeem to direct the later, though claiming no title from it. This reaſon is general. There is another more particular, to be drawn from that which hath been ſhowed, that the Apoſtles and Diſciples of Chriſt, as Governors of Gods ſpiritual Iſrael, and therefore thoſe that claime a right anſwerable to theirs, have in them both the Office of the Levitical Prieſthood, and of Legal Prophets, in ſuch conſideration, and to ſuch purpoſe as the effect of thoſe Offi­ces under the Goſpel, in the Church, requireth. Whereupon, if at any time the Fathers of the Church do argue, or diſpute the Office of thoſe who claime by the Apoſtles and Diſciples of Chriſt, from thoſe things which are ſaid in the Old Teſtament, concerning the Levitical Prieſthood, or the Prophets under the Law; Much more ordinary it is, to finde them grounding the like inſtructions and exhortations, upon thoſe things, which are ſaid in the Old Teſtament, con­cerning the Rulers and Judges of Iſrael according to the fleſh. What is more ordinary in Tertullian, Origen, S. Cyprian, Clement, Juſtine, the Apoſtolical Con­ſtitutions, the reſt of the moſt ancient Fathers of the Church, than to draw into conſequence the Rebellion of Corah, and the Law of obeying that which the Prieſts and Judges of every age ſhould ordaine, concerning difficulties of the Law; againſt Schiſme in the Church? Thoſe things which the Prophets, Eſay LVII. 10, 11. Jer. 11. 8. III. 15. XXIII. 1-4. Ez. XXXIV. 1-16. pronounce againſt the Shepherds of Iſrael; againſt thoſe that claime under the Apoſtles in the Church? For the Prophets themſelves Eſa. LVII. 10, 11. Jer. II. 8. XXIII. 1-4. Ez. XXXIV. 23. do manifeſtly ſhow, that theſe Shepherds are the Rulers [Page] of the People, diſtinguiſhing them both from the Prieſts and the Prophets. And the intereſt of Chriſtianity requires, that the promiſe of raiſing up better Shepherds, be underſtood to be fulfilled in the Holy Apoſtles. Hee that doubts of the ſenſe of the Fathers in this point, let him take the pai [...]s to reade S. Baſil upon III of Eſay, and ſee how hee expounds thoſe things which are prophefied againſt the Rulers of Gods ancient People, againſt thoſe that offend like them, in ruling Gods Church.
And therefore it is utterly impertinent to the Power and right of the Church, which is obſerved as mater of conſequence to it, in the ſecond Book de Synedriis Judaeorum VII. 7. that S. Paul ordained Presbyters in the Chur­ches, Acts XIV. 22. as himſelf without doubt had received Ordination from his Maſter Gamaliel in the Synagogue; For, if the meaning be onely, that hee Ordained them by Impoſing hands, as himſelf perhaps was Ordained, hee tells no newes, for that is it which the Scripture affirmeth. But, if hee mean fur­ther, that S. Paul did this by authority received from Gamaliel, it will he ridicu­lous to imagine, that S. Paul, by the Power which hee had from the Synagogue, was inabled to give that authority in the Church, which the Synagogue found it ſelf obliged to perſecute, as deſtructive to it. Beſides, it is eaſily ſaid, that the Apoſtles, finding that it was then a cuſtome to Ordaine thoſe Elders, which were wont to be created in the Synagogue, for ſuch ends, and to ſuch faculties as the conſtitution thereof required, by Impoſing hands; And, intending to conferre a like Power in Church maters upon the like order in the Church, which by ſuch acts they inſtitute; held fit to uſe the ſame ceremony in ordaining them, which was in uſe, to the like but ſeveral purpoſes, in the Synagogue. In which caſe it is manifeſt, that the Power ſo conferred cannot be derived from that which the Synagogue gave, (and therefore not limited by it) but by that, which the Socie­ty of the Church, and the conſtitution thereof requires. As, ſuppoſe for the purpoſe, that, by the Jewes Law, at that time, they created Elders to Judge in criminal cauſes onely in the Land of Iſrael; But for inferior purpoſes, (as of reſolving doubts in conſcience riſing upon the Law, by pronouncing this or that lawfull or unlawfull to be done) in other places; Is it reaſon therefore to in­ferre, as it is there inferred pag. 325. that when S. Paul faith, 1 Cor. V. 12. Do not yee judge thoſe that are within? hee muſt not be underſtood, of any judgment which the Presbyters of the Church exerciſed there, becauſe, out of the Land of the Land of Promiſe, Elders were not ordained for Judges by the Synagogue? I ſay nothing of the point it ſelf for the preſent, I ſay it is no argument to in­ferre thus, as is inferred pag. 325. the Elders which the Synagogue made were not inabled to judge out of the Land of Promiſe; Therefore, in the Chriſtian Church, there was no Power to judge the cauſes of Chriſtians at that time; Un­leſſe wee derive the authority of the Church from the Synagogue. As for that which is argued pag. 328. that; Had they conferred any other power, than the Rules of the Synagogue allowed, they would have been queſtioned, and perſe­cuted for it by the Jewes, either in their own Courts or before the Gentiles, (in as much as the Chriſtians had then no protection for their Religion, which the Jewes had, but as they paſſed for Jewes in the Empire) it dependeth meerly upon the opinion the Jewes themſelves had of Chriſtianity. For, where the Jewes ſtood yet at a bay, expecting the trial of that truth which the Goſpel pretended, not proceeding to perſecute the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, it is not to be imagined, that they ſhould proceed to perſecute thoſe acts, which were done in proſecution of it. But where the ſeparation was complete, and enmity declared, no man need bid a Jew perſecute a Chriſtian, for any thing that hee did as a Chriſtian, nor a Chriſtian to ſuffer for that, which a Jew ſhould perſecute. All the queſtion onely was, how farre both their Maſters, that is, the Powers of the Empire would make themſelves executioners of their hatred, (Chriſtianity being hitherto tolerated though not protected) till the Lawes of the Empire had declared againſt Chriſtianity, which at that time it is plain they had not done. As little do I think it concernes the Right of the Church, which is there obſerved VII. 4. pag. 287. that, Ordination by Impoſition of hands was meerly [Page] of human̄e inſtitution in the Synagogue, and no way derived from the example of Moſes laying hands upon Joſue, Num. XXVII. 18-23. which, being a ſingu­lar caſe, can no way ground a Rule. For ſuppoſing, that, by the Law, a Judici­ary Power, or what ever inferior Right was to be maintained, and conveyed by the Act of thoſe which were legally poſſeſſed of it, or the right of conveying it; Let all limitations whereby the way of conveying it was determined, be counted as much of humane right as you pleaſe, the power ſo conveyed cannot be meerly of humane right, being eſtabliſhed by Gods Law, with a Power of limiting all circumſtances in propagating of it, which are not againſt Gods Law, but according to it. As for the Apoſtles of our Lord Chriſt, (all whoſe acts, done with intent to oblige the Church, are of force by Gods act of eſtabliſhing them) all that can remaine queſtionable is, with what intent they introduced their Ordinances into the Church, which are unqueſtionably of force by Gods Law, for whatſoever they intended, whatſoever the Synagogue might intend by the like. As for that voluntary conjecture of pag. 315. which makes the XII Apoſtles, created with Power of Binding and Looſing, ſo many Elders to de­clare what was lawfull and unlawful in Chriſtianity; I admit all, underſtood ac­cording to the premiſes. To wit; that, as there was in thoſe Elders which the Synagogue created, a Power to declare what was lawful or unlawful by the Law of Moſes, to make a man capable or uncapable of the ſociety of that people, to which thoſe promiſes were made, but in every one as his creation limited; So were the Apoſtles ordained by our Lord, to declare to the world, upon what termes it might be reconciled to God and obtaine everlaſting life: And, thoſe whom they prevailed not with, they are therefore ſaid to binde, becauſe they looſed them not. And as they held this Power in chief, and fully to all purpoſes; So all that claime any part of it under them muſt claime no more, than the act by which they conveyed it upon them may appear to have limited. But it were too great an impertinence to imagine, that this power depended any way upon that authority which the Law might allow or conſtitute, even in our Lord Chriſt, (ſuppoſing him a Prophet acknowledged according to the Law) otherwiſe then as the Goſpel depends upon the Law, and the Church upon the Synagogue: in that they give evidence to them, by which they are made void. For, that which our Lord gives his Apoſtles, is more then the Law was ever able to effect, if the premiſes be true, though the Law gave competent witneſs and evidence to it. Neither is there any more force in that which is conjectured in the ſame place, that the VII, who are created to wait upon the Tables, or common Diet of the Chriſtians at Jeruſalem, Acts VI. are alſo ſo many Elders, becauſe made by Impoſing hands. For, if it be the authority of the Apoſtles that made Im­poſition of hands in force to Chriſtians, (though they had a pattern from the Sy­nagogue to move them to introduce it) who ſhall limit them not to uſe it, un­leſſe they be Elders whom they ordaine? and therefore, who ſhall conclude that they are Elders, becauſe ſo ordained?
If theſe things be true, it will be eaſie to reſolve the conſequence of that ſup­poſition, which is propounded in the Preface to that Book. To wit, ſuppoſing the Jewes in the Land of Promiſe had received Chriſtianity at the Preaching of the Apoſtles, as they ought to have done, and ſo, that their Eſtate had continued as it did, (which, for refuſing it, was taken away) whether the Civil Law of that people, continuing as it ought to continue, ſhould have had the ſame Power in Eccleſiaſtical cauſes, as it had in ordering all things that concerned the Ceremo­nial Law. For, if ſo, then no Eccleſiaſtical Power could have ſubſiſted among the Jewes, and therefore no cauſe could be alleged, why other Nations, im̄bra­cing Chriſtianity; ſhould not reſerve the ſame Power to their own Civīl Law. For, ſuppoſing the Covenant under Moſes, to be no more in force at ſuch time as the New is on foot, which the Preaching of the Apoſtles had declared to be the intent of the Old, at ſuch time as Chriſt ſhould come; it will follow indeed, that the reaſon why the Nation was taken away, (that is, the refuſal of the Go­ſpel) ceaſing, God might have preſerved them in Eſtate, had hee pleaſed, but, by the termes of the Covenant which was expired, could not be tied to it. But, [Page] ſuppoſing hee had preſerved them ſo, wee muſt then ſuppoſe, that the Civil Law of Moſes ought to be ſtill maintained among that people, not by the Co­venant, which being expired, and the condition of the Land of Promiſe holding no longer, when the taking up of Chriſts Croſſe is propounded and admitted by receiving Chriſtianity, the obligation of maintaining the ſame Civil Law can no further hold, than the reaſon of maintaining Chriſtianity ſhould require; That is; So farr as the quiet of that people, in the privileges which till then they injoy­ed, would evidently have been for the advancement and maintenance of Chri­ſtianity, and the preſerving of the Lawes which they were alwaies tied to, as e­vidently for the quiet of that people. For, ſuppoſe at this hour a Synagogue of Jewes, in the Empire, or in Italy, or whereſoever elſe they ſubſiſt, ſhould re­ceive Chriſtianity; Neither would any obligation of the Law remain upon them, why they ſhould not give it all over to become free denizens of the States in which they dwelt afore their converſion, (which is that, as I ſuppoſe, that Chri­ſtian States ought to propoſe to them, to move them to imbrace Chriſtianity) neither is there any thing to difference their caſe now, from thoſe of our Lords time, that injoyed ſo much of their own Lawes in the hand of Promiſe. And, ſuppoſing that God had been pleaſed to preſerve them in that eſtate, wee muſt alſo ſuppoſe, that God, intending his Church as well of the Gentiles as Jewes, intended both to make parts of it upon the ſame termes. And therefore, that Power which the Apoſtles left, for the preſerving of unity in the communion of the ſervice of God, for which the Society of the Church ſtands, that, as well Jewes as Gentiles muſt have admitted, as a part of the Chriſtianity which they profeſſed, bounding the force of their own Civil Laws, upon the ſame Terms, as wee ſhow, the Civil Lawes of other Nations that received Chriſtianity are to be bounded with in Church maters.

CHAP. XVI. The Church founded upon the Power given the Apoſtles. What is the ſub­ject mater of Church Lawes. The right of the Church to Tithes and Oblations is not grounded upon the Law, though evidenced by it, and by practice of the Patriarchs. Evidence of the Apoſtles Order in the Scri­ptures. The Church of Jeruſalem held not community of Goods. The o­riginal practice of the Church.
HAving thus farre ſhowed the foundation of Eccleſiaſtical Power, in the Apoſtles and Diſciples of our Lord Chriſt, (whom wee may juſtly affirm, to have been the Church materially as ſo many Chriſtians, but, in virtue and force, as much as the whole Church can ever be) it will not be requiſite, to thoſe that conſider things a right, to argue, that their Acts and Ordinances muſt of ne­ceſſity have the force of Gods Lawes to the Church, as much as thoſe things, which God ſaid alone to Moſes in the Tabernacle of Aſſembling, had the force of Lawes to his ancient people. For, thoſe that conſider the beginnings of States from the beginning of the World, ſhall eaſily finde, that people were not governed from the beginning by written Lawes, but reaſonable and lawfull conſent in ſome perſon, or quality of perſons, (whether of Gods deſigning or mans chuſing) to govern in chief, was a firſt a Law ſufficient to conſtitute any Commonwealth, as being ſufficient to produce all other Lawes, which diſſatiſ­faction ſhould make requiſite for determining cōmon differences, either in wri­ting, or by ſilent cuſtome. Thus was the Commonwealth of Iſrael conſtitu­ted under Moſes, ſo ſoon as that People had received God for their King, and re­ferred themſelves to Moſes, for the man, by whom they ſhould underſtand his will and pleaſure. Nevertheleſſe, becauſe the wiſedom of God eaſily foreſaw, how lightly thoſe, who preſently received him for their King, would be moved to fall away from him to other Gods; (that which was as eaſie for his wiſedom to do) hee gave them preſently ſuch Lawes in writing, both for the Ceremonies wherewith hee would be worſhipped, as held the moſt particular difference from [Page] thoſe which the Nations worſhipped their Gods with; and for their civil conver­ſation, as might beſt diſtinguiſh them from all other Nations that were fallen a­way to the worſhip of Idols. And all this, beſides the ſecret intent of ſcre­telling and figuring the Goſpel in and by the ſame. This was the intent of the Decalogue firſt, then, of thoſe Lawes which Moſes received in the Mount to be delivered to the people, Exod. XXII, XXIII, XXIV. and laſtly, of the ref: which Moſes received in the Tabernacle from Gods mouth, ſpeaking with him as God faith, face to face. When God the Father had ſent our Lord Chriſt to publicſh his Goſpel, and to declare the intent of founding his Church upon it, when our Lord Chriſt had declared his intent of leaving the world, and the pro­ſecution of his Goſpel, and gathering of his Church to his Apoſtles and Diſci­ples, then was the Society of the Church founded in as full force of authority, as ever can have been in it ſince; Though not yet actually a Church, becauſe the materials of it are not men but Chriſtians, that is, ſuch, as by receiving Chriſti­anity, ſhould come into the communion of it.
Beſides, God intending one communion of all that ſhould become Chriſti­ans out of all Nations; And therefore, pretending to maintains the State of this World, and all the Commonwealths in which the Church ſtandeth, on the ſame termes which it findeth; diſchargeth the Church of all that power to force men to obedience by harm of this world, by which all States maintaine them­ſelves. Therefore, the Church can pretend no more, than to communicate in ſome certain particulars, for which the Society thereof is erected, and, in the communion whereof it conſiſteth. Suppoſe wee then the Law of Moſes to be ceaſed, as to the outward force of governing the People to whom once it was Law, though not as to the inward intent of introducing the Goſpel, to which it was the Preface; Suppoſe wee the Society of the Church to be ordained, in the communion of thoſe things which Chriſtianity introduceth; I ſay, thoſe Rules, without which the Unity of the Church cannot be maintained, whatfoever they be called, have no leſſe the force of Lawes, than any that Secular States either inact or inforce. Becauſe, as hee that once hath undertaken to take God for his God, under a promiſe of being a free Iſraelite, cannot, ſo long as that pro­ſeſſion ſtands, make queſtion of undergoing the reſt of Moſes Laws, howſoever troubleſome they ſeem; So hee that once hath imbraced the communion of the Church, in hope of life everlaſting, is by the fame reaſon, obliged to obſerve ſuch Rules, according to which the communion of the Church is in force and uſe. But the communion of the Church not conſiſting in anything of this world, onely in the Offices of Gods ſervice, (for, inviſible communion in the faith and love of Chriſt, and all for Chriſts take, as Chriſtianity requires, is pre­ſuppoſed to the viſible communion of the Church) no reaſon can require that they ſhould be many, at leaſt at the beginning. Our Lord Chriſt, having preached and declared unto his Diſciples, that Proſeſſion of Chriſtianity, into which hee appointeth all Chriſſians to be Baptized, may well be ſaid to have ordained the Sacrament of Baptiſme for a Law to all Chriſtians; diſtinguiſhing the Ceremo­ny, by which the Proſeſſion of Chriſtianity is ſolemnized, from the Proſeſſion it ſelf of Chriſtianity, which, hee that comes to be baptized muſt have taken upon him for a Law afore. As little queſtion there can be, that our Lord Chriſt, at his laſt Supper, inſtituted, not his laſt Supper, (for what ſenſe can there be in ſaying, that our Lord at his laſt Supper inſtituted his laſt Supper?) but the Sacrament of his laſt Supper, which is the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, for a per­petual Law to the Church. Here then wee have for Lawes to the Church; Firſt the Rule of Faith, containing the proſeſſion, upon ſuppoſition whereof the Cor­poration of the Church is founded: Secondly, the Sacraments of Baptiſme and of the Euchariſt: Thirdly, other offices of common Prayers and Praiſes of God, together with the Hearing of his Word, (common to the Church with the Synagogue) which God is to be ſerved with: And therefore thus farre I have proved, that there is a Society of one Catholick Church, founded by God upon the precept, or the privilege of communicating in the ſervice of God, by there offices of Chriſtianity, equally charged upon all Chriſtians; And conſiſting in [Page] the obligation of maintaining unity, in ſerving God by the ſaid Offices. Suppo­ſing then a viſible authority ſettled in the perſons of our Lords Apoſtles and Diſciples, in behalf of the community of Chriſtians; Suppoſing this community efected into a Society, viſible Body, or Corporation of the Church; what­ſoever can become queſtionable, (not concerning mine and thine, which Civil Government pretendeth to decide, but) concerning communion in thoſe Offi­ces which God is to be ſerved with by Chriſtians, is virtually and potentially al­ready decided, by the right of doing ſuch acts, as, being done, oblige the Church for whom they are done; Which therefore are the Laws of the Church. Wee ſee, that the intent and meaning of Chriſtianity is many times queſſionable in ma­ters of that weight, or taken to be of that weight, that Chriſtians are not to communicate with thoſe, who, pretending to be Chiſtians, do believe otherwiſe. Here, wee have none but the Apoſtles themſelves to have recourſe to. None but they have convinced Chriſtendom to believe that their word is Gods word. For, though Moſes and the Prophets and our Lord Chriſt all ſpake by the ſame Spirit, in as much as they all intended a ſecret, which was not to be publiſhed till the Apoſtles preached, the recourſe wee have to them is, with intent to argue, and diſcover by their writings the truth of that, which may become queſti­onable in the preaching of the Apoſtles. What then may appear to be deter-mined by the act of the Apoſtles, (as the writings of the Apoſtles are certainly their act) the declaration of the Church, (proceeding no further, than the means provided by God for that purpoſe will inable the Church to diſcerne) that this doth appear, will have the force of a Law, to oblige all Chriſtians, not to vio­late the communion of Chriſtians, upon pretenſe that it doth not appear. So, the rcaſon of believing, and the evidence thereof, are both antecedent to the foundation of the Church: But the declaration of the Church, obliging thoſe that are within it, not to violate communion upon pretenſe of contrary eviden­ce, that is the effect of that right and power which God giveth his Church. But there are other acts, which the Church will be as often neceſſitated to do, as it becomes queſtionable in the Church, how any of thoſe Offices which God is ſerved with by Chriſtians is to be performed. What times, at what places, what perſons are to aſſemble themſelves for that ſervice, as of it ſelf it is not determined, ſo, were it never ſo particularly determined by the writings of the A­poſtles, yet, ſo long as the world is changeable, and the condition of the Church, by that reaſon, not to be limited in that ſervice by the ſame Rule alwaies, the Society of the Church could not ſubſiſt without a Power to determine it. The perſons eſpecially, that communicate with the Church, if you will have the Church a Society, muſt be indowed with ſeveral qualities, ſome of them inabling to communicate paſſively, that is, to joyn in the Offices of Gods ſervice; (For till our time I think it was never queſſioned among Chriſtians, whether the ſame perſons might miniſter and he miniſtred to in the Offices of Chriſtianity) Then, if ſome perſons be to be ſet apart for that purpoſe, of neceſſity, it may become queſtionable, by what acts the fame is lawfully done, according to the will of God declared by his Apoſtles. Further, when it is determined, who, when, where are the Offices of Chriſtianity and the Aſſemblies of the Church to be celebrated, the leaſt circumſtance of matter and form, of ſolemnity and ceremony, though it make no difference of ſaith, yet is able to create a cauſe of ſeparation of communion, that ſhall be juſt on the one ſide. Is it any great Power that is demanded for the Church, by the Original conſtitution thereof, when it is demanded, that the Church have Power to regulate it ſelf in things of this conſequence? Let mee be bold to ſay, there is never a Company in London ſo contemptible, that can ſtand without having the like, excepting the determina­tion of maters of Faith. And therefore it is a ſmall thing to demand, that the Apoſtles, for their time, ſhould be able to do it by Power from God, ſo as to be heard in Chriſts ſtead; Thoſe that received Power from them, according to the meaſure of that Power which they received, though they pretend not their acts to be our Lord Chriſts, as the Apoſtles, yet, within the bounds of that Office to which they are ordained, they have power from God, determining their [Page] perſons, though not juſtifying their acts. Suppoſe then that our Lord Chriſt aſſume a Ceremony in uſe in the Synagogue, at ſuch time as hee preached, of baptizing thoſe that imbraced Moſeſ Law, being born of other Nations, to ſig­nifie and to ſolemnize the admiſſion of them that undertake Chriſtianity, to the privileges of his New people; I ſuppoſe it is the act of our Lord that makes this a Law to his Church, though it was the Power, which God had provided to govern his ancient people, that made it a Law to the Synagogue. It is no more doubted among men of Learning, that our Lord Chriſt, at his laſt Supper, made uſe of Ceremonies practiſed among the Jewes at their Paſſeover, in the celebration of the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, the outward act whereof hee ap­pointed to conſiſt in thoſe Ceremonies, whereas the inward intent thereof was not known afore; For, whatſoever they knew of Chriſt, they could not there­by know, that hee would inſtitute the Sacrament of his Body and Bloud in thoſe Elements. In like maner, it had been alwaies a cuſtome of Superiors in the Synagogue, (according to that of the Apoſtle, Ebr. VlI. 7. Without all contradicti­on, the leſſe is bleſſed by the greater) to bleſſe, and to pray for interiors, with lay­ing hands upon them, or lifting up hands over them. So did the Prieſts, ſo did the Prophets, ſo Iſaac, Gen. XXVII. 4, 7, 12, 19, 21, 22. Jacob, Gen. XLVIII. 9, 14, 17. Aaron, Levit. lX. 22. becauſe a man cannot lay hands upon an Aſſembly all at once. The Prieſts bleſſing, therefore is called among the Jewes liſting up of hands, and many ſcrupulous obſervations there are among them in doing it.Num. VI. 23, 24, 25. So our Lord in doing cures, (as Naaman thought Eliſha would have done, 2 Kings V. II.) in bleſſing his Diſciples, Lue. XXIV. 50. and divers the like. If then the Apoſtles of our Lord frequented the ſame Ceremo­ny, in ſolemnizing Ordination, (as praying for the grace of the Holy Ghoſt up­on thoſe that received it) and in other acts of publick effect in the Church, it cannot be conceived, that any thing but their owne act brought it in force, (though the practice of Gods ancient people gave them a precedent for it) but it muſt be conceived, that this argues a Society of the Church, where ſuch Ce­remonies are inſtituted to celebrate ſuch acts with, as were to provide for the maintenance of it.
Here I muſt not forget the Law of Tithes, and the Title by which they are challenged to be due to the Church. For having made, that this, proved the Church a Corporation, by the power of making Lawes within themſelves, of creating Governors, and of Excommunicating; If it be demanded, where is the common ſtock and revenue of it, (ſeeing no Corporation can ſubſiſt, with­out means, to maintaine the attendance requiſite to thoſe things, wherein it is to communicate) it will be neceſſary to ſhow, that thoſe who founded the Church have provided for this. Tithes are commonly claimed by the Levitical Law; And, it is not eaſie to give a reaſon, why other Lawes of the Church ſhould not come in force, or ſtand in force, by the Law of Moſes, if it be once ſaid, that Tithes are due to the Church under the Goſpel, becauſe they were aſ- ſigned the Levitical Prieſthood by the Law. Truly it deſerves conſideration, whether they that inſiſt upon the Levitical Law, in the claime of Tithes to the Church, do not prejudice the cauſe which they pretend to maintaine. For if they look into the tenor of the Law, it will eaſily appear, that Tithes of fruits of the earth are aſſigned the Prieſthood by God, in conſideration of the Land of Promiſe, which hee gave them; And that therefore, the practice of the Jewes at this very day is due and legal, who pay no Tithes of thoſe fruits, be­cauſe the ſervice, for which they are due, is, by the Law prohibited out of the Land of Promiſe. Beſides, it is maniſeſt, that by the leter of the Law, Deut. XIV. 23. XVIII. 4. Num. XVIII. 12. of all fruits of the earth, onelyCome and Oile and Wine are Tithable; Of living creatures, the Tith goes not to the Levites, (who payed the Prieſthood the Tenth of their Tithes) but to the Al­tar, that is, they are to be ſacrificed to God. So that by this means, the Prieſts and Levites themſelves paid this Tith, as well as other Iſraelites, and that, no more to the intereſt and advantage of the Prieſthood, than the Paſchal Lambs, which they alſo ſacrificed, for Tithe cattel went to the owners as the Paſchal [Page] Lambs did, the Law having provided onely, that they ſhould be holy to the Lord, Levis. XXVII. 32. that is ſacrificed to God, their bloud ſprinkled upon the Altar, and their fleſh eaten in Jeruſalem. Which Law, providing alſo, that this Tith he onely of the Herd or of the flock, that is, of Bullock, Sheep, or Goat, that paſſeth under the rod, they that will derive the Churches claime of Tithes from the Levitical Law, muſt, by conſequence, tye themſelves to theſe Terms; Which would be, not to abridge the claime, but to deſtroy it. For, though many kindes beſides theſe were Tithable among the Jewes, by virtue of the Conſtitutions of the Synagogue, yet, that would not advantage the Church, which, forſaking the Synagogue for refuſing Chriſtianity, cannot avail it ſelf of the authority of it. And truly, hee that would inſiſt, that the Law is in force, for the payment of Tithes to the Church, will never be able to give a reaſon, why it ſhould not be in force for obſerving the Sabbath,) that is, the Saturday) for being circumciſed, and keeping all the Feſtivals and Sacrifices and Purifica­tions of the Ceremonial Law, and much more the Civil Law of that people, (as much contrary to the Civil Law of Chriſtian people, as to Chriſtianity) ſee­ing that, whatſoever is contained in that Law which is made void by Chriſtiani­ty, muſt be underſtood to be void, till it appear to be contained and imported in that Act, which introduceth and eſtabliſheth Chriſtianity in ſtead of the Law. Indeed, I muſt not ſay, that the Levitical Law is the onely evidence that is alle­ged for the right of Tithes in the Church. For, every man knowes, that Abra­hams paying Tithes to Metchiſeck, the Prieſt of the moſt high God, Gen. XIV. 20. and Jacobs paying Tithes, or vowing to pay them, Gen. XXVIII. 22. are al­leged, (as indeed they ought to be alleged) to ſhow, that, paying of Tithes was in force under the Law of Nature, that is, in the time of the Patriarchs, before the Ceremonial Law. In which regard, God faith, that Tithes are his, Levis. XXVII.30. to wit, by a Law introduced afore. And the conſequence hereof ſeems to be more effectual to the Church, than that which is drawn from the Levitical Law, in that conſideration, which the Fathers of the Church do preſſe with advantage enough againſt the Jewes, that the Patriarchs were the fore-runners of Chriſtians, and, that Chriſtianity is more ancient than Ju­daiſme, in regard that the ſame ſervice of God in ſpirit and truth, by the inward obedience of the heart, was in being in the lives of the Patriarchs, as the Go­ſpel requires, before the ſcrupulous, and preciſe, and ſupperſſitious obſervation of bloudy ſacrifices, and ſmoke of fat and incenſe, and troubleſom purifications of the outward man, and the reſt of Moſes poſitive Law was required. For, if the Law of Nature, and the converſation of the Patriarchs under it, is indeed the pattern of Chriſtianity and of the life of Chriſtians under the Goſpel, expreſſed by deed, before wee finde it indented for by Covenant; Then certainly, that which ought to be out-done by the Church, is not abrogated by Chriſtianity. But this argument being made, and allowed to be of force, hee that therefore ſhould ſay, that the Church claimeth this right, by virtue of that Law, whereby it was in force under the Patriarchs, would be preſently lyable to peremptory inſtances, of the difference of clean and unclean creatures, Gen. Vll. 2. Of rai­ſing up feed to a brother deceaſed, Gen. XXXVIII. II. Of the Polygamy of the Patriarchs, and others, which, though then in force, under the Goſpel hold not. Wherefore, it is not to be ſaid, that the Law of that time is the act whereby the Church claimes, but a ground, whereupon the act whereby the Church claimes was done. In like maner, hee that ſhould affirm this right due to the Church, by virtue of the Levitical Law, would meet with theſe exceptions (peremptory as I ſuppoſe) that have been advanced. But, when it hath been ſaid and made good, that the Levitical Law, ſuppoſing the Goſpel ordained by God to ſucceed it, yields a ſufficient ground to argue, that a proviſion anſwerable thereunto was to be eſtabliſhed in the Church, as the correſpondence between the Law and the Goſpel, between the Synagogue and the Church requireth; I ſay, this being pre­miſed, there remaines nothing in queſtion, but, how the eſtabliſhing of it may be derived from the act of them, that had the ſettling of the Church in their hands.
Conſidering then, that proviſion is made, by the Law, onely for the mainte­nance [Page] of Gods Ceremonial ſervice confined to Jeruſalem; (for a powerfull evidence, that the intent of that Covenant expreſſed no more than the Land of Promiſe) that the promiſe of bringing the Gentiles to Chriſtianity, and the real deſtruction of the Law, with the Place of this ſervice, inferrs, the ſervice of God in all places, in ſpirit and truth, to ſucceed it under the Goſpel, and by it; that no order, for all Nations that ſhould be converted to reſort to this ſervice, can be maintained, without a Society or Corporation of the Church, viſibly tel­ling them whither to reſort for that purpoſe; Upon theſe premi [...]es, it will be of neceſſary conſequence, that the like proviſion, for the maintenance of that ſervice of God which the Church profeſſeth, be made, to that which had been made, for the ſervice of God at Jeruſalem, during the time of the Synagogue. Now the maintenance of Gods ſervice in the Church, (with the maintenance of the Church, ſubſiſting for no other end than that ſervice) conſiſts in the mainte­nance of thoſe perſons, that are to attend on Gods ſervice. Of which perſons there are two ſorts: The firſt is of thoſe that attend, either upon the Govern­ment of the Church, or elſe upon the miniſ [...]ring of thoſe Offices, which God is ſerved with by his Church, unto the Aſſemblies of his people: The ſecond ſort is of thoſe, that, to preſerve this temporal life, being obliged to attend upon the imployment of it, cannot ſpare themſelves and their time to attend on Gods ſervice. It was therefore neceſſary, that Chriſtian people ſhould contri­bute the firſt-fruits of their goods, in Tithes, and oblations to the Church, by which, thoſe that attended upon the publick government of it, as well as upon miniſtring the Offices of Chriſtianity, ſhould both maintain themſelves, and be truſted to maintain the poor, that, for the neceſſities of the world, they might not neglect the Oſfices of Chriſtianity. And this neceſſity, neceſſarily impor­ted, in the correſpondence between the Law and the Goſpel, between the Sy­nagogue and the Church, but evidenced by the practice of all ages of the Church, to be the effect of the firſt order given out and eſtabliſhed in the Church by the Apoſtles. The firſt order that wee finde mentioned by the Acts of the A­poſtles, to have been held in the primitive Church of Jeruſalem, mentioneth expreſly onely the proviſion for the poor. But it is in the firſt place to be re­membred, that the Apoſtles had long afore told our Lord; Behold, wee have left all things to follow thee; And if, as it is ſaid there, Acts IV. 35. Diſtribution was made to every one as they had need; If their Oblations were laid at the A­poſtles feet, to ſignifie, that they were put into their power to diſpoſe of, as they ſhould think fit; if the ſeven men whom they ordained to attend upon that Of­fice, Acts VI. were truſted under them and by them, then is it neceſſary to conceive, that themſelves were in the firſt place provided for by thoſe Obla­tions.
It will preſently be ſaid; That, at that time, the Chriſtians impoſed upon themſelves a Law to make all eſtates common, that all might live upon all that every one had: As hath been granted to the Anabaptiſts; Denying neverthe­leſſe, that it was a Law neceſſarily obliging all Chriſtians, but an order which which they took up voluntarily, as, being convinced, that it was for the advance­ment of Chriſtianity, at that time. And S. Baſil, it is plain, ſuppoſeth that they all renounced their eſtates, as Monks did afterwards; Otherwiſe, hee could not have inferred the duty of Monks from this example, as in the beginning of his ſhort Rules hee doth. Beſides, wee have Grotius his conjecture, that thoſe Chriſtians took up the Rule of thoſe Eſſenes which were married. For, beſides the Phariſees and Sadduces, whom the Lord in his Goſpel ſo deeply condem­neth, there was a third Sect of religious people among the Jewes, called Eſſens, whereof, though ſome lived continent, ſome in marriage, yet both, renouncing the property of their goods, contributed all to the maintenance of the commu­nity into which they betook themſelves. And theſe, being no where repro­ved by our Lord, hee conceiveth, the Church of Jeruſalem then conſiſted moſt of, and therefore their order received by the Church, as eaſily as introduced by the Apoſtles. But all this is in vain, onely that S. Baſils argument ſtands upon a conſequence, the validity whereof muſt be diſputed in due place, that, if bare [Page] Chriſtians did voluntarily part with their goods in that eſtate, much more are thoſe, that take upon them the profeſſion of Monaſtical life, bound to do the ſame. For, nothing can be more evident than this; That no man was bound by any rule, common to the whole Body, to bring in his goods, but every man brought in voluntarily, what his heart prompted him to part with, all being ſa­tisfied, that they were to bring in what the maintenance of the Church, in that eſtate, ſhould require. At leaſt if wee believe S. Peter telling Ananias, Acts V. 4. Did it not remain thine owne while ſo it remained? And being ſold, was it not at thy diſpoſing? Which could not have been ſaid, had hee been tied to diſ­poſe of it otherwiſe. And Acts V. 33, 34—how it is ſaid, that they had all things common Acts II. 44. is thus expounded; That there was great grace upon the believers, for neither did any of them want, becauſe, as many of them as had houſes and Lands ſold them, and brought the prices of the things they had ſold, and laid them at the Apoſtles feet. Neither could it have been any particular commendation for Barnabas, which, for his particular commendation followes there, that hee, having a land, did the like with it. Therefore, neither did they profeſſe the communion of Monks, who were married, nor of Eſſenes, who were tied to no more than other Chriſtians, to contribute of their eſtate, what­ſoever the maintenance of the Church ſhould require, but did contribute whole eſtates, or parts of eſtates, as God moved them to do that which they were not bound in that meaſure to do. Not was it any thing, but, not judging of that primitive eſtate of Chriſtianity by that which was afterwards practiſed, though in an inferior degree, that moved men to grant the Anabaptiſts more than is true, that they were under the Law of community of goods. But I will not here repeat thoſe texts of Scripture which I have produced, nor the arguments which I have made, for the true ſenſe of them, and the conſequences drawn, in the Right of the Church, pag. 200-220. which, I ſuppoſe to remaine in force, till ſome body will ſhow mee that they are not. Onely I will particularly ſtand upon it, that there is no anſwer for S. Paul 1 Tim. V. 3, 8, 9, 16, 17. Where, the widowes that are ſo indeed are to be honored with a Penſion: The Presbyters that rule well, eſpecially if they labor in the Word and Doctrine, with a double one. Is Timothy commanded to ſee this done, and no ſtock provided out of which hee might do it? Why then doth hee not ask the queſtion; Where is the money to do it with? If any Chriſtian man or woman have widowes, (of their near kindred) let them maintaine them, and let not the Church be charged; For, they that take not care for their owne, have denied the Faith, and are worſe than In­fidels. And how ſhall the Church be charged, if it have no ſtock, nor none bound to have? Therefore I ſuppoſe, I have given a good reaſon, that S. Peter, when hee ſaith,  [...], 1 Pet. V. 3. forbids the Presbyters to domineer over the inferior Clergy, whoſe Penſions were to come by their allowance. For thoſe Penſions, being allotted to their ſeveral Offices, are moſt properly called  [...]. And therefore, (in Clemens Alexandrinus his relation of S. John) reported by Euſebius Eccleſ. Hiſt. III. 23.  [...], is, to make ſome one of the Clergy. And Cornelius, of Novatianus, in the ſame Euſe­bius VI. 43.  [...]; Becauſe it was not lawfull for him that had been baptized in bed, for feare, (of ſuffering for his Chriſtianity, which to avoid, baptiſme was deferred till danger of death) to come to any place in the Clergy. And I may well take up again here, that which I alleged afore of S. John, commending Gaius, for intertaining thoſe brethren whom Diotrephes would not ſuffer the Church to intertain: And of S. Paul, commanding Titus to ſend away Zenas and Apollos with care, that they wanted nothing. For, the ſame queſtion will be fit to be asked; where they ſhould have money to do it, did not S. Paul or S. John ſuppoſe a ſtock of the Church provided to do it with.
If this kinde of evidence had been uſed, it would have been eaſie to have de­rived the Title of the Church to Tithes, in the nature of Firſt-fruits and Obla­tions, whereof they are but a kinde, from the time and practice and conſtitution of the Apoſtles, which the Hiſtory of Tithes findes no evidence for till CCCC [Page] years after Chriſt: But it would have ſpoiled the deſigne of the work, if, as it is commonly thought, the deſigne was to deſtroy all title of divine right, which the Church hath, to that which is once conſecrated to it. I muſt touch ſome teſtimonies here, becauſe the mater is ſo queſtionable. That of Baſil ſhall clear mee in the firſt place, that I bring in no new interpretation of the proceedings of the primitive Chriſtians at Jeruſalem; Hee, in Serm. de Inſtit. Monachorum, argueth againſt him, that, having made the profeſſion of a Monk, reſerves to himſelf any thing, either of his own will, or of his worldly good, from the ex­ample of Ananias and Sapphira, who, having conſecrated their Land to God, by profeſſing to give the price of it to the Church, detained part of the price, and, by detaining it, drew upon themſelves that judgment of God which wee know. So alſo, concerning the words of S. Paul, 1 Cor. XI. 20, 21, 22. I will allege the paſſage of S. Ambroſe, or whoſoever writ the Commentary under his name, to ſhow that I do no new thing, when I argue, that they ſuppoſe the right of the Church in Firſt-fruits and Oblations. Hos notat, qui ſic in Eccleſiam convenie­bant, ut munera ſua offerentes advenientibus Presbyteris, (quia adhuc Rectores Ec­cleſiis non omnibus erant conſtituti) totum ſibi qui obtulerat vindicaret ſchiſmatis causâ. Diſſenſiones enim inter eos Pſeudo-apoſtoli ſeminaverant, ità ut oblationes ſuas zelarentur, (cùm unâ at (que) eâdem prece omnium oblationes benedicerentur) ut ii, qui, ut aſſolet fieri, von obtulerant, aut, unde offerrent non habebant, pudore corre­pti confunderentur, non ſumentes partem. Et tam citò illud agebant, ut ſuperve­nientes non inveniebant quod ederent. Ideo (que), ſi ſic, inquit, convenitis, ut quiſque ſu­um ſumat, domi haec agenda non in Eccleſia, nbi unitatis & myſterii causâ conveni­tur, non diſſenſionis. Munus enim oblatum totius populi fit, quia in uno pane omnes ſignificantur, 1 Cor. X. 17. per id enim quòd omnes unum ſumus, de uno pane ſumere oportet. Hee ſets a mark upon thoſe, who, ſo aſſembled in the Church, that, pre­ſenting their Oblations to the Prieſts that came firſt, (Governors not being yet placed in all Churches) hee that offered took all for himſelf in regard of ſchiſm. For the falſe Apoſtles had ſowed diſſentions among them, ſo that, being zealous of their own Oblations, (whereas the Oblations of all were bleſſed with one and the ſame Prayer) they, who, as it is ordinary, had not offered, or had not whereof to offer, were ſeized with ſhame and confounded, not getting any ſhare. Therefore, if ſo yee meet, as eve­ry one to take his own, theſe things (ſaith hee) are to be done at home, not in the Church: where the meeting is not for diſſentions, but for unities, and the myſteries ſake. For, the gift that is offered becomes all the peoples, becauſe, by one bread all are ſignified. For, in as much as wee are all one, wee are all to take of the ſame bread. Here you have both the order of their Feaſts of Love, and the diſorder which the Apoſtle corrects. The Oblations of all the Congregation made an inter­tainment for all, rich and poor. They were all bleſſed at once, by ſome of the Prieſts; This bleſſing including in it the Conſecration of the Euchariſt. For hee ſaith, that they aſſembled for the Myſteries ſake, that is, for the Sacrament, alleging S. Pauls words ſpoken of the Euchariſt; That all are to take of the ſame bread, becauſe all are one. Hereby they became the Churches goods, to intertain the Body of it. And they that challenged their Oblations for their own, by complying with the Prieſts who conſecrated them, did it out of zeal to their own faction, that they who were not of it might not partake of their Ob­lations, as thoſe, whom they would not have to be of the Church. What is then the difference between thoſe of Jeruſalem and theſe? There, men laid down eſtates at the Apoſtles feet, to maintain this Communion daily, through the year, and continually: As the Scriptures quoted out of the Acts do evi­dence, that it was practiſed for the ſervice of God, in the Offices proper to Chriſtianity; Whereupon it is called the daily miniſtration, Acts VI. 1. Here, at Corinth, the Firſt-fruits of their goods, which they offered from time to time, as the maintenance of their Aſſemblies and Communion required, ſerved the turn. For, when Chriſtianity was propagated, it was not poſſible, that all Chriſtians ſhould give that daily attendance upon the ſervice of God, for which, thoſe of Jeruſalem are commended in the Acts. Therefore S. Chryſoſtome in ad Cor. Hom. XXVII excellently reaſons; That, as at Corinth, they did not [Page] contribute their eſtates, as at Jeruſalem; So, the reaſon was, becauſe this Com­munion was not continual, but upon ſet dayes; On which, after the Commu­nion of the Euchariſt, the Service being done, they refreſhed themſelves alto­gether with a common internment. I confeſſe, hee ſaith, that thoſe at Je­ruſalem had all things common, which is to be underſtood with that abatement which the premiſes require; So farre as the maintenance of this Communion, required, and, at the good will of thoſe whoſe hearts God touched to do it. For the reſt, that which I ſay is not mine, but S. Chryſoſtomes. In the Epiſtle of Clemens to the Corinthians, you may ſee, the diſorder which hee labors to com­poſe grew, about, who ſhould conſecrate the Euchariſt, and by conſequence, about diſpoſing of the peoples Oblations, p. 53, 54. But Irenaeus alone is e­nough to ſerve my turn. His words are theſe; IV. 32. Sed & diſcipulis ſuis dans conſilium, primitias Deo offerre ex ſuis creaturis, non quaſi indigenti, ſed ut ipſi nec infructuoſi nec ingrati ſint, eum qui ex creaturâ panis eſt accepit, & gratias egit, dicens; Hoc eſt corpus meum. Et calicem ſimiliter, qui eſt ex creaturâ ſe­cundùm nos, ſuum ſanguinem confeſſus eſt. Et Novi Teſtamenti novam docuit ob­lationem, quam Eccleſia ab Apoſtolis accipiens, in univerſo mundo, offert ei qui a­limenta nobis praeſtat, primitias ſuorum munerum in Novo Teſtamento. And, (our Lord) counſailing his Diſciples to offer unto God Firſt-fruits out of his crea­tures, (not as if hee wanted, but that they might neither be fruitleſſe nor thankleſſe) hee took that bread which was made of his creature, and gave thanks, ſaying; This is my Body. Likewiſe hee acknowledged the cup, conſiſting of the creature which wee uſe, to be his bloud. Teaching the new oblation of the New Teſtament, which the Church receiving of the Apoſtles, through all the world, offereth to him that feedeth us the Firſt-fruits of his owne gifts, in the New Teſtament. So, the pre­cept of Oblations goes along with the precept of celebrating the Euchariſt, as provided for the maintenance of it. Againe IV. 34. Et propter hoc, illi quidem decimas ſuorum habebant conſecratas, qui autem perceperunt libertatem, omnia quae ſunt ipſorum ad dominicos decernunt uſus, hilariter & liberè dantes ea, non quae ſunt minora, utpote majorum ſpem habentes; Viduâ illâ & pauperculâ hîc totum victum ſuum mittente in Gazophylacium Dei. And therefore (that there might be a difference between the Oblations of ſlaves, and of thoſe that are free) they, (the Jewes) had the Tithes of their goods conſecrated. (by the Law) But, thoſe who have received freedome, do themſelves order all their goods to the Lords uſe, (as thoſe at Jeruſalem did) cheerfully and freely; Not giving leſſe, as having grea­ter hopes; But, that poore Widow throwing into the Treaſury of God her whole li­ving. Againe; Quoniam igitur cum ſimplicitate Eccleſia offert, juſtè munus ejus purum ſacrificium deputatum eſt. Quemadmodum & Paulus Philippenſibus ait; Repletus ſum, acceptis ab Epaphrodito quae à vobis miſſa ſunt, odorem ſuavitatis, hoſtiam acceptabilem placent em Deo. Oportet enim nos oblationem facere, & in omnibus gratos inveniri fabricatori Deo, in ſententiâ purâ, & fide ſine hypocriſi, in ſpe firmâ, in di [...]ectione ferventi, primitias earum quae ſunt eis creaturarum offeren­tes. Therefore, becauſe the Church offereth with ſimplicity, juſtly is her Oblations counted a pure Sacrifice: As Paul ſaith to the Philippians; I am full, having re­ceived of Epaphroditus the things which you ſent, a ſweet ſmell, an acceptable ſa­crifice, pleaſing to God. For it behooveth us, making oblations, to be found in all things thankfull to God that framed us; Offering with pure mindes, and faith un­fained, with firm hope, and ſervent love, the Firſt-fruits of thoſe creatures which wee have. You ſee hee qualifieth that which they ſent S. Paul no otherwiſe, than the Oblations, out of which the Euchariſt is conſecrated. But chargeth the duty peremptorily upon all Chriſtians, which evidently preſuppoſeth, that it was in force through the whole Church: for hee declareth that they did do that, which hee moveth them cheerfully and freely to do; Making the freedome of Chriſtians the reaſon, why the Goſpel declareth not what is Gods, as the Law did, and ſo, tying them to more. Tertullian in the place afore-quoted de prae­ſcript. Cap. XXX. ſaith, that Marcion the Heretick, when hee was admitted into the Church, (out of which hee was excluded afterwards) brought in with him ducenta Seſtertia: And, adverſus Marc. IV. 4. Adeò antiquius eſt quod eſt ſecun­dùm[Page]nos,  [...]t & ipſe illi Marcion aliquando crediderit; Quum & pecuniam in primo calore fidei Catholicae Eccleſiae contulit, projectam mox cum ipſo, poſteaquam à noſtrâ veritate deſcivit. So is that (Goſpel of S. Luke) which wee uſe the more anci­ent, that Marcion himſelf ſometimes believed it; When, in the firſt heat of the Ca­tholick faith, hee contributed alſo money to the Church, which was ſtraight caſt out with him, when hee fell off to his own Hereſie from our truth. How could the mo­ney, that Marcion had brought into the Church with, be caſt out with him after­wards, but becauſe hee offered it to the treaſury of the Church, and, becauſe, be­ing there, it was with himſelf diſowned by the Church; Which never would admit any offering from any body, that was not admitted to communion with the Church? For how many ancient Canons of the Church are there, in which it is forbidden to receive the Oblations of ſuch and ſuch, to ſignifie, that they are not admitted to communion with the Church? The Teſtimonies of Tertul­lian, Origen and S. Cyprian, I leave them that pleaſe to peruſe in the Hiſtory of Tithes, Chap. IV. contenting my ſelf, by theſe few to demonſtrate, upon what ground, and with what intent and conſcience Chriſtians from the beginning tendred their Oblations, at the celebrating of the Euchariſt:
But it will as eaſily appear, that the Church was owner of goods and poſſeſ­ſions, which Chriſtians did contribute to the maintenance thereof, even when it was ſubject to be perſecuted, untill perſecution was proclaimed; For then, it cannot be doubted, that the Church goods were ſeized into the Emperors cof­fers. And what evidence more any man can demand for the Corporation of the Church, which Idolaters acknowledged, as long as they tolerated Chriſtianity, I underſtand not. But there can be nothing ſo eminent as the charge laid to S. Athanaſius, in the Council of Tyrus, and ever after, whereſoever his caſe was queſtioned, that, going to viſit after the Council of Nicaea, and to put the acts of it in execution in the  [...], (which was a Shire of Aegypt next to Ale­xandria, alwaies part of the Dioceſſe) and coming with a guard to the Cell of one Iſchyras, pretending to be a Prieſt among the Meletians, (whom the Coun­cil had commanded to be ſubject to Athanaſius, and the reſt of the Catholick Biſhops, upon ſuch terms as I have remembred elſewhere) and his Cell a Church, it fell out that there was a glaſſe broken, which they pretended to be a Chalice. For it can no wayes be imagined, that this caſe ſhould trouble the whole Church, as it did, ſo long as it remained queſtionable, whether Athanaſius was regularly removed or not, had not all the Church preſuppoſed, that Chur­ches, and Altars, and Chalices, conſecrated to God, are the Churches goods, and that the irreverence which might be ſhowed them, might charge upon one of Athanaſius his rank, a preſumption of ſo much irreverence to Chriſtianity, as ſhould render him unworthy of it. Therefore Athanaſius, in his Apology, ne­ver allegeth any thing to the contrary, but many things to evidence, that there was neither Church, nor Altar, nor Chalice there. The order of the Emperor Aurelian given for the execution of the ſentence of the Chriſtian Synod at An­tiochia againſt Paulus Samoſatenus, is expreſſe and peremptory to the purpoſe. How can the Soveraigne acknowledg the Houſe of the Church, (which is in our Language, the Biſhops Palace at Antiochia) but hee muſt be underſtood to ac­knowledge, that which the Chriſtians had diſpoſed of to the Church to be done by virtue of their Law, which hee, for that time, conniving at Chriſtiani­ty, alloweth to be the Churches. The good Emperor Conſtantine the Great, in reſtoring to the Church the goods and poſſeſſions which had been raviſhed from it in the perſecution under Diocletian, and ſhould then be found in being, (as you may ſee by Euſebius de Vitâ Conſtantini II. 36-40. Eccleſ. Hiſt. X. 5.) in­tendeth not hereby to erect the Church into a Corporation, by a ſecular capaci­ty of poſſeſſing lands or goods without interruption of Law; but, profeſſing to reſtore that which was the Churches before, acknowledges, as a Chriſtian, that right which Chriſtians acknowledge, of holding Land and Goods, to be in the Church. For, when wee reade afore, in any records of the Church, where the perſecution of Diocletian is mentioned, (as in Euſebius Eccleſ. Hiſt. IX. 9.) that Churches and Oratories were pulled down, and the books of the Scriptures [Page] burned; were not theſe Churches and Oratories and Books the common goods of the Church, dedicated to the ſervice of God, but given the Church for the purpoſe of it? When Conſtantine writ that famous letter to Euſebius, to pro­vide fifty Copies of the Bible, was it not to furniſh the Churches which hee had erected at Conſtantinople? There is nothing more ancient in the records of the Church, than the mention of Titles and Coemiteries, belonging to the Church at Rome; nor any thing more effectual to convince this intent, than the name and condition of the ſame. The maner was at Rome to ſet marks upon eſchetes▪ and confiſcations, and all other goods belonging to the Exchequer, whether moveable or immoveable, intimating, that the Exchequet claimed them, and that no man was to meddle with that Title, for ſo it was called. And truly, the ſame was the reaſon, why they ſet a bodily mark upon ſouldiers, to ſignifie them to be the Emperors men, as private men did on their goods, which occaſi­oned the allegory of the character of Baptiſme, the reaſon whereof, S. Auſtine, by that compariſon declares. When therefore a piece of ground or a houſe was given the Church to exerciſe their Aſſemblies in, the name of Title evidences, that a mark was ſet upon it, (whether a Croſſe, as Cardinal Baronius would have it, whether viſible to the world, or onely to thoſe of the Church, I diſpute not now) to diſtinguiſh the Churches goods from the goods of private perſons. And therefore what can be more clear, than, that the Church had goods? In the life of Alexander Severus, you have a queſtion about a certain place, chal­lenged, on one ſide, by the Chriſtians, on the other by the Taverners, popi­nariis, (whom, with the like, hee had made Corporations, as the ſame Life rela­teth) decreed by him in favor of Chriſtians. It will, perhaps, be ſaid, that it is enough to juſtifie thoſe that have ſeized the goods of this Church, that the Tenth part, and thoſe kindes, of which it is to be payed, are not determined by Gods Law. For, if it be once granted, that the act of man is requiſite to deſigne what hee will pleaſe to indow the Church with; That the act of Soveraign Power is requiſite, to make ſuch or ſuch or all kindes Tithable through each State, it will be in the Soveraigne Power, either to recall its own act, or, to limit or void the acts of particular perſons. To this my anſwer ſhall be; That all this diſ­pute proceeds upon a ſuppoſition, that the men are Chriſtians, to whom it ad­dreſſeth. Seeing then it is a part of Chriſtianity, to acknowledge the Church a Corporation founded by God, and ſo, capable of rights as well as of goods; Whatſoever, by any mans voluntary act it ſtands indowed with, as the Church of England is with all Tithes, ſome man may have force, no man can have right to take from it. But, I have ſhowed further, that all Chriſtians, whether publick or private perſons, are bound to indow the Church with the Firſt-fruits of their goods: Of which Firſt-fruits, the Tenth hath been the part moſt eminently li­mited, under the Lawes of Nature, Moſes, and Chriſt. Therefore, the perſons whereof a Commonwealth conſiſteth may be Chriſtians, in giving their goods, as the neceſſity of the Church requires, but the Commonwealth it ſelf cannot be Chriſtian, but by ſecuring ſuch Chriſtian acts from violence. Which if it be true, ſo farre muſt any State be, from ſeizing ſuch goods, that the firſt thought thought ſhould be, to reſtore the breach made upon Chriſtianity by ſuch feizures, For the intent of conſecrating Firſt-fruits and Oblations, (whether preſently to be ſpent, or to make a ſtanding ſtock) to the maintenance of one Commu­nion and corporation of the Church, is evidenced by the ſame means as our common Chriſtianity; That is, by the Scriptures, expounded by the original practice of Ghriſtians. And therefore, ſuppoſing Chriſtian States were miſtaken in accepting the Obligation of Tithes as from the Levitical Law, they were not miſtaken, either in their duty to indow the Church, or in limiting the Tith for the diſcharge of it; ſuppo [...]ing it neceſſary, that all being become Chriſtians, the rate ſhould be limited, and that the Tenth, whether alone, or with other conſe­crations, might ſerve the turne. And therefore there can be no difference be­tween the Churches goods, that is Gods, and private mens, but the difference between mans Law onely, and Gods and mans Law both, ſpeaking of thoſe Churches upon which mans Law hath once ſettled that, which private [Page] or publick devotion hath once conſecrated to God. For conſider, that there is neither Kingdome nor State to be named before the Reformation, that ever un­dertook to maintain that Chriſtianity which it profeſſed, wherein there hath not been a courſe taken, to ſettle Goods conſecrated to God upon his Church, for the maintenance of Gods ſervice, that it might not lye at the caſuality, of Chri­ſtians behaving themſelves as Chriſtians ſhould do, whether the ſervice of God ſhould be maintained or not. For, though, while no man was a Chriſtian, but hee that had reſolved to undergo perſecution to death, for the profeſſion of Chriſtiani­ty, it was not to be doubted, that, hee who had given himſelf up to the Church; would not ſtick at giving up his goods, ſo farre as the neceſſities thereof ſhould require; Yet, when all the world was come into the Church, (whether for love of God, or, of the World that favored the Church) what diſorder might have inſued, had not a ſtanding proviſion been made, it is obvious to common reaſon to imagine: Or rather, what diſorder did inſue for want of it, it is evident, by the proviſions of the Civil Law of all Chriſtian Kingdoms and States, that pro­ved requiſtie to prevent it for the future. Whether or no the Tenth part were due by virtue of the Levitical Law, ſeeing it appeareth by that which hath been ſaid, that, from the beginning of Chriſtianity, a ſtock of maintenance was due to the Church, out of the Firſt-fruits of Chriſtians goods, offered and dedicated to God, whereof Tithes were from the Law of Nature before Moſes one kinde; They might be bad Divines in deriving the Churches Title from the Levitical Law, who had not been good Chriſtians, had they not diſcharged themſelves to it; But they can be neither good Divines nor good Chriſtians, that diſcharge the Church of the rights ſo purchaſed to it. Alwayes, this being the courſe of maintaining the Church from the beginning, the evidence for the corpo­ration of the Church is the ſame with the evidence for our common Chriſtiani­ty; To wit, the Scriptures, with the conſent of all Chriſtians to limit the mea­ning of it.
And therefore, as every Church is a Body by it ſelf, and all Churches not­withſtanding bound to make one Body, by viſible communion one with ano­ther, which Body is the Catholick Church; So is this common ſtock of the Church provided for the maintenance, firſt of that Church whoſe it is, then, of the whole Church, by defraying the charge of thoſe correſpondences whereby the unity thereof is intertained. In the place afore-quoted out of my Book of the Right of the Church in a Chriſtian State, you ſhall finde thoſe Scriptures alleged, which ſpeak of the Collections of other Churches for the maintenance of the Church of Jeruſalem, the then Mother Church of all Churches. And in this Book afore Chap. X. you have evidence, that the correſpondence between all Churches, by which the communion of all was to be maintained, was inſtitu­ted and ſet on foot by the Apoſtles. You have therefore evidence, that ſuch a ſtock was requiſite, even in regard of correſpondence between ſeveral Churches, when you ſee upon what buſineſſe it was ſpent. Whether this correſpondence were exerciſed in holding of Councils, or by dayly intercourſe and intelligence, the caſe was alwaies the ſame as at the Council at Ariminum, where the Fathers complained that they were detained againſt their will, as to the great charge of them, who were to maintaine their Repreſentatives there. And if my memory faile not, the Britiſh Biſhops particularly in Sulpitius Severus, that their Churches were not able to maintaine them there at the charge which was requiſite. For Conſtantine indeed, at the Council of Nicaea, had furniſhed not onely the wa­gons of the Exchequer to convey them to the place, but alſo the greateſt part, if not their whole charge during the action. But his ſon, intending by dureſſe to conſtrain them to decree that which hee intended, (becauſe hee knew, that, if they decreed it not, his authority would be of no more effect to induce the Church to receive it, than the Heathen Emperors had been to induce it to renounce Chriſtianity) uſing his Soveraign Power in commanding his ſubjects to aſſemble and continue aſſembled, layed for a further burthen and dureſſe upon them, to continue their at their own charge, that is, at the charge of their Churches. I [Page] will conclude with a memorable paſſage of S. Gregory Nazianzens, in Julianum I. where hee tells us, that, among other deſignes oſ the Apoſtate to extinguiſh Chriſtianity, one was, to bring the Lawes of the Church into uſe among the Gentiles, as the means to propagate and maintain their Idolatry, which was vi­ſibly the means to propagate and maintain Chriſtianity. Indeed it is a teſtimo­ny that concerneth all parts of Church Law, and evidences all the parts of Ec­cleſiaſtical Power that I have inſiſted upon. But becauſe it mentioneth partly the erecting of Hoſpitals, for the correſpondence of Chriſtians, I have put it here in the laſt place, where I allege the practice of the Church for the corporati­on of it:  [...]. Hee was ready to ſet up Auditories (in ſtead of Churches) in every Ci­ty, and Preſidents of higher and lower States, readings and expoſitions of the do­ctrines of the Gentiles, both, which compoſe mens manners, and the more abſtruſe. Alſo in part, the forme of Prayers, and cenſuring of ſinners according to their meaſure. Of Catechizing alſo and Baptizing, and other things which manifeſtly be­long to the good order that is among us. Beſides, to found Hoſpitals to intertain ſtran­gers, and convents of Virgins and Monaſteries, and the humanity which wee uſe to the poore. Alſo, beſide the reſt of our order, that of leters of mark which wee give to thoſe that need, when they travail from Countrey to Countrey. Julian belie­ved not that theſe Orders came from God, becauſe hee believed not Chriſtianity. Thoſe that can believe as hee did of theſe Orders, why not of Chriſtianity? Thoſe Chriſtians whoſe purſes maintained the charge of them, would not have been ſo forward, had they thought themſelves left free to themſelves, without obligation from our Lord by his Apoſtles. And, to that which hath been ſaid, to make evidence of this Law, and other Lawes whereby the Church was made a Corporation by the Apoſtles, I will here deſire the Reader to adde all that hee ſhall finde written by Epiphanius, in the end of his work againſt all Hereſies; concerning the Rules and cuſtoms of that one Church, which continueth ſo only by ſeparating from them. Perhaps, they who can think the Conſtitutions and Ca­nons of the Apoſtles meer fables, becauſe the books were not written by them to whom they are intitled, will not believe that Epiphanius would have writ the ſame things, had they not been real and viſible.

CHAP. XVII. The Power of Excommunication in the Church is not founded in the Law. What argument there is of it in the Old Teſtament. The allegorical ſenſe thereof is argumentative. It was not neceſſary that the Chriſtians ſhould incurre perſecu­tion for uſing the Power of the Keyes, and not by virtue of the Law.
I Am now come to the point principally inſiſted on, for all this is premiſed for a ground to that contradiction which I muſt frame, to that which hath been ſaid againſt the Power of Excommunicating in the Church. To which, inſiſting upon the premiſes I ſay; That I am ſo farr from pretending that right to depend upon the Church by virtue of the Law, that I inſiſt expreſly, that there was no ſuch thing introduced by Moſes Law, or in force under the Law of Nature in the time of the Patriarchs; And not onely admit, but, as for my Intereſt, demand all that for truth, which the firſt book de Synedriis hath proved at large, and ſaved all them that believe it the pains of doing i [...] again; That Excommunication came in force in the Synagogue after the Captivity, and in the diſperſions of the Jewes, when they, (deſiring, as their duty was, to maintaine Gods Law by which they were to be governed, and not having the Power of [Page] inſticting Penalties requiſite to maintaine it, as not being inabled by their So­veraignes) deviſed a courſe that might appear reaſonable, becauſe neceſſary, up­on  [...]uppoſition of their own Law, and yet leſſe preſuming upon the Soveraigne Power; Which was, to deveſt thoſe that ſhould incurr that forfeit, of the pri­vilege of a Jew, and to baniſh him the converſation of his native people, either in whole or in part, as the penalty was to be meaſured by the offenſe. And truly, I count my ſelf with the world, obliged to him that hath imployed ſo much learning to ſhow it, and, that it will onely become the wilfulneſs of them, who neither underſtand the Scriptures themſelves, nor will learn of them that do, to imagine an Eccleſiaſtical Court diſtinct from the Secular, under the Law, in which the Prieſthood were Judges: And to take paines, to ſhow themſelves uncapable of truth, by ſeeking to maintain that, which hee hath ſhowed to be evidently falſe. But this being granted, I do not underſtand what reaſon can be imagined, why it ſhould follow that, under the Goſpel, there ſhould be no ſuch Power in the Church. For, had it been never ſo clear, never  [...]o much granted, that ſuch a Power was in force under the Law, yet, could it not be derived upon the Church, mediately or immediately, from ſome act of our Lord Chriſt foun­ding his Church, it would not have ſerved the turne. The Law of Moſes conti­nuing Scripture to the worlds end, but Law to none but to thoſe whom it was given to oblige: That is, the people that ſubſiſted by receiving it, and that for that time when it was intended to be in force. But if it may appear, that the Church is made one Society and Communion by the act of them that founded it, and that ſuch it cannot be, without a Profeſſion, limiting or uniting the right of that Communion to him that makes it, nor ſtand ſuch, without power of denying the ſame to him that viſibly makes that Profeſſion and viſibly failes of it; Whe­ther any ſuch thing were in force under the Law or not, under the Goſpel it ſhall not therefore fail to be in force. True it is, that this cannot be true, un­leſſe a competent reaſon may be made to appear, of ſomething anſwerable to it under the Law, in the ſame proportion, as the correſpondence between the Law and the Goſpel, between the Synagogue and the Church holds. But ſuch a one will not be wanting in this caſe.
They that argue from the excluding of Adam out of Paradiſe, to the putting of ſinners out of the Church, if they argue no more than a figure diſcern [...]ble by the truth, when competent evidence of that truth is made, conclude not amiſſe. For, though this be before the Law, yet, not before the purpoſe of God in figu­ring Chri [...]ianity was ſet on foot. And, that Paradiſe, as it is a figure of heaven and the joyes thereof, ſo likewiſe is a figure of the Church upon earth, is neceſ­ſarily con [...]equent to the reaſon, upon which the myſtical ſenſe of the Old Te­ſtament is grounded. So likewiſe under the Law, the ſhutting of Lepers out of the camp of Iſrael, (anſwerable in the Jewes Law to the City of Jeruſalem, and, ſuppoſing the truth of the Goſ [...]el, a figure of the viſible Church) neither ſignified any cauſe, nor produced any effect, but of a legal incapacity of con­verſing with Gods people; But, ſuppoſing a ſpiritual people of God, intitled, by their profeſſion, to remiſſion of ſins and life everlaſting, a viſible failleure of this profeſſion is the cauſe which, producing invi [...]ble ſeparation from God, is competent to produce a viſible ſeparation from the Church, which is viſibly that people. The penalty allotted to the neglect of circumciſion is; The childe to be cut off from his people: Which penalty, beginning there, is afterward much frequented by the Law in many caſes, the penalty whereof is, to be cut off from Gods people. Signifying, (as hee hath learnedly ſhowed, and ſaved mee the pains of doing it again) that ſuch a forfeiture ſhould make him that incurred it lyable to be ſuddenly out off by Gods hand, from the land of his people. And, becauſe it was an evident inconvenience, that a civil Law ſhould leaye ſuch faults to Gods puniſhment, who never tied himſelf to execute the puniſhment, though hee made the tranſgreſſor lyable to it, therefore the Antiens of Gods people, according to Gods Law, have allotted to ſuch faults the puniſhment of ſcourg­ing, as next in degree to capital, for grievous. But there are ſeveral other crimes mentioned in the Law, which, who incurres, is, by the ſame Law, cut off from [Page] Gods people by being put to death. I demand now, what correſpondence can be more exact, (ſuppoſing, the Law that tenders the happineſſe of this life in the Land of Promiſe to them that undertake and obſerve it, to be the fore-runner of the New Covenant, that tenders remiſſion of ſins and life everlaſting upon the ſame terms) than is ſeen betwixt the inviſible and viſible forfeiture of the privileges of Gods people in the Land of Promiſe, and the inviſible and viſible forfeiture of the Communion of Gods people, as the ſin is notorious or not? Nor will it ſerve his turn to ſcorn S. Cyprian, urging, (as you may ſee by my book of the Right of the Church, that Origen and S. Auſtin do, pag. 27.) that, Excommunication in the Church is the ſame, as putting to death, under the Law; As proving that by a meer alluſion, which, if it have not other grounds, is not like to be received. For, S. Paul ſaith well, that the Scriptures are able to make a man wiſe unto ſalvation through Faith in Chriſt Jeſus, 2 Tim. III. 15. ſpea­king of the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament; Becauſe, without faith in Chriſt, upon the motives which his coming hath brought forth to the world, they are not able to do it; but, ſuppoſing thoſe motives received, do inable a Chriſtian to give a reaſon of that different diſpenſation, whereby it pleaſed God to go­vern things under the Law; and ſo, not onely to attain ſalvation, but with wiſedom to direct others in it, and take away ſtumbling blocks o [...]t of their way to it. And in this caſe, ſhould a man go about to perſwade Chriſtians to ad­mit ſuch a Power over them, by no other argument than this, well might the mo­tion be ſcorned by them to whom it were tendred. But, there being no pre­tenſe in this allegation, but, of rendring a reaſon for a Power of the Church from that of the Synagogue, and the Fathers ſo well ſtated in the difference be­tween the Law and the Goſpel, as, not eaſily chargeable of the indiſcretion to uſe ridiculous arguments; it is to be maintained, that they have given ſuch a rea­ſon from the Old Teſtament as is to be required, by ſuch as would be wiſe to ſal­vation by it.
Indeed, I could not but obſerve in the late Hiſtory of Henry the Eight, p. 157. where the Writer imagines what reaſons Cardinal Woolſey gave the Pope, for his conſent to the diſſolving of ſome little Monaſteries, for the erection of his Colleges at Oxford and Ipſwich; that hee alleges among others; That the Clergy ſhould rather fly to Tropes and Allegories, if not to Cabbala it ſelf, than permit, that all the parts of Religious worſhip, though ſo obvious, as to fall eaſily within common underſtandings, ſhould be without their explication. The intent whereof may juſt­ly ſeem to charge the Clergy, to have advanced the myſtical ſenſe of the Scri­pture, as a means to make the Religion they maintaine more conſiderable, for the difficulty of it. But, I would there were not too much cauſe to ſuſpect, from o­ther writings of the ſame Author, a compliance with Porphyry, Celſus, Julian, and other enemies of Chriſtianity, that have not ſpared to charge our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles with abuſe and impoſture, in alleging the Scriptures of the Old Te­ſtament impertinently to their purpoſe, though here hee charge onely the Clergy for that wherein they follow his and their ſteps. To mee, I confeſſe, it ſmelled ſo ranck, that I conceived my ſelf bound to cry out upon the venene, that may be ſo cloſely couched under the words. But, to thoſe that believe the truth of Chriſtianity, arguments from the myſtical ſenſe of the Old Teſtament muſt not ſeem contemptible, (thoſe of our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles being ſuch) provided, that the correſpondence between the Law and the Goſpel be preſerved upon the right ground, and in the right grain. Provided alſo, that no more waight be laid upon them, than they are able to bear; To wit, no more than wee can lay upon the Law of Moſes, in proving the truth of Chriſtianity. Which, if wee premiſe not the miracles of our Lord Chriſt, and his Apoſtles, done to witneſſe their commiſſion from God, together with the excellence of Chriſtianity above Judaiſme, even in the ballance of reaſon; If wee make not good and conſtant correſpondence between both, whereſoever the ground of that correſpondence takes place, wee allege a reaſon that needs a reaſon to de­fend it. But if wee do that, wee impreſt all the miracles done by Moſes to introduce the Law, to depoſe for the truth of the Goſpel: Wee furniſh our [Page] ſelves of a magazine of argument, in all points of Chriſtianity, to convince thoſe who have received it, what, the con [...]itution of Gods ancient people, and the truth then on foot will inferre, upon the correſpondence which they are ſuppoſed to hold, with Chriſtianity, and with the Church. I do then freely grant, that Excommunication ſtood not immediately by Gods Law, among Gods ancient people, though by that Power which Gods Law had veſted on them that firſt introduced it; Were it Eſdras, (by commiſſion from the King of Perſia, as to the Power that inforced it with means to conſtraine, though by the Law, as to his Title, before and againſt other men by the Law) or whoſoever it were be­ſides. But I will allege evidence for it after the return from Captivity, which, to my knowledge hath not hitherto been alleged; Namely, that which is called in the Greek Bible the third Book of Maccabees, where it is r [...]lated, that, when ſome of the Jewes at Alexandria had obeyed the Edict of Ptolomee Philome­tor, comman [...]ing to worſhip an Idol which hee had ſet up, the reſt of the peo­ple  [...]. Abhorred thoſe of them that had turned Apoſ [...]es, and conde [...]ned  [...]em as enemies to the Nation, depriving them of mutual converſation and the henefit of it. III. 25. Upon the conſideration of which paſ­ſage I eaſ [...]ly conclude, that of 1 Macc. XIV. 38. not to be well underſtood, n [...] tranſl [...]ted, where it is ſaid that Razias  [...]: ſignifying indeed that, in the  [...]or [...]er times, (un­der Antiochus Epiphanes, when ſo many Jewes departed from their Law) hee had brought in the decree of not mixing Judaiſme: That is to ſay, that hee had been the means of paſſing a decree, that thoſe who ſtuck to their profeſſion ſhould not comm [...]nicate with the Apo [...]ates. Theſe things were done by vir­tue of the Law, againſt the will of their Soveraignes, and therefore Philometor complaines of them for it, 3 Macc. III. 16. but it is by virtue of his decree, be­ing his ſubjects, that they put them to death aft [...]rwards, VII. 8, 9, 10. I do al­ſo grant, that, the putting of a man out of the Synagogue, (which, I admit to have come in by the act of thoſe men, who, n [...]verth [...]leſſe, had their authority originally from that act of God; which made them a people under thoſe Lawes) imported a great abatement of the temporal privilege of each Jewes eſtate, in as much as it is evident, that, whoſoever was baniſhed the converſation of Jewes, in whole or in part, was, at the ſame rate, abated the privilege of a Jew, which they held, by the declaration of their Soveraignes, to maintain them in the uſe of their own Lawes. For, the privilege which a man holdeth among his people whereof hee is a native, will appeare of what conſequence it is, when hee comes to live among ſtrangers. But, I do not therefore yield, that, to be ex­communicate out of the Church, by the original conſtitution thereof, and the Law of God, imports the abatement of any ſecular privilege: Becauſe of the dif­ference between the Synagogue and the Church, which God appointed to be gathered out of all Nations, under the condition of bearing Chriſts Croſſe. For, ſuch a company refuſing their Communion to ſuch as they exclude, can neither prejudice their perſons, goods, nor fame; which, being doubtfull to the world, ſo long as they profeſſe the Religion which the world owns not, returns, by conſequence, when they quit that Religion, to return to the Religion of the State. Rather, as the Leviathan truly ſayes, they make themſelves liable to all the perſecution, that may be brought upon them by ſuch, as think they have had ill meaſure by being put out of the Church.
Now, to that which is argued; That, becauſe the Chriſtians went for Jewes a­mong the Gentiles, at the beginning of Chriſtianity, injoying Jewes privile­ges, and thereby the exerciſe of their Religion, therefore, the Excommunicati­ons uſed by them muſt needs be ſuch, as were in force among the Jewes accord­ing to Moſes Law, that is, by the Power which it eſtabliſheth; The anſwer is by denying the conſequence. The reaſon this: The Chriſtians at the begin­ning communicated with the Jewes in that ſervice of God which they uſed, as well in the Temple, as in the Synagogue: How ſhould they have opportunity to make them acquainted with the Goſpel otherwiſe? But, as ſometimes they [Page] aſſembled ſecretly among themſelves for fear of the Jewes, Acts XII. 12. John XIX. 38. ſo alſo, beſides thoſe Offices which they ſerved God with among the Jewes, in the Temple or in the Synagogue, they acknowledged others, which they held themſelves bound to, and for which they retired themſelves from the Jewes, Acts I. 13. II. 42, 46. III. 23. V. 42. VI. 2. The ground of their Communion with the Jewes, Chriſtians know to have been the hope of win­ning them to be Chriſtians, (laſting while that hope ſhould continue the ground of ſerving God in their own Aſſemblies) the obligation of Chriſtianity for ever to continue. In regard of the converſation and communion which they held with the Jewes, whether Civil or Religious, they were ſubject to be excommu­nicated by the Jewes. That is part of our Lords Propheſie, John XVI. 2. They ſhall put you out of their Synagogues; Nay, the time cometh, that whoſo killeth you, ſhall think that hee doth God ſervice. But, whatſoever the effect of theſe Excommunications might be; being driven, and confined, in a maner, to the Communion of the Church (by being excluded, or at leaſt abridged the Commu­nion of the Synagogue,) muſt they not needs forfeit their Communion, by not fulfilling the condition by which they held it? Or could they forfeit it upon o­ther gronnds, or to other effect, than thoſe, upon which, and to which they held it? Indeed, I will not undertake to give you many Scripture examples of Excommunications during that time. For, when it appeared, that, the Apoſtles diſcerned the ſecrets of mens hearts, and inflicted death on thoſe that proceed­ed hypocritically in their Chriſtianity, it is no mervail, that none of the reſt durſt joyne themſelves to them, as S. L [...]ke informes us, Acts V. 13. that is, of thoſe that were not perſwaded ſincerely to imbrace and untertake Chriſtianity. And, Excommunication is onely for thoſe who appear not to be ſincerely Chriſtians, denying it, either by expreſſe profeſſion, or by conſequence of their actions in­conſiſtent with it. Simon Magus may well be reckoned the firſt: Who, being ſentenced by S. Peter to have nor part nor lot in this Word; that is, in any thing which Chriſtianity pretendeth to give, (becauſe it appeared, that hee had pro­feſſed it out of hope to learn how to do ſuch ſtrange feats, as might advance the credit and ends of his Magick) is by him exhorted indeed to repentance, but ſo, that the Apoſtle engages not himſelf, (that is, the Church) to pray for him, as not ſatisfied yet of the truth of his repentance and converſion to Chriſtiani­ty, Acts VIII. 18-24. Which is the very practice of the primitive Church, (as I have ſhowed more at large in the Right of the Church, pag. 17-27.) towards Apoſtates, Murtherers, and Adulterers, whom many times, and in divers parts they reſtored not to the Communion of the Church; (As counting it very dif­ficult for them that had failed ſo groſly, to give competent aſſurance of ſincere Chriſtianity) though exhorting them to repentance, and giving them hope of forgiveneſſe from the goodneſſe of God, when they found not reaſon to ingage the Church, by reſtoring them, to become the warrant of it. In conſequence to this paſſage of S. Peter with Simon Magus, and in conſideration of thoſe Texts of the New Teſtament which I have handled afore, though I acknowledg a Power of excommunicating in the Church, yet I do not imagine that any man could be abſolutely excommunicated, further than this ſeverity of Diſcipline was in force, which refuſed Penance to ſome of the moſt grievous ſinnes. For who­ſoever was, or might be, by the cuſtome in force, re-admitted upon Penance, is rather excommunicate by his own act if hee refuſe it, than by any act of the Church that requires it. But in as much as, whoſoever is refuſed communion till hee perform his Penance, is abſolutely refuſed not performing it, there is never a Penitential Canon in the records of the Church, never a paſſage mentioning Penance in any of thoſe that writ before the Canons of the Church were in writing, that depoſes not for a Power of excommunicating in the Church. As for thoſe whoſe ſinnes were allowed no hope to be re-admitted; though they were abſolutely ſhut out of the Church, yet, in as much as they were ſent to God with hope of mercy, they were ſaved, if ſaved) by that Key, which, by authority as well as knowledge, let them into heaven by ſhutting them out of the Church. But ſuppoſe this caſe may be underſtood otherwiſe; for the poſſi­bility [Page] of the thing, thoſe that were ſubject to be excommunicated by the Syna­gogue, are not therefore diſabled to excommunicate one of themſelvs, (any more, than thoſe who now depart from the Church of Rome, are diſabled to excom­municate one of their own) though wee ſuppoſe them to paſſe for Jewes to the Romanes their Maſters, and to injoy thereby the exerciſe of their Chriſtianity. For ſo long as their Intereſt obliged not the Romanes to diſtinguiſh between carnal and ſpiritual Jewes, it is no mervail, if, allowing the Jewes to governe themſelves in the Land of Promiſe, they allowed them alſo to perſecute thoſe whom they took for Apoſtates, though their own ſubjects. But, when the per­ſecution upon the death of Steven ceaſed, (whether by the converſion of Paul, or by the death of Herod, or whatſoever might move the Jewes to ſurceaſe, not the Romanes to forbid it) no mervail if the Romanes maintained that liberty which the Jewes tolerated, (that is, perſecuted) not in thoſe whom they held A­poſtates. For, if the Romanes themſelves, in after times, did not alwaies perſe­cute Chriſtianity when they allowed it not, is it any thing ſtrange, that the Jewes, who held their own Religion from the meer grant of the Romanes, ſhould finde cauſe, not to perſecute their Apoſtates, as they counted the Chriſti­ans, with that Power which they were allowed by the Romanes? This being the caſe of the firſt Chriſtians in Paleſtine, it will be eaſie, thereby to take mea­ſure, how it muſt ſtand with them in the diſperſions of the Jewes, to whom they were to bring the Goſpel in the firſt place. For, ſuppoſe it intertained with that repute among them, which might preſerve it from being perſecuted, the fore-ſaid reaſon would oblige the Chriſtians to communicate with the Jewes, as well in the ſervice of God in the Synagogue, as in civil converſe; Though obliged moreover, as they ſhould be able, to aſſemble themſelves for the ſer­vice of God as Chriſtians. So the Chriſtians of Antiochia, whom Paul and Bar­nabas aſſembled in the Church for a year together, Acts XI. 26. were not to forbear to ſerve God with the Jews in the Synagogue, ſo long as they, and Chriſtianity could hold ſo much credit with them, as to give hope of reducing them to it. So, when the ſame Paul and Barnabas created Presbyters for the Churches which they had founded, Acts XIV. 23. ſure they intended them not for the Synagogue, which was provided without them; But, to maintaine the commu­nion of thoſe Churches in the ſervice of God as Chriſtians. As for the Ro­manes their Soveraignes, by whoſe grant the Jewes injoyed all that uſe of their Lawes which they injoyed, no man will mervail, that they took no notice of the difference between Jewes and Chriſtians, ſo long as the Jewes complained not, when wee ſee them refuſe to make themſelves executioners of their wrath, upon the Chriſtians, when they did complain. Wee muſt not forget Gallio, Acts XVIII. 12-17. when Paul was brought afore him, taking the difference to be onely about names and terms of their own Law, and refuſing to be judge in it, though leaving them to perſecute the Chriſtians, as, by their own Cuſtoms, namely by ſcourging, they might do. Nor mervail, that hee at that time, ſhould think no more of it, when wee finde by Origen, that Celſus the Epicurean, wri­ting againſt the Chriſtians two hundred years after, takes it for a ſuit about goats wooll, which is nothing. As for the Edict of Claudius, that all Jewes ſhould depart from Rome, Acts XVIII. 2. the caſe is plain, that Aquila and Priſcilla, and all native Jewes, though Chriſtians, were involved in it, and bound to with­draw. But, whether or no it layed hold on thoſe that had been converted to Chriſtianity being Gentiles, and had not the legal mark of Jewes, which was Circumciſion, upon them, by the text of S. Luke appears not; No, though wee ſuppoſe, that which I have ſhowed, in the Primitive Government of Churches, p. 53-57. to be probable, and have ſtill much reaſon to believe, that the Chri­ſtians at Rome lived at firſt divided into two Bodies, one of Jewes under S. Pe­ter, the other of Gentiles under S. Paul. For the Jewes, as, in the Land of Promiſe, they were bound by the Law to protect ſtrangers, (ſuch as, renouncing Idols, ſhould profeſſe to ſerve the true God) but not to ſuffer Idolaters to live in it; So, in their diſperſions, they muſt needs finde themſelves bound, propor­tionably, to cheriſh thoſe that ſhould make the like profeſſion, whom they cal­led [Page] the Godly of the Nations. But the Empire, and the Miniſters thereof, whether they intended to compriſe them in the right and privilege of Jewes, becauſe joyned to their Religion, or of Gentiles, becauſe uncircumciſed, the text of that Scripture decides not. I confeſſe, conſidering the words of Sueto­nius Claud. XXV. Judaeos, impulſore Chreſto aſſiduè tumultuantes, Roma expu­lit; The Jewes, raiſing continual tumults at the moving of Chreſtus; hee drove out of Rome; I cannot give a better reaſon for the tumults, which, hee ſaith, oc­caſioned the Edict, than the difference between them and the Chriſtians, part of whom were Jewes, others adheered to them as Gentiles converted to the true God. Whether his meaning be, to lay the fault upon the Chriſtians, (ſup­poſing that it is our Lord Chriſt whom hee calls Chreſtus, no difference in found being diſcernable) Or, whether hee meant to ſay, that one Chreſtus, a Jew in Rome was author of thoſe tumults (as ſome would have it) no reaſon can be gi­ven for thoſe tumults ſo probable. But whether ſo or not, to our purpoſe it will be of no conſequence. For, as well Gentiliſh as Jewiſh Chriſtians being forced from Rome, and ſeeking ſhelter among Chriſtians elſwhere, would eaſi­ly accomodate themſelves with the Jewes of other parts, upon the ſame terms as Chriſtians did otherwiſe, and yet continue to preſerve themſelves Chriſtians, and thereby members of the Church, upon ſuch terms as all Chriſtians under­ſtood. It ſhould ſeem, by the Epiſtle to the Epheſians I. 11, 12, 13. II. 2, 3. 11-20. III. 1-6. that the firſt foundation of that Church was meerly of Gen­tiles, the Jewes that may have been converted being ſo few, that S. Paul held them not conſiderable to be taken notice of in his Epiſtle. A thing that agrees punctually with that which S. Luke relates, Acts XIX. 8, 9, 10. that S. Paul, perceiving hee could not prevail with the Jewes by his diſcourſes in the Syna­gogue, departed, and ſeparated the Diſciples, that is the Chriſtians, from them, diſputing dayly in the School of one Tyrannus. And this for two years, till the Goſpel was known to all Aſia, Jewes and Gentiles. (This Tyrannus neverthe­leſſe, holding a School, ſeems to have been a Doctor of the Jewes Law, ſo that all Jewes refuſed not the Faith.) Theſe, I ſuppoſe, no man will argue that they uſed Excommunication as the Jewes did, becauſe they had departed from the Jewes: And yet, it is agreeable to the caſe under Gallio, to conceive, that they were looked upon by the Romanes, as a ſort of men that had broke from the Jewes, whoſe Religion they had profeſſed afore, and indifferently protected by them, as not concerned in the difference, while no Law was made againſt Chri­ſtianity. The coming indeed of S. John into Aſia ſeems to have inned a very great harveſt of Jews into the Church, by that compliance which his ſucceſſors at Epheſus, and in the reſt of Aſia, held with the Jewes, for the winning of them to Chriſtianity. But this was afterwards. In fine, before the ſeparation of Chriſtians from the Jewes, the Church ſeems to have been, as it were, a childe unborn in the mothers womb, which, though it draw the means of ſubſiſtence from the mother, yet is it complete in all the ſame faculties of life which it ſhall exerciſe afterwards: So, whatſoever it was fit for the Church to do while it held communion with the Synagogue, it was able then, by the Power of condu­cting as well as founding it in the Apoſtles, to do whatſoever it did afterwards, onely the Body was ſtrangely changed which it was to govern.

CHAP. XVIII. The difference between S. Pauls anathema and that of the Jewes. It is not neceſſa­ry that the Chriſtians anathema ſhould ſignifie curſing. That the inceſtuous per­ſon at Corinth was Excommunicated by S. Paul. Juriſdiction of the Church. Telling the Church, binding and looſing, holding him that is bound for a Heathen or a Publicane, ſigniſie the ſame. The coherence of our Lords diſcourſe. Of Excommunication and Indulgence by private perſons in the Ancient Church. That Excommunication and the Power of the Church could not come in force by the voluntary conſent of the firſt Chriſtians. How it may be ſaid to be volunta­ry. Of the confederacy of the primitive Chriſtians.
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ANd here, I cannot chuſe but mervail, that the Anathema which S. Pauls Epi­ſtles mention ſometimes, ſhould be made an argument, that the Excom­munication which hee means by it is the ſame which the Jews uſed, becauſe theirs was called by the ſame name. For the anſwer is the ſame that I ſaid afore, of the name of the Church, but, there is more particular evidence for the reaſon here, in the words of the Apoſtle. I do, for my part, believe them that conceive, the name by which the Jewes call anathema, that is  [...], to ſignifie the ſame that S. Paul means by maranatha. For the Jewes uſe to call God  [...], that is, the Name. And this, I conceive, they compound with the Verb  [...], ſigni­fying to come, and to make of both the Verb  [...], ſignifying maledixit or execravit, hee curſed by the coming of God. Though they uſe it to ſignifie the leaſt degree of Excommunication, whereas, to curſe a man by the coming of God, ſeems to leave him to God to take vengeance of, as incurable and deſpe­rate; For every man knows how much difference there is between the original and uſe of words. Now it is evident by the writings of the Prophets every where, that they uſe to deſcribe the appearance of God to puniſh ſin, in the ſtile of Gods coming. And in that ſtile the paſſage which S. Jude referreth to, proceedeth, Jude 14, 15. Behold the Lord cometh with his holy myriads, to execute vengeance on all, and to reprove all their wickedneſſe, for all the wicked works that they have done, and for all the hard words which they have ſtoken againſt him as wicked ſinners. For theſe are the words, which Enoch, the ſeventh from Adam, is brought in ſpeak­ing in that place, to the old world whom hee preached to, to recall them from that wickedneſſe, which, in the end, was puniſhed by the deluge. Now, when S. Paul ſaith, 1 Cor. XVI. 22. If any man love not the Lord Jeſus, let him be a­nathema, maranatha. It is plain, that Maranatha ſignifies our Lord comes; And ſo referrs to the ſecond coming of our Lord Chriſt, which the Goſpel preaches. For this learned perſon, in the firſt book de Synedriis, p. 214. acknowledges, that it is not in uſe among the Jewes. And the correſpondence between the Law and the Goſpel requires, that thoſe things which are propheſied in the Old Teſtament concerning the coming of God, be underſtood to be com­pleted in the ſecond coming of Chriſt: According to that of S. Paul, Rom. XIV. 10, 11. Wee ſhall all be preſented before the Judgment ſeat of Chriſt, as it is writ­ten; As I live, ſaith the Lord; To mee ſhall every knee bow, and every tongue ſhall give glory to God. Where, that which the Prophet had ſaid of the appea­rance of God in former judgments concerning his people, Eſa. XLV. 23. that, the Apoſtle affirmeth to be fulfilled in the coming of our Lord Chriſt to judg­ment. Therefore, when S. Paul ſayes, Let him be anathema maranatha, hee means, let him expect vengeance at the ſecond coming of Chriſt: At which, S. Jude ſayes, that the Propheſie of Enoch againſt the old world ſhall be accom­pliſhed upon thoſe that hee writes againſt; For how can hee ſay otherwiſe; Enoch propheſied againſt theſe? And can it be thought, that a Jewiſh Excommu­nication can proceed upon ſuppoſition of the coming of our Lord Chriſt to judgment? That were as much a jeſt, as that of the Hiſtory of Don Quixote, where hee ſaith; That the original Hiſtorian in the Arabick, being a Mahume­tane, proteſts the truth of it, upon the faith of a good Chriſtian. So, when S. Paul ſaith again, Rom. IX. 3. I my ſelf could wiſh to be anathema from Chriſt, [Page]for my brethren, my kindred according to the fleſh. I will not diſpute that ingenious interpretation of Grotius, which this Learned perſon, with others, allows; That hee wiſhes, in ſtead of an Apoſtle, and Chief in the Church, to be counted a man unfit for any Chriſtian to converſe with: For it punctually agrees with S. Pauls ſtile, 1 Cor. XII. 12. For, as the body is one, and hath many members, and all the members of the body, being many, are one body, ſo is Chriſt; That is to ſay, the Church. And ſo Gal. III. 27. Wee are baptized into Chriſt, becauſe into the Church. But, admitting this interpretation, how can it be imagined to ſignifie a Jewiſh Excommunication, that cuts of a Chriſtian from the Church? Hee that is put out of the Synagogue, in as much as hee is put out of it, is made Ana­thema to Moſes, not to Chriſt. That is, hee is cut off from the privileges of a Jew, from the hope of returning into the Land of Promiſe, and freedom in it from the yoke of forrain Nations; Not from the hope of life everlaſting, which they indeed promiſe themſelves by the Law of Moſes, but Chriſtians know they cannot have, unleſſe they renounce the holding of it from the Law of Moſes. And therefore S. Paul, when hee bids Anathema to whoſoever ſhall preach ano­ther Goſpel than that which hee had preached, Gal. I. 8, 9. muſt needs mean the ſame as a Chriſtian, which hee ſignifies to be meant by him that calleth Jeſus anathema, 1 Cor. XII. 3. Hee that calleth Jeſus anathema, defieth him as reje­cted by God. Anathema indeed ſignifieth that which is conſecrated to God: But it anſwers the Hebrew word  [...], as in Levit. XXVIII. becauſe conſe­cration was a profeſſion of abandoning for ever that which was conſecrated, im­plying a curſe upon all that ſhould lay hands on it to any other uſe. And when the Jewes ſaid to their Fathers or Mothers; Be it Korban, whatſoever thou may­eſt be the better for of mine; They curſed themſelves, if ever their Father or Mo­ther were the better for any goods of theirs, as much, as if they ſhould give them things conſecrated to eat or to drink: Suppoſing that if they did ſo, no man was to touch or come near them more than conſecrated things. So, when God made Jericho anathema or  [...], whatſoever was not for the uſe of Gods ſer­vice was to be deſtroyed; whatſoever might be for his ſervice, hee that laid hands on it to any other uſe, became himſelf of the condition of that which was not for Gods ſervice. And ſuch the Apoſtle profeſſeth to hold him, whoſo­ever ſhould preach any other Goſpel beſides that which hee had preached.
For, I muſt not allow, that the Church, when it excommunicateth, or the A­poſtle, when hee biddeth anathema, intendeth to curſe, that is to ſay, to pray to God, actually to bring thoſe curſes upon them which they are liable to; Though I confeſſe this is not the place to diſpute ſuch a queſtion, becauſe the reſolution of it will ſuppoſe ſomething, which can neither be proved, nor ſuppoſed with­out proof in this place, where my purpoſe is to ſettle the Principles of Chriſti­an Truth, by which Principles this is to be reſolved. It ſhall be enough to ſay here, that it is evident, that the Greek Church, following an order or ſentence of S. John Chryſoſtomes, doth, for the moſt part, inſiſt, that Chriſtians are not to curſe Chriſtians; Whatſoever be the practice of the Church of Rome, in the Bull of Maundy Thurſday at this time. And yet the very preſent practice of that Church doth not ſeem neceſſarily to import praying for Gods vengeance upon Hereticks, and others who are then curſed; Becauſe it is their cuſtome to pray for their converſion the very next day, that is, on Good Friday. There­fore it may very well ſeem, that all their Solemnities of curſing do not amount to ſignifie, that the Church prayes for miſchief upon them whom they declare to be accurſed, but by theſe ſolemnities expreſſe how they would have them eſteemed by Chriſtians. Though, by that corruption of Chriſtian charity which time hath brought to paſſe, it be now generally underſtood no otherwiſe, than as a Prayer for Gods vengeance; And there may be great reaſon to think, that the ancient Fathers and Councils did not pronounce anathema againſt Hereticks in any other ſenſe, or to any other purpoſe. Nay the words of Vincentius Li­rinenſis, which I quoted afore, make it moſt evident, that the ancient Chriſtians underſtood nothing elſe by Anathema, when hee expounds S. Paul Gal. I. 8, 9. Anathema ſit, inquit; Id eſt, ſeparatus, ſegregatus, excluſus, nè unius ovis dirum [Page]contagium innoxium gregem Chriſti venenatâ permiſtione contaminet. Let him be anathema, ſaith hee; That is, let him be ſevered, ſet aſide, ſhut out, leaſt the dire­full contagion of one ſheep, with any mixture of venene, ſtain the innocent flock of Chriſt. Which is enough to ſhow, that therefore it ought not to have been put into the definition of that Excommunication which is pretended to be made by the Power of the Church, that it containeth a curſe or curſes againſt them on whom it is inflicted, as you ſhall finde the firſt book de Synedriis doth, in the place quoted afore. Becauſe, thoſe that agree in challenging that right for the Church, do not appear to agree in that point. And this will ſerve for an argu­ment of difference between the Excommunications of Jewes and of Chriſti­ans. For, the firſt without queſtion were curſes, of the ſecond, it is at leaſt que­ſtionable, whether it ſtand with Chriſtianity to take them for curſes or not. I do believe that which is ſaid in the firſt book de Synedriis, pag. 209. that the Jewes did not ſo cut a man off by Excommunication, as to caſt him quite out of their Body; But ſo, as to deprive him of free converſation with his native peo­ple; To wit, according to the terms limited there afore, the leſſe, that no man ſhould come within his four cubits; The greater, that hee ſhould dwell in a co­tage alone, and have bread and water brought him, and ſee no man otherwiſe. Neither do I finde any third kinde by the Jewes Conſtitutions, which others would have. But it were a wrong to common ſenſe to extend this to Apoſtares. Juſtin Martyr Dial. cum Tryphone, and after him Epiphanius haer. XXX. and Je­rome in Eſa. tells us, that the Jewes, ſhortly after our Saviors time, ſent an Or­der through all Synagogues over the world, to curſe the Chriſtians thrice a day, at publick Prayers in their Synagogues. And at that time practiſed all means poſſible to ſtirr up the Empire to perſecute them to the death. Neither was it ſtrange they ſhould proceed ſo farr, againſt thoſe whom they took for Apo­ſtates, becauſe the puniſhments which their own body could inflict would not ſerve their turn. But this is evidently another thing than that which the great Excommunication by their Rules importeth. In the mean time, here you have curſing to the purpoſe, in this utmoſt exigent; But ſo, that ordinary Excommu­nication amongſt them imported a proportionable meaſure of the ſame. That the Apoſtles ſhould intend to curſe, nothing can ſeem ſo pregnant as the words of S. Peter to Simon Magus, Acts VIII. 20. Thy money periſh with thee. But hee that, in the next words, adviſes with ſo much charity; Repent thee of this thy wickedneſſe, and pray to God, if perhaps this deſigne of thy heart may be forgiven thee; I ſuppoſe was farr enough from wiſhing, that hee might periſh, whom hee ſeeks to reclaim. Neither is there any reaſon why hee ſhould wiſh his money to periſh, which the firſt ſound of his words beareth. And therefore it will be requiſite to take it for an expreſſion, ſignifying, that hee held, and would have the Church hold him as certainly in the way and ſtate of perdition, as the money that hee loved was periſhable. Much more, when S. Paul wiſheth himſelf anathe­ma, or him that ſhould preach a new Goſpel, or loved not the Lord Jeſus, it is not his intent to pray for the evil which anathema ſignifies upon them, but to in­duce the Church to take them for ſuch men, as the Church believes to be liable to the utmoſt of Gods curſes.
As for the buſineſſe between S. Paul and the Corinthians, thereare in it ſo evident marks of Penance injoyned by that Church upon the Apoſtles Order, as no wit, no learning can ſerve to deface. S. Paul adviſes them to reſtore the Offender in theſe terms, 2 Cor. II. 5.  [...] ▪ 11. If any body hath grieved mee, hee hath not grieved mee but in part, that I may not charge you all. Sufficient for ſuch a one is this cenſure inflicted by many. So that yee are rather to gratifie and comfort him, leaſt ſuch a one ſhould be ſwallowed up with too much ſorrow. Wherefore I pray you ſettle love towards him. For, I writ alſo for this end, to know the trial of you, whe­ther you be obedient in all things. But if you grant any thing, I alſo grant it. For, if I have granted any thing for your ſake, in reſpect of Chriſt I have granted it, that Satan get nothing by us; For wee are not ignorant of his devices. What is the cenſure inflicted by many, but the Penance, which the Church, upon S. Pauls order having injoyned, now deſires the Apoſtle to reſt content with; which [Page] hereby hee accords? What is it that hee granteth, becauſe they grant it, but in reſpect of Chriſt, willing them alſo to gratifie and comfort him whom they had cenſured; But, (upon undergoing this cenſure) the re-admitting of him to the Communion of the Church? Since Luther firſt diſputed againſt Indulgences, this Text hath been in every mans mouth. Was there ever any reaſon to deny, that there is in the Church a Power of abating Penance once injoyned, upon trial of him that undergoes it? Or, that the example of S. Paul in this place is good evidence for it? Had there been any controverſie about it, if the Church of Rome had demanded no more under this title? Though, to ſpeak my own minde, perhaps men miſtake this Indulgence, becauſe they take not S. Pauls pro­ceeding to be ſo rigid, as the ſtrictneſſe of diſcipline under the Apoſtles re­quires. They take it commonly, as I ſaid, that S. Paul, hereby, releaſes him of the Penance that had been injoyned; whereas, it may be, hee onely admits him to Penance at their requeſt, and ſo, to the Prayers of the Church. Being for­merly ſo excluded from the Church, as not to be aſſured of his reconcilement with God by the warrant of the Church, though not excluded from the hope of it by the mercy of God. Tertullian indeed hath an opinion, that it is not the ſame man whom the Apoſtle commanded them to deliver to Satan afore, 1 Cor. V. 5. Becauſe, as I ſaid afore, according to the ſtrictneſſe of the Monta­ni [...]s, hee will not believe, that the Apoſtle would admit ſuch a ſinner upon any Penance. But this opinion is excluded by the expreſſe words of the Scripture; For I writ alſo for this cauſe, to know the trial of you; which ſhow that this is the caſe which hee writ of in his former Epiſtle. It remains therefore, that, upon S. Pauls firſt Epiſtle hee was delivered to Satan, but, upon their ſubmiſſion, and requeſt that hee would be content with the cenſure which they propoſe, hee admits him to the comfort of their Prayers. According to this ſuppoſition, the Indulgence which S. Paul admits, is not the releaſing of Penance injoyned, as afterwards it ſignified in the Church; but the injoyning of Penance, inferring a grant of the Prayers of the Church, towards the means of reconcilement. But, whatſoever become of this, Indulgence preſuppoſeth the cenſure which it mitigateth, and therefore, the Communion of the Church, either abated or quite taken from him, whom it reſtoreth to it. And, what is the mater that S. Paul grants that which hee grants for their ſakes, but in reſpect to Chriſt, that Sa­tan, (ſaith hee) whoſe devices wee are acquainted with, get nothing by us? Two reaſons are rendred for this: The one, in reſpect of the party excluded, not to drive him to deſpair of ſalvation by Chriſtianity, and conſequently to Apoſtaſy, or what elſe that deſpair might produce: The other, (which I remember S. Au­ſtine in ſome place advances, as the reaſon, whereupon the Church, in after ages, was driven to abate of that ſtrictneſſe that was in force under the Apoſtles) leaſt thoſe that favored the party excluded, if hee ſhould be refuſed upon the ſubmiſſion tendred, ſhould make a faction and ſeparate from the Church. Take whether you will of theſe reaſons that have been ſaid, or produce a better that hath not been rendred yet, you ſhall never make that good which S. Paul ſaith, 2 Cor. VII. 11. Plainly, yee have approved your ſelves clear in the buſineſſe; But in this ſenſe: That, whereas before there was a party that bare out this inceſtu­ous perſon in his attempt, upon the coming of the firſt Epiſtle, the better part prevailed to do that, which S. Paul ſaith they ſhould have done afore, 1 Cor. V. 2. Yee are puffed up, and have not rather mourned, that hee which did this deed might be taken from among you. For, ſince it is evident by divers paſſages of the primitive Church, that Excommunication was ſolemnized in a faſhion of mour­ning, as for a member whom the Church had loſt, what reaſon can be given, why S. Paul, when hee ſpeaks of mourning in this caſe, ſhould mean any thing elſe? At leaſt, for Epiphanius his ſake, accept of his reaſons before any mans opinion without it. Hee, when S. Paul ſayes, 1 Cor. XII. 21. I fear God will humble mee in reſpect of you when I come, and, that I ſhall mourn for many, that have ſin­ned afore, and not repented, (by that time I come) of the uncleanneſſe, whoredome, and wantonneſſe which they have done; renders the reaſon of this mourning of S. Paul, to be for thoſe whom hee ſhould be conſtrained to put out of the [Page] Church; Either then utterly loſt, or for their reconcilement with God, being admitted to Penance. Though Epiphanius diſtinguiſhes not between mourn­ing for the reconcilement of ſinners, and mourning for the loſſe of them, when they were ſhut out of the Church.
Now when S. Paul writes to them, 1 Cor. V. 11. not to converſe, not ſo much as to eat with him that is called a brother, and is a whoremaſter, a ſlanderer, a chea­ter, an Idolater, a drunkard, an oppreſſor or the like; Hee that will, may pretend to take this for no more but good counſail: But hee ſhall not conſider what follows; For what have I to do to judge thoſe that are without? Do not yee judge thoſe that are within? And yee ſhall heave out from among you him that hath done evil. Which good counſail will not ſerve to do: but Cenſure or Judgment, call it what you pleaſe; Not as of a Court, pretending force to execute the ſentence by virtue of the Laws of the Empire: But as every Society or Cor­poration, ſo farre as it is ſo, hath a Juriſdiction anſwerable to the end and pre­tenſe for which and upon which it ſtands, whereby the Laws muſt be inforced, without which no ſuch Body can continue. I grant, that Juriſdiction abſolute­ly named, and without any addition, is that of a Civil State, which, by force of lawfull arms is able to execute the ſentence which the miniſters thereof give. But every State maintaineth the Corporation which the Charter thereof conſti­tuteth. And, all Chriſtian States are to maintain the Corporation of the Church, if conſtituted by God. And in this regard, both the Rules by which the community of the Church ſtands, are truly called Laws, and, the Juriſdicti­on of the Church is the exerciſe of that Power which executes the ſame. So Ec­cleſiaſtical Juriſdiction is really Juriſdiction, though Juriſdiction according to the Romane Laws is reſolved into the Power of the Sword, whereupon it de­pendeth. When S. Paul writes to Titus III. 10. to avoid a man that is an He­retick, after the firſt and ſecond warning; When S. John writeth, 2 John 10, 11. Hee that cometh to you, and bringeth not this doctrine, (of God the Father, and the Son come in the fleſh) receive him not home, nor bid him God ſpeed; For hee that biddeth him God ſpeed is acceſſory to his evil works; When S. John, accor­ding to this Precept, refuſed to come into the Bath with Cerinthus, his Scholar Polycarpus to own Marcion otherwiſe, than as the firſt-born of the Devil; it is more than good counſail which tied them to forbear even Civil converſation with thoſe, whom, thereby they demonſtrated, how farr they would be from communicating with, in the Offices of Chriſtianity. Neither is the objection of that waight as is pretended, that Judas communicated in the Euchariſt, at the laſt Supper of our Lord. For it is notorious to all that underſtand but a little in Chriſtianity, that it is not ſin, but the notoriouſneſſe of ſin that renders a man liable to be Excommunicate: Even as it is not Chriſtianity, but the pro­feſſion of it that qualifies a man to be of the Church. The reaſon of it being this, that others may not think, that ſuch as notoriouſly act contrary to that pro­feſſion, can be capable of the promiſes to which it intitleth. Which opinion cannot be grounded upon ſins that are not publickly ſeen. For, even when they are ſeen, there is yet a difference between legal conviction, and that which is onely ſenſible and reaſonable. Neither is any man legally convicted, till hee or they who are to act in behalf of the Body, whatſoever it is, declare them convicted. For though it were to be wiſhed, that all notorious ſin could be le­gally convicted; Yet, becauſe the execution of Laws without diſcretion mani­feſtly tends to the ruine of all Societies; It is alſo to be excepted, that, neither is the toleration of notorious ſins in the Church a juſt argument, that there is no ſuch thing as Law or Juriſdiction or a Community of the Church, that may put away ſuch ſin. To that caſe then I ſay, that, neither the knowledge of our Lord, nor of his Diſciples, concerning Judas his wickedneſſe, rendred him un­capable of the Euchariſt, even according to the ordinary Rule of the Church. A legal conviction was requiſite over and above, which might either demon­ſtrate him uncapable of the quality of a Diſciple, that is, of a Chriſtian, or be a means to reconcile him to that quality, and ſo to the ſociety of Chriſts Diſci­ples. And this conviction, abſolutely depending upon the will of our Lord to [Page] publiſh the ſentence, cannot be thought to be had, ſo long as hee declared no­thing in it. If any man here object the inconveniences, which the perempto­ry prohibition of converſing with the Excommunicate muſt needs cauſe, in that ſtate of things, which the incorporating of the Church into Chriſtian Com­monwealths neceſſarily produceth; let mee deſire him to have patience for an anſwer to this, which I ſhall have a care to give, before I leave this point, but cannot before I have premiſed ſomething more. As for that which may be ob­jected, that S. Paul, by ſaying; Do not yee judge thoſe that are without; makes the Body of every Church, that is, the people thereof, or the commonalty, judge; It ſhall be ſufficient to remember that which I ſaid afore, that the intent at preſent being onely to prove a Corporation of the Church by divine right, it is ſufficient in this place, onely to ſhow, that there is a right in the Body of the Church, by Gods appointment, to do ſuch things, as the Nature of a Soci­ety founded upon a Charter of Gods, inferreth: For, whatſoever perſons ſhall be by the ſame appointment inabled to act for the Church, and to conclude it, (as in no form of Government the whole is able to act by it ſelf) whatſoever is done by thoſe perſons is reaſonably and legally ſaid to be done by the Church, though I referr it to another diſpute to determine, what perſons they are, and in what caſes. Theſe reaſons therefore do ſatisfie mee, that, the delivering to Sa­tan which S. Paul condemns the inceſtuous perſon to, implies indeed ſomething extraordinary, which the ſentence of Excommunication in theſe dayes produ­ceth not: And it is this; That, during the time of the Apoſtles, to manifeſt the preſence of God in his Church, thoſe that were ſhut out of it became ſub­ject to the viſible incurſion of evil ſpirits, plaguing them with bodily diſeaſes; Which S. Paul calleth the deſtruction of the fleſh; Intimating, that Gods end in them was, to reduce him to the ſenſe of that Chriſtianity which hee had profeſſed, that, by inwardly returning to it, the ſpirit might be ſaved in the day of Chriſt, whether or no, by outwardly profeſſing it, hee might be reconciled to the Church, for ſalvation by the means of it.
As for the words of our Lord, Dic Eccleſiae; I will not inſiſt upon the im­probabilities of Eraſtus his interpretation, that, Let him be unto thee as a Hea­then or a Publicane, is no more but this; Be it lawfull for thee to ſue him in the Romanes Court. For this I ſay; It is plain by S. Paul 1 Cor. VI. 1. that our Lords Diſciples, that is Chriſtians, might in no caſe implead one another before the Gentiles, whatſoever Eraſtus imagine: Which, it is plain, the Jewes alſo did their utmoſt to avoid. Nor is the other more probable, that makes it no more, than, that upon his neglect of the Synagogue, hee was free to return ſcorn, and to avoid him who had ſcorned the Synagogue. For, would our Lord binde his Diſciples to reſort to the Synagogue, and yet obtain nothing but leave to ſcorn him that ſcorned them firſt, and afterwards the Synagogue? Beſides the inconvenience common to both theſe interptetations; that, ſuch a precept to his Diſciples, that is, to all Chriſtians, ſhould concern them no longer, nor in any other conſideration, than that, for which, at the firſt, Chriſtians were bound to comply with the Synagogue; which compliance, not onely what it was, but, even what it ſignified, they then underſtood no more, than hee that underſtands nothing. But I leave all other advantage, to proſecute the princi­ple premiſed: That the Diſciples of our Lord acknowledged a new King of Iſrael, (which, the title of Gods anointed, the Meſſias ſignified) a new Covenant by which hee was their King, a new Iſrael according to the Spirit, not according to the fleſh, and, by conſequence, new Laws, which a New Common-wealth muſt needs inferr. And therefore, call it what you will; Synagogue, (which as yet they underſtood not to be void) or Church, (which they underſtood muſt be, but that it ſhould be diſtinct from the Synagogue underſtood not) being commanded to tell the Aſſembly, they muſt underſtand it to be an Aſſembly of themſelves, Chriſts Diſciples, which all Jews might be, for any thing they yet underſtood. And, when our Lord ſaith; Let him be unto thee as an Heathen man or as a Publicane; though they underſtood that Heathen men and Publi­canes reſorted to the Temple, as alſo thoſe that were Excommunicate by the [Page] Synagogue did, (becauſe the Law ſtood not upon any promiſe of the world to come, but upon the privilege and ſitl of a Jew, to all rights that Jewes were in­dowed with) yet they underflood alſo, that our Lord ſpoke in Parables, contain­ing ſharp ſpeeches, figures and riddles. When hee faith; Hee that ſmiteth thee on the right cheek, turn him the left; they underflood, that himſelf no way bal­ked his own command, when, being ſmitten by the Jews Miniſters, hee an-ſwered not by turning the other cheek: But, that his meaning was, to have his Diſciples as ready to do them good that ſo ſhould aſſront them, as if they ſhould pleaſure his anger, by turning him another cheek to ſtrike. And when hee faith; Hee that conſtraineth thee to go a mile with him, go thou twain; His meaning is not, that they ſhould leave their buſineſſe to be counted fools for it: But, to be ready to do him as great a pleasure. So, hee that fees the Jews ſo to avoid the ſociety of the Gentiles, (and by conſequence of publi [...]anes, who has ne­ceſſary and continual frequentation with Gentiles) that, when they came from the Piazza, they waſhed their hands before they went to meat, (as polluted by coming near them) hee that fees S. Peter obliged to give account to his brethren the Jewiſh Chriſtians, why hee did eat with Cornelius and his Company, though worthippers of the true God, and ſuch as had imbraced the Faith; that fees God inſtruct him ſo to do, by the viſion of earing unclean beaſts, as if hee could no more do the one than the other by the Law; Hee, I fay, that conſiders theſe things will ſay, that our Lord, when hee ſayes, Let him be to thee as an Heathen man or a Publicane, hath very ſharply expreſſed the fame that S. Paul means, when hee ſayes; with ſuch a one no not to eat. And therefore I conclude his meaning to be that which I have concluded heretofore, that his Diſciples ſhould carry none of their ſuits, though concerning mater of Intereſt, out of the Church, but ſtand to what it ſhall determine. For, how ſhould S. Paul de­mand; Dare any of you, having a cauſe with another, go to ſuit before the unrigh­teous and not before the Saints? I Cor. VI. I. If it had not been a Law known to Chriſtians, that their ſuits were to be determined within themſelves? Re­ferring my ſelf for further evidence, that this was then in force, to what hath been ſhowed in another place, and having not been contradicted, muſt needs be in force. And if any man ſhall object, that this would be the ruine of all States ſo ſoon as they proſeſſe Chriſtianity, if the Juriſdiction of them ſhould be ſwallowed up in the Juriſdiction of the Church, all cauſes being, in that caſe, cauſes of Chriſtians; For an anſwer, referring him, not onely to that which I have ſaid already there, but, to that which I purpoſe to ſay further before I have done with this point And upon theſe terms I grant Eraſtus, that, when out Lord ſayes; Let him be unto thee as a Heathen and a Publicane; Hee ſayes in ef­fect, be it lawfull for thee to ſue him in the Court of the Gentiles: Not as if our Lord did allow that which S. Paul forbids; That a Chriſtian ſhould ſue a Chriſtian before Gentiles: But becauſe, being to be held as a Heathen or a Pub­licane, as being Excommunicate, (that is to ſay, ſupppoſing that to be true, which Eraſtus would have to be ſalſe) by conſequence, and in effect it would become lawfull to ſue him before Gentiles, as being no longer a Chriſtian.
Now, when it followeth; What forever yee binde on earth ſhall be bound in heaven, and whatſoever yee looſe on earth ſhall be looſed in heaven; If wee take bin­ding and looſing in a general ſenſe, to ſignifie that Power of giving Law, ſo that hereeby the Church is inabled to give Law to the Church (ſetting aſide for the preſent, who of the Church is to give Law, who to receive it) then I ſay, that, by virtue hereof, the Power of Excommunicating is given to the Church: Becauſe it is nothing elſe but ſuch a Right eſtabliſhed by a Law of God; And, if God give his Church a Power to make Laws, then hee gives it Power to make a Law that ſhall give force to all the reſt, by inacting that penalty that ſhall be requiſite to reſtrain diſobedience. But, if wee take the terms of binding and looſing as they are uſed among the Jews, (and, by conſequence, when that which is unlawfull is done, for declaring what is lawfull or unlawfull to be done to be diſcharged of it) I ſay that, admitting the difference between the Law and the Goſpel which I have eſtabliſhed, the Power of Excommunicating [Page] will follow in the Church. For, ſuppoſing the Law not to tender remiſſion of ſin in order to life everlafting, but to the remporal privileges of a Jew; to be bound and to be looſe will ſignifie no more, than, to be in or out of poſſeſſion of thoſe privileges, uncapable or capable of the fame, by doing or not doing what the Law requireth to be done for that purpoſe. In the mean time, this Power will argue a Common-wealth of Iſrael, founded by God, by virtue of which foundation, the Power of thoſe who are inabled by the Law to make this declaration takes effect to all purpoſes contained in the Law. But. ſuppo­sing the Goſpel to tender remiſſion of ſins in order to life everlaſting, upon ſuch terms as the Covenant of Grace importeth; To be bound and to be looſe will ſignifie freedom from ſin, or the captivity and fervitude of it. And there­fore the Power of declaring this eſtare, and, what is to be done for the attain­ing of it, will neceſſarily inſerre a Society of the Church, founded upon the Power of making that declaration, whereupon, any man may be accepted for ſuch; Neither can it be imagined, that any part, any degree of the fame can be in any man, but ſo farr, and to effect, as the Community of the Church ſhall have allowed. It is not now unknown, that divers of thoſe that diſpute Con­troverſies for the Church of Rome, do challenge the Power of making Law, for the Church, by virtue of this Power of binding and looſing given by our Lord to his Apoſtles. And this opinion taketh place by the former interpretation of theſe words, which being admitted, that conſequence cannot be refuſed. But, taking the Power of binding and looſing to be by virtue of the Keyes of Gods Houſe, which are the Keyes of David, or the Houſe of David, the figure of the Church, (which is that ſignification which the language of the Scripture re­quired, when our Lord. having promiſed his Church, adds, Mat. XVI. 19. Unto thee will I give the Keyes of the Kingdom of heaven, and whatſoever thou bindeſt on earth, ſhall be bound in heaven, what ſoever thou looſeſt on earth, ſhall be looſed in heaven.) The Power of binding and looſing in the Church will be correſpon­dent to that, which the Doctors of the Synagogue had, of declaring this or that lawfull or unlawfull according to Moſes Laws, and a man tied to do this or that for maintaining his privilege by it. And having ſaid this, I conceive I have done more, than hee that diſtinguiſhed theſe two meanings in our Lords words thought fit to do. Hee, diſtinguiſhing thus in the firſt book de Synedriis, pag. 291— hath thought it enough to argue, that neither the one nor the other will ſerve to ground the Power of Excommunicating in the Church; Wherein, what hee hath proved, I referre my ſelf to that which hath been ſaid. But in what ſenſe the words of our Lord are to be underſtood, according to his own opinion, hee hath not declared, how requiſite foever it had been to do, as I, according to my opinion, indeavor to do. As for that little Objection, that, in Our Lords words, it is not perſons but things, that are ſaid to be bound and looſe; It is to be underflood, that things are neither bound nor looſe of them­ſelves; But that, by the way of common underſtanding of men, and ſpeech, it is attributed to them from the obligations that Iye upon men or perſons, by vir­tue of which obligations, or freedom from them, ſuch things as they import are ſaid to be bound or looſe, as lawfull or unlawfull for them to uſe, who, uſing them, are either bound or free to ſuch rights, as the uſing or not uſing of them inferrs. Though by conſequence of this Power, the Power of binding by Law, or looſing, (that is, of leaving free without tying by Law) will naturally follow. For as in Civil Government, whatfoever perſon or perſons are, abſo­lutely and without limitaiton, indowed with the Soveraign Power, muſt neceſſa­raily be indowed with the Power of giving Law, whereby they do but limit themſelves what Law they will govern by, which is, before thoſe Laws be de­clared, their will and pleaſure; So, if wee ſuppoſe in the Church, a Power of admitting into, and caſting out of the Society of the Church, wee muſt needs ſuppoſe a Power of giving Law to this Society, becauſe no Society at all can have Communion with it ſelf, but according to ſome Rules of exerciſing the ſaid Communion; which, for the preſent, are called Laws. Now, our Lord Chriſt. ha­ving given his Diſciples the Power of binding and Looſing, by opening or ſhut­ting. [Page] the doors of his Church, that is, by admitting into, or excluding out of it; hath thereby given them the Power of framing his Catholick Church. Not that they are ſo properly ſaid to binde thoſe whom they ſhut out of the Church. For, when Chriſtianity declareth mankinde to be under ſin, (not to be freed of it, but by ſubmitting to Chriſſianity) the bond is contracted by him that finneth, the ſhutting of the Church door upon him is but refuſing him the cure, whereof hee tenders himself uncapable. But, thoſe whom they admit into the Church, they are properly ſaid to looſe, because, though they cannot be looſed without their own act, yet that act is not to be done, without ſubmitting to that authority which is intruſted to require it. And this authority, with thoſe who acknowledge it by being admitted into the Church, is that which conſſtuteth the Society and Corporation of the Church. For, admitting into the Church, and allowing to continue in the Church, are both one and the fame act, becauſe they proceed both upon the fame, of Chriſtianity, and preſerving Unity in the Church. Therefore. at preſent, I ſpeak of both under one. And, if it be demanded whether the Power of binding and looſing do ſignifie generally binding by Law, and not hindering; Or particularly, binding by ſhutting out of the Church for ſin, and looſing, by admitting into the Church, or retaining in the Church as free from ſin; I anſwer, that expreſly and formally, the Power of binding and looſing ſignifies the later; But the former, by conſequence. For, in the Com­mon-wealth alſo, the Power of giving Law is the ſame in generalls, with the Power of Juriſdiction in particulars; All parts of Soveraignty flowing natural­ly from that act, whereby it becomes ſettled upon ſome perſon or perſons; Whoſe will is neceſſarily the Law whereby it is to be governed, in as much as it is not limited by the original eſtabliſhment thereof, and acts done legally by vietue of the fame. And ſo, the Diſciples of our Lord being prevented by no­thing but our common Chriſtianity, (which, our Lord Chriſt having eſtabliſhed, left them the framing of his Church) what they, or, thoſe who claim under them ſhall do to obligue the Church, obligeth by virtue of this Power, of ad­mitting into, or excluding out of the Church. And it is truly ſaid, that the Power of giving Law to the Church as the Church, by virtue the Power of the Keyes belongs to the Church; Provided that the effect of it belimited to thoſe things, which, after the preaching of our Lord, remained for his Apoſtles and Diſciples, as well as their Aſſiſtants and Succceſſors to determine, for the framing of Gods Catholick Church.
Before I leave this point, I ſhall deſire that the conſequence of our Lords diſ­courſe may be conſidered. For unleſſe the command of reſorting to the Church be underſtood, as ſending to binde or looſe him to the Church, that is ſuppoſed to be bound to ſin or looſe from it, that which is inferred; Whatfoever yee binde on earth— will be utterly impertinent to that which went before, Tell the Church— But if wee ſuppoſe the ſpeech to concerne Excom­munication, and Penance, by conſequence, wee give a good reaſon why it followes; Againe, I ſay unto you, that, if two of you agree upon earth, about any thing to be demanded, it ſhall beſall them from my Father in the heavens. For, ſup­poſing, (as known by the general and original practice of the Church, whereof mention hath been made in the premiſes) that the means of looſing from ſin was the Prayers of the Church, wee conclude, that our Lord, in the next place, could not inferre any thing more proper and pertinent to that which hee had premiſed, than this; To wit, how the Penitent is to be reſlored to the favor of God, and, upon preſumption thereof, to the unity od the Church: To wit, by the Prayers of the Church. For, when hee ſayes, the Prayers of two Chruſſians will be available with God, hee muſt needs ſignifie, that the Prayers of the Church will be much more available. I know, there are ſome Expoſitors, Ori­gen, S. Auſtine, and Theophylact of old, and Grotius of late, who, when our Lord, having ſaid, Let him be to thee as a Heathen or a Publicane; inferreth, whatſoe­ver yee binde on earth— do underſtand, that, hereby, particular Chriſtians do binde and looſe particular Chriſtians, when they ſhow them the ſin they do, and they that do it will or will not make reparations. And truly, in as much as the [Page] knowledge of ſin is a condition requiſite to make the bond thereof take firm hold upon the conſcience, whoſever procures this knowleg is truly ſaid to binde, as hee that ſhows the means of being looſe is truly ſaid to looſe him that uſeth thoſe means. But, if this were here meant, there were no reaſon why our Lord ſhould ſend him to the Church, whom hee declares to be thus bound, which this opinion ſuppoſeth; Never dreaming of the Synagogue, when our Lord faith, Tell the Church. For, to ſay, that a private Chriſtian bindeth or loo­ſeth him whom the Church hath firſt declared to be in the wrong, and not other­wife, is as much as to ſay, that a private Chriſtian neither bindes not looſes, but the Church; Not becauſe hee cannot binde and looſe before God. in that ſenſe which I ſpoke of afore, but becauſe hee cannot binde or looſe any man as to the Church, whom the Church had bound afore, by declaring his ſin. For this opinion ſuppoſeth, that, when our Lord faith; Whatſoever yee binde on earth— hee ſpeaketh of the ſins of thoſe that had refuſed to hear the Church afore. Which being ſuppoſed, it will remain manifeſt, that when our Lord faith; Let him to be thee as a Heathen or a Publicane; immediately adding, whatſoever yee binde on earth.— hee doth not onely teach what the wronged party, but what every Chriſtian is to do; to wit, what the acts of the Church oblige him to do as a Chriſtian and one of the Church, not as one that is wronged, though the diſcourſe, riſing upon this cafe, if thy brother wrong thee— end in the mention of him alone, let him be to thee as an Heathen and a Publicane; becauſe of the rea­ſon which follows, grounded in the Power of binding and looſing, which all Chriſtians are to acknowledg.
Theſe things being proved, I will here repeat, and inſiſt upon that obſervati­on which heretofore I have advanced in another place, that our Lord, (whom, from the premiſes, I ſuppoſe to treat here of Excommunication) forbids that courſe to be held in the Church, which then was uſed in the Synagogue, namely, that private perſons ſhould Excommunicate one another; The effect of ſuch Excommunications reaching no further than themſelves, or their inferiors, and not obliging any ſtranger to take ſuch a perſon for Excommunicate. Which ob­ſervation I oppoſe to an argument made, from that which was uſed in the Primi­tive Church, for Martyrs, and Conſeſſors in bonds for the Goſpel, to reſtore to the Communion of the Church, thoſe that were under Penance. Tertul. de Pu­dic. XXII. Ad martyras I. Cypr. Epiſt. X. XI. XII. XIII. XIV. XV. XVII. XXVII. XXVIII. XXIX. XXXVIII. and John the Monk of the deſerts of Egypt having Excommunicated the younger Theodoſius, hee was not ſatisfied with the Biſhops abſolution untill the Monk had done the fame. Hence it is argued, that Excommunication in the Church was the ſame that had been practi­ſed in the Synagogue, becauſe private Chriſtians uſed that Power, as private Jewes had done. The ansſwer is eaſie to him, that will obſerve the reaſon of ſuch Excommunication and obſoulution in the Church. There were in the Church, from the beginning, beſides thoſe who had the chief authority of governing it, divers ranks of perſons of ſpecial eſteem: The rank of Widows, honored with publick maintenance from the Church, as wee underſtand by S. paul orders I Tim. V. 3-16. The rank of Virgins, the Prerogative whereof wee may underſtand by Tertullians book de Virginibus velandis, Wherein hee diſputes, whether they were priviledged againſt S. Pauls order, I Cor. XI.5-15. of vailing their faces in the Church. of the rank of Marryrs and Conſeſſors, (that is, thoſe, who had abondones themſelves to whatſoever the proſeſſion of Chri­ſſianity ſhould inferre, howſoever they eſcaped) I need ſay nothing; The e­ſteem of them being known to have been ſuch, that it is no mervail, if their deſire, or their ſentence were counted a Prejudice or Prerogative to the Church. As thus: At the elections of the Romane Magiſtrates, the Century of the Tribe, that voted firſt, was counted to have a Prerogative, the Vore thereof be­ing a kinde of Prejudice to them that followed, to vote the ſame. So that it was found, that whoſe carried this Prerogative, commonly carried the whole Vote. Such was the effect of that abſolution which Conſeſſors in their du­rance did ſometimes grant Penitents in the Primitive Church; To wit, a con­fidence, [Page] grounded upon the eſteem of their merit towards Chriſtianity, that their act would not be made void by the Body of the Church. Whereupon S. Cypr. Epiſt. XII. Qui libellos à Martyribus acceperunt, & eorum Praerogativâ apud Deum adjuvari poſſunt—Thoſe who have received billets from the Martyrs, and may finde help before God by their Prerogative—. The Monks Excommunica­tion proceeded upon the ſame ground; That is to ſay, upon a confidence, that, whom hee, by that ſentence declared to have forfeited the Communion of the Church in his judgment, thoſe who had his Holineſſe in eſteem would not com­municate with. The Emperors proceeding ſhows it was not for nothing. Who, being abſolved by the Ordinary, reſted not content, till hee had ſatisfied the Monk. The reaſon, becauſe even then it might be evident, that, the preſervati­on of Unity in the Church, obliged to grant the Communion thereof to ſuch, as there was no reaſonable aſſurance that Gods pardon did go before it; which, otherwiſe, the reſtoring of that Communion ought to ſuppoſe. Which might move a tender conſcience to do more than the Church injoyned him to do. But I intend not hereby to juſtifie maters of fact in the Primitive Church: It ſhall ſerve my turn to argue, that the reaſon inferred appears not by this practice, be­cauſe another reaſon doth appear. Onely I ſay further, that nothing of pri­mitive inſtitution can be argued from a cuſtome, which, they that relate it, Ter­tullian and S. Cyprian do mark for an abuſe, tending, either to abate the ſeverity of diſcipline, or to diſſolve the unity of the Church. And therefore, hee that obſerves all this, muſt not forget to obſerve the reaſons, whereby S. Cyprian pro­teſts, that the courſes whereby thoſe of his time went about to force the con­ſent of the Church, by the credit of the Martyrs, were ſeditious, Ep. IX. & XXII. And alſo the courſe that hee takes, to referr the mater to the debate and common ſentence of other Churches, equally concerned in the cauſe, Ep. XVII. For, to have recourſe to the Unity of the Church, to cure the diſtemper of a particular Church, had been againſt common ſenſe, for him that had not known, that thoſe whom hee had to do with acknowledged the ſame; And, that being acknow­ledged, it will be more againſt common ſenſe to imagine, that Martyrs or Con­feſſors of one Church could give Law to the whole; as they muſt do, if wee ſuppoſe, that abſolution granted by them in the Church of Carthage, was of it ſelf of force and valid, which, by the ſame right and title, muſt extend to all that were in the ſame caſe.
But there remains a ſecond reaſon or plea, how a Communion of the Church might be, and ſo a Power to Excommunicate, (and, by conſequence, other Rights, in which it hath been ſhowed, that the Society of the Church ſubſiſted before Conſtantine) without any title of divine Right, which Princes and States profeſſing Chriſtianity are bound to maintain. For, it is alleged, that Excom­munication, and Penance which is the abatement of it, was in force in the Pri­mitive Church, by virtue of the voluntary conſent of Chriſtians, conſederating themſelves, upon ſuch terms as wee finde to have been in uſe, into a diſcipline taken up of their own free reſolution; Which, by conſequence, muſt be ſaid of the reſt of thoſe rights, wherein the Communion of the Church, and the Unity thereof, did conſiſt at that time. To which I muſt except generally in the firſt place; That this plea, whether true or falſe for the preſent, is not receivable ſo much as into conſideration, untill it be qualified and limited ſo, that it may be conſiſtent with the former now refuted. For, no man can pretend to advance ſuch a plea for his cauſe, as conſiſts of two parts, whereof the firſt deſtroyes the ſecond. Now, it was pretended afore, that there was no Excommunication in uſe under the Apoſtles, but that which was in force in the Synagogue, by virtue of Moſes Law, and the Power erected by it, of introducing ſuch Penalties, as the maintenance thereof ſhould require. And here it is pretended; That Ex­communication and other effects of Eccleſiaſtical Power came in force upon the voluntary agreement of Chriſtians. Therefore the whole plea, if you will have it hang together, muſt be this; That the whole Body of Chriſtians did voluntari­ly agree among themſelvs, to receive that Excommunication which was in force by virtue of the Law, and by conſequence, ſuch other Rights already in force [Page] by virtue of the Law, as they agreed to be no leſſe uſefull for maintaining the Communion of the Church, than they found Excommunication to be. And on theſe termes I admit the two parts of this plea not to be inconſiſtent. For the effect of the whole will be this; That there was indeed a Society and Corpo­ration of one viſible Church, from the beginning of Chriſtianity to Conſtantine, ſuch as I now challenge that there ought to be: But not by any order of the Apoſtles, or title of divine right, but by the free conſent of all Chriſtians, which, being the conſent of ſubjects, and ſubſiſting by ſufferance of the Soveraign, re­ſolves into his will when hee pleaſes to ſeize it into his hands. But then I will appeal to the common reaſon of all men, whether it be conſiſtent therewith in two regards. The firſt ſhall be that which I alleged before out of Irenaeus, whe­ther it be conſiſtent with common ſenſe to imagine, that neither the Churches planted in the Germane Provinces or Spaniſh or Ganliſh, of the Romane Empire, nor thoſe in the Eaſt, nor in Aegypt or Africk, nor thoſe that were planted in the middle parts of the world ſhould practice or obſerve otherwiſe, than the Communion which de facto I have already ſhowed to have been maintained a­mong them did require, and all this have no other beginning than their own free and voluntary conſent, prevented by no obligation at all, but the dictate of common reaſon, pronouncing what would be beſt, for the maintenance of that common Chriſtianity, to which wee ſuppoſe them obliged. If there were no more in queſtion but the uniting of ſeven perſons into one of our Independent Congregations, (or as many more as may all hear any man preach at once) I ſhould grant, that ſuch Bodies might ſubſiſt for ſuch a time, as the cōmon batred of the Church reſtrains the peeviſhneſſe of particular perſons, from breaking that Communion, which no tye of conſcience obliges them to maintain. But, if the experience of divers years hath not brought forth any union betwixt any two ſuch Congregations in England, ſo farr as I can learn, what was it that u­nited all Chriſtians from Eaſt to Weſt into that one Communion viſibly diſtin­guiſhed from all Hereſies and Schiſms, which till about the Council of Chalcedon remained inviolable, ſuppoſing no obligation of our common Chriſtianity deli­vered by the Apoſtles, to maintain it. Is it poſſible for any man to imagine, that, with one conſent they would have caſt themſelves into ſuch a form of ob­ſervation and practice, as all to acknowledge the direction of the ſame perſons, in ſeveral parts; to acknowledge thoſe Rules, which Generally were the ſame; (though, in maters of leſſe moment, differing in ſeveral parts) to intertain or re­fuſe communion with them, that were intertained or refuſed by the Church where they dwelt, for a common cauſe, had there been nothing but their own fanſy to tell them, not onely what was requiſite to intertain ſuch communion, but whether it were requiſite to intertain ſuch communion or not? If ſuch a thing ſhould be ſaid, the proceſſe of my diſcourſe were never a whit the more ſatis­fied, unleſſe ſome body could ſhow mee how the truth of Chriſtianity can be well grounded upon thoſe motives, the evidence whereof reſolves into the con­ſent of all Chriſtians; And yet, that which all Chriſtians have viſibly made a Law to their converſation from the beginning, to wit, the communion of one Catho­lick Church, not belong at all to the mater of our common Chriſtianity. And therefore this plea is no leſſe ruinous to our common Chriſtianity, the ground whereof it undermineth, than to common ſenſe. For, that, in ſuch difference of judgments as mankinde is liable to, the whole Church ſhould be ſwayed to unanimity herein, by the Prerogative, as it were, of the Synagogue, uniting themſelves, by imbracing the Ordinances thereof, the evident ſtate of the times whereof wee ſpeak will not admit to any pretenſe of probability; The diviſion between Jews and Chriſtians being then advanced to ſuch a hatred on the Jews part, that it would have been a very implauſible cauſe to ſay, that Chriſtians ought to follow the Jewes, whoſe curſes they heard every day, whoſe perſecu­tions they felt, in the tortures, which, at their inſtance, were inflicted by the Gentiles. A thing ſo evident, both by the Writings of the Apoſtles, and the ancienteſt records of the Church, that I will not wrong the Readers patience to prove it. True it is, that at times and in places, great compliance was uſed by [Page] Chriſtians to gain them, who, elſewhere, were ſo ready to perſecute their fellow Chriſtians. As at Jeruſalem under and after S. James, at Epheſus and in Aſia under S. John, there is great appearance to believe. In the mean time, hee that can make a queſtion, whether the ſeparation between Jewes and Chriſtians, and the hatred enſuing upon it were formed under the Apoſtles, muſt make a queſti­on of the truth of S. Pauls Epiſtles, to the Galatians, to the Coloſſians, to the Philippians, to Titus, and eſpecially that to the Hebrews. Beſides that, during the time whereof Irenaeus ſpeaks, Chriſtianity was extended ſo farr beyond Ju­daiſme, that, a great part of the Church could not be acquainted with the con­verſation of the Jewes, much leſſe learn and imbrace their orders. And there­fore, as I do admit and imbrace the diligence of thoſe learned men, who beſtow their paines to ſhow, how the Rules and Cuſtomes of the Church are derived from thoſe of the Synagogue; So I preſcribe one general prejudice concerning all orders that may appear to be ſo derived, that they are all, to the Church, Traditions of the Apoſtles, and by their act came in force in it: And that upon the premiſes, that, neither they had any force from the Law of Moſes, not could be admitted by common conſent of Chriſtians, after the ſeparation was formed, that is, after the Apoſtles time; And therefore, by their authority were intro­duced into the Church.
Having excepted thus much, it will notwithſtanding be time to diſtinguiſh, that, the orders and cuſtomes, and obſervations of the Church may be ſaid to be voluntary, as nothing is more voluntary than Chriſtianity it ſelf, though there be nothing to which a man is ſo much obliged. For, though the will of God, and our ſalvation, and whatſoever God hath done to ſhow that ſalvation depends upon Chriſtianity, oblige us to it, yet they oblige us alſo to imbrace it volunta­rily, ſo that, whatſoever ſhould be done in reſpect of it, without an inward in­ward inclination of the will, would be abominable. In which regard, whatſo­ever our Chriſtianity obliges us to is no leſſe voluntary than it is. And, in this ſenſe, I grant, that the confederation of common Diſcipline, which prevailed in the primitive Church, was by the free and voluntary conſent of Chriſtians, who, be freely and voluntary conſenting to the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, conſented freely to maintain the Communion of the Church, which they knew to belong to that profeſſion, as a part of it. But then, this conſent, which is voluntary in regard that the choice of Chriſtianity is free, becomes neceſſary upon the obliga­tion of making good the Chriſtianity which once wee have profeſſed; the Com­munion of the Church, profeſſed by all, obliging every one for his part to maintain it. So, when Pliny reports to Trajan, of the Chriſtians, Ep. X. Soli­tos Sacramento ſe obſtringere, ne Furta, ne Latrocinia, ne Adulteria committerent, nè fidem fallerent, ne depoſitum negarent; That they were wont to tye themſelves by a Sacrament, to commit no Thefts, Robberies or Adulteries, not to fail of their faith, or deny that which was depoſited in their truſt being demanded. It is mani­feſt, that all this is the profeſſion of all Chriſtians, and, that the Sacrament of Baptiſme is properly the Vow of obſerving it. And, though I diſpute not here, that the Euchariſt is called a Sacrament, and Sacramentum in Latine ſignifies an Oath, yet, in as much as it is the meaning of the Sacrament of Baptiſme, I con­ceive, I underſtood not Pliny amiſſe, when I conceived, that hee ſpeaks in this place of the Euchariſt, when hee reports, that they were wont, before day to ſing Pſalms in praiſe of Chriſt as God, and to tye themſelves to the particulars hee names, by a Sacrament. And, the ſame Tertullian underſtood by Pliny, when hee ſaith hee reports to Trajan Apolog. II. Praeter obſtinationem non ſacrifican­di, nihil aliud ſe de Sacramentis (as Heraldus truly reads it) eorum compe­riſſe, quàm coetus antelucanos, ad canendum Chriſto & Deo, & ad confederandam Diſciplinam, Homicidium, Adulterium, Fraudem, Perfidiam, & caetera ſcelera prohibentes. That hee had diſcovered nothing of their Sacraments, or Myſteries, (beſides obſtinacy not to ſacrifice) but aſſemblies before day, to ſing praiſes to Chriſt and to God, and to confederate their Diſcipline, prohibiting Murther, Adultery, violation of Faith, and other hainous deeds. For the Euchariſt is the Sacrament by which this diſcipline of Chriſtianity is eſtabliſhed; But, farr from being vo­luntary [Page] to thoſe whom wee ſuppoſe Chriſtians. As for Origen in Celſum I. pag. 4. It is manifeſt that thoſe private Contracts, which Celſus calumniateth that the Chriſtians made among themſelves, as againſt the State, are acknowledged by him to have been thoſe that were ſolemnized at their Feaſts of Love; That is, at the Euchariſt, which from the beginning was a part of them; whether then it were ſo or not. And therefore, the confederacy of Chriſtians among them­ſelves, whom theſe Authors ſpeak of, was no otherwiſe voluntary than Chriſti­anity, and therefore not voluntary ſuppoſing it. The words of Origen:  [...]. Which I do not admit to be well corrected  [...]: As being too obſcure an expreſſion for ſo clear a Writer as Ori­gen to ſay, that it was of force to do more miſchief than the Bacchanalia; (which for that jealouſie were put down, as wee underſtand by Livy) beſides, that hee muſt have ſaid,  [...], and not have uſed a general word for a particular. And therefore I ſuppoſe hee alludes to the Verſe of Homer  [...], meaning  [...], diſſolving by private confederacy, that publick League and Bond, wherein the peace of every Com­monwealth conſiſteth. Thus then ſaith Origen; And hee ſeeks to calumniate the Love (ſo called) of Chriſtians towards one another, as ſubſiſting at the peril of the Publick, and able to do the miſchief of diſloyalty. If this will not ſerve the turn, but it be demanded, that the Communion of the Church was then fre­quented by voluntary agreement, let mee demand, whether the authority of the Apoſtles in the Church ſubſiſted upon no other title. For, as to the credit of them in delivering the Goſpel, believing what God had given them to evidence it with, it is not poſſible for any man that pretends to be a Chriſtian to queſtion it. If then it be ſaid, that they who were tyed to believe them con­cerning the truth of the Goſpel, were not bound to receive them as chief Go­vernors of the Church; let mee demand, how it came to paſſe, that thoſe were received all over the Church, whom, it was believed, that they had granted their authority to, or what part ſoever of it. There being no obligation to tye them to receive ſuch afore others; and, the variety of judgment which all men are ſub­ject to being ſuch, as never to agree in the ſame reaſon, where nothing obliges. So likewiſe, whereas it is manifeſt, that the Church then, both had, and muſt needs have many Rules, the general importance whereof was received by all, though with particular differences according to times and places; I demand, how any ſuch could come in force, when, neither the Jewes deſerved that love, that all ſhould imbrace them for their ſake, nor the judgments of all Chriſtians, ſo different in all things, could concurr in any thing which their Chriſtianity im­ported not. Eſpecially I demand this concerning the indowment of the Church, becauſe it is evident, that, as Conſtantine, firſt, made good by the Empire all the acts of them that had given whatſoever was raviſhed away by the perſecution of Diocletian, then, gave much more of his own; So, all Kingdoms and Com­monwealths, after the example of that Empire, have proceeded to indow it with the firſt-fruits of their goods in Houſes and Glebes and Tithes and Oblations. I demand then, what impoſture could have been then ſo powerfull, as to ſeduce all the Chriſtian world, in a mater ſo nearly concerning their intereſt, had they not ſtood convict by the conſtant practice of Chriſtendom before Conſtantine, that it was no impoſture, more than the Chriſtianity brought in by the ſame A­poſtles. Laſtly, whereas it is acknowledged, what ſtrange ſeverity of diſcipline the Primitive Church was under, by the Rules of Penance which then were in force, (though I have ſhowed in another place, that they were yet ſtricter under the Apoſtles, and that the ſeverity of them neceſſarily abated, as the zele of Chriſtianity under them did abate) I demand, what common ſenſe can allow, that all Chriſtians ſhould agree, to make themſelves fools, by ſubmitting them­ſelves to ſuch Rules, which, nothing but their own conſent could oblige them to imbrace. For, neither can it be ſaid, that they had them from the Jews, nor, had they been extant among them, that the Chriſtians would have received them for their ſake.

CHAP. XIX. That Power which was in Churches under the Apoſtles, can never be in any Chri­ſtian Soveraign. The difference between the Church and the Synagogue in that regard. The intereſt of Secular Power in determining maters of Faith preſup­poſeth the Society of the Church, and the act of it. No man can be bound to profeſſe the contrary of that which hee believeth. Every man is bound to profeſſe that Chriſtianity which hee believeth. The Church is the chief Teacher of Chriſtianity through Chriſtendom, as the Soveraign of Civil Peace, thorough his Dominions. Why the Church is to decide maters of Faith rather than the State, neither being infallible.
[Page]
I Shall not now need to ſay much to thoſe terms which the Leviathan holds, beſide that which hath been already ſaid, to evidence the Society of the whole Church, and the foundation thereof, by the Scriptures. Hee that ac­knowledges in the Church a Power, to judge of true repentance, and accor­dingly, to binde and to looſe; (and that, upon the ſame ſcore, and therefore to the ſame effect, as it baptizes) together with the Power of appointing publick perſons in the Church; and, the Church in which hee acknowledges the Power, to be the Body of Chriſtians in each City; by what Title doth hee ſuppoſe the Church to hold this Power or this Right, the evidence whereof hee fetches from the Scriptures, whereby hee proveth it? For, thoſe Scriptures do not import, by what Act it is eſtabliſhed, but onely that it was in force, or uſe, at the doing of thoſe things which they relate. Can it be imagined to be any thing elſe than the act of the Apoſtles, declaring the will of God in that behalf? If then by divine right, (that is, by Gods appointment and ordinance imported by thoſe Scriptures) the Church, that is, the Body of Chriſtians in each City, ſtands in­dowed with thoſe rights; how ſhall the Church, that is, the Soveraign Power of each State, ſtand indowed with the ſame rights by the ſame Title, that is, by Gods appointment, evidenced by the ſame Scriptures? How ſhall Gods Law, that in­ableth the Body of the Church to binde and to looſe, to nominate and elect publick perſons in the Church, (but requireth the Apoſtles and thoſe that hold under them to pronounce the ſentence, and to impoſe hands) inable the Sove­raign Power to do the ſame, and yet require thoſe that claim from the Apoſtles to execute? If Philoſophers have the privilege to juſtifie ſuch contradictions as theſe, then may this opinion paſſe for a truth. In the mean time, to men of common reaſon, how reaſonable it will ſound, that the Apoſtles, (being imploy­ed by God to order theſe things in the Church, and that, for the maintenance of Chriſtianity received) ſhould tye themſelves to execute thoſe acts, which the Body of Chriſtians in each City ſhould determine to be for the maintenance of that Chriſtianity, which they knew nothing what belonged to, but what they had learned from them, the Apoſtles; I am well content to referr my ſelf to judgment. But alwayes there remains, or may remain a difference between the Bodies of Chriſtians in ſeveral Cities, and the Soveraign Powers over them; So that the rights of both cannot be derived from one and the ſame Title. Sad ex­perience ſhows, that Churches may continue where the Soveraign Powers are not Chriſtians, as they ſubſiſted before they were. Shall theſe Soveraign Powers give ſentence of binding and looſing, and appoint perſons to be ordain­ed, and thoſe that claim under the Apoſtles be bound to execute? Shall the Great Turk have Power to officiate, and miniſter the Sacraments of divine ſer­vice in the Church, becauſe whatſoever a man may do by his miniſter, hee may do in his own perſon much more, as this opinion, pag. 297. 298, 299. expreſly diſputes that the Soveraign may do, and that, imployment or more publick con­ſequence is the onely reaſon why hee doth not? It is ſaid indeed, pag. 299. that hee that had Power to Teach before hee was a Chriſtian, being Baptized, retains the ſame Power to teach Chriſtianity. And ſo, every Soveraign being the Chief Maſter, to teach all his Subjects whatſoever the peace of his State requires; by [Page] being Baptized, hee gets no new right, but is directed how to uſe that which wee had afore. But, if the premiſes be true, the aſſumption is ridiculous. A Doctor of the Synagogue duely qualified, is not a Doctor of the Church, be­cauſe the Church ſtands not upon the ſame terms with the Synagogue, Doctors and Diſciples being relatives, terms of a relation grounded upon the Society of the Church or Synagogue. The Soveraign Power teaches by Lawes, to keep the Publick peace (though, that it ſhould do no more than teach were ri­diculous.) The Church teaches the way to heaven, and, for that reaſon, the bond of Publick peace not the mater of it. And therefore, as no man, by being Ba­ptized, getteth the right of teaching by Civil Laws; So, hee that hath the right of teaching by Civil Laws, by being baptized, getteth no right to teach Chriſtianity.
The Law of Moſes was given to one people, which had covenanted with God to be ruled by it, and upon that condition to be maintained in the Land of Pro­miſe. So, the Covenant of the Law, and the obligation of that people to it, was preſuppoſed, before God had declared whom hee would make Soveraign of that people after Moſes. But, in as much as the determination of all things that became queſtionable concerning the Law was to come from thoſe Powers, which were under the Soveraign, it is manifeſt, that the act of ſuch Power ſe­cured the conſciences of Inferiors. For, the promiſe of the Law being the tem­poral happineſſe of the Land of Promiſe, and, the body of the people being, by the Law, to depend upon the determination of their Superiors, they practiſing the Law according to ſuch determination, the promiſe thereof muſt needs re­main indefeiſible. As for the inward obedience to Gods ſpiritual Law, where­upon, as I ſaid, they might and did ground a firm hope of everlaſting life under the Law; it concerned not the conſciences of the people, how the outward Laws were determined, ſeeing, howſoever they were determined, this inward obedience to Gods ſpiritual Law received no hinderance. Though, the conſci­ences of Superiors, from whom thoſe determinations proceeded, were ſo much concerned in them; that, thoſe who ſhould violate that obedience due to the carnal commandement, by determining it to an unjuſt intent, could no wayes pretend any inward and ſpiritual obedience. But Chriſtianity, covenanting for this inward and ſpiritual obedience, and expreſſing everlaſting life, as the conſi­deration of it, and particular Churches being conſtituted upon theſe terms, (and conſtituting the whole Church, which is nothing but the Communion of all Churches) whatſoever rights are acknowledged to be in particular Churches, (which, the precept of preaching to, and the promiſe of calling the Gentiles ſhows, might be under ſeveral Soveraignties) being ſettled in them already by divine right, can never accrue to a Soveraignty, though conſtituted by right, but, ſuch as God onely alloweth, by commanding Government in general, but ap­pointeth not, by revealing it ſelf in particular. And therefore, neceſſarily tend to the conſtituting of the whole Church, by the concurrence of all Churches, though of ſeveral Soveraignties, to the maintenance of that Chriſtianity, in which all had equal intereſt before any Soveraign was Chriſtian. And now, I cannot mervail, if hee that believes not the Scriptures to be Law to Chriſtians, other­wiſe than as they are injoyned by Chriſtian Powers, acknowledge no Power in the Apoſtles of obliging the Church, or in any body elſe beſide the Soveraign. My mervail is, that hee who had pretended all this, ſhould nevertheleſſe acknow­ledge a right in ſeveral Churches; that is, in the Bodies of Chriſtians dwelling within ſeveral Cities, the Power of Excommunications and Ordinations, and that by the Scriptures, that is, by divine right. For, whatſoever act it was, or whoſe act ſoever it was, whereby thoſe rights were ſettled, upon thoſe Chur­ches, will hee or will hee not, was a Law to thoſe that ſtood bound to acknowledg ſuch right; which was really nothing, if no man were bound to acknowledg and to yield effect to it. Neither is it mervail, if hee acknowledg no Law for the indowment of the Church, that acknowledgeth not the judg­ment of the Levitical Prieſthood to have been a Law to the Jewes, but by the will of the Soveraign, under the Kings. But, thoſe that acknowledg that in­dowment [Page] to be Gods act, not to be voided ſo long as the Covenant was in force, will have ſeen as good an argument for the like proviſion to be made for the Church, as the correſpondence between the Law and the Goſpel will allow any point of Chriſtianity from the old Scriptures. And then, as it hath appeared, that ſeveral Churches are, by Gods appointment, ſeveral Bodies capable of in­dowment, conſtituting one whole Church, which is the Body of all Churches; So, by the ſame means it appears, that, what the Church is once indowed with, is as much the Churches, as any mans cloak is his own. And, as the giving of alms in general is not arbitrary to a Chriſtian, but due from all that will be what they profeſſe; So, the indowing of the Church, to thoſe purpoſes for which the communion thereof ſtandeth, (though called Alms, even by the Laws of this Land) had never prevailed over all Chriſtendom, had not the obligation there­of been a part of our common Chriſtianity.
But now, as concerning the Power of determining Controverſies of Faith, I do here inſiſt upon this argument; That, becauſe no Secular Power is inabled by God to determine Controverſies of Faith, therefore God hath provided a Soci­ety of the Church for preſervation of unity among Chriſtians, by ſuch determi­nations, as may reaſonably ſatisfie the conſciences of thoſe for whom they are made. Though, not in order to any penalty of this world, pretending by out­ward force to conſtrain obedience, but onely in order to the Communion of the Church, that is, to the holding or looſing of it, as a man conforms to the deter­mination or not; All outward force and conſtraint being acknowledged to pro­ceed from the power of the Sword, which the Soveraign beareth. This diffi­culty onely the Leviathan anſwers, they who, denying the Power of Excom­munication, diſſolve the Communion of the Church and the Society thereof, in­to the Community of a Chriſtian Common-wealth, contenting themſelves to name godly Magiſtrates (which term I uſe not, becauſe incompetible to the So­veraign) or Chriſtian Powers, (as if their godlineſſe or Chriſtianity did intitle them to this Power) though it might have concerned them to ſhow, how the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity comes to oblige Chriſtian Subjects, to the determina­tions of Chriſtian or godly Powers, if they would not be thought to begg the queſtion which they tye themſelves to anſwer. For, I alſo ſay, that all Chriſti­ans ſtand bound to the decrees of godly Powers, becauſe, I ſuppoſe, (and the pre­ſumption of piety implies them to ſuppoſe) that it is a part of godlineſs to profeſs one holy Catholick and Apoſtolick Church, the unity whereof once profeſſed, ob­liges a private Chriſtian to be of it, a publick perſon to maintain it: Which if the Soveraign do, then muſt hee maintain thoſe perſons, who, by the Society of the Church, have right to act in behalf of the Church, both in doing their duty, and in giving force to their Acts. For, I acknowledge (as I have already done) two points of that right, which Secular Power hath, in the acting of Church maters: The firſt is that which the truſt of Secular Power importeth in all ma­ters; As they hold it not by their Chriſtianity, and therefore not by the Church, ſo, that they ſuffer it not to be invaded upon pretenſe of Chriſtianity, and the Power of the Church. For, as experience hath ſhowed that there may be ſuch pretenſes; So, the reaſons whereupon I ground the Society and right of Sove­raign Power, ſhow, that Chriſtianity abridgeth not the Soveraign Power in any thing that may concerne the publick peace. The ſecond ariſes from Chriſtianity; Which, as it giveth all Chriſtians an intereſt both in all Chriſtian truth, and in the Communion of the Church, as the common birth­right of Chriſtians; So it giveth publick Powers a publick intereſt in the main­tenance of the ſame: That is, of all truth, which the Church, by the acts of the Church, (done by the Power of the Church for the preſervation of Chriſti­anity) ſtands poſſeſt of; and of all Lawes, whereby the Communion of the Church in the ſervice of God according to Chriſtianity is duely maintained. But this intereſt preſuppoſeth, therefore, a Society of the Church, by the acts whereof, Chriſtian truth, and the unity of the Church is to be maintained; And importeth in the Soveraign, a Right to conſtrain, even thoſe that act in behalf of the Church, not to tranſgreſſe their own profeſſion, that is, either the due power [Page] of determining things queſtionable, which the Society of the Church inferreth, or the acts which have been duely done by the ſame.
Therefore, not ſuppoſing this Society, (that is, ſuch an Act of the Church, as it may be evident, that, the Soveraign may or ought to maintain, becauſe it may be evident, that the Church tranſgreſſes not thoſe grounds which it pro­feſſes) and ſuppoſing Controverſies among Chriſtians about Chriſtianity; I ſay the Secular Power can have no right to determine them, that is (to oblige thoſe that are under their Power to ſtand to the determination which they ſhall make [...] unleſſe wee do grant, that, by their Chriſtianity, they may be obliged to believe one thing, and, by their Allegiance, to profeſſe another. For, ſeeing there be Soveraignes that profeſſe Chriſtianity, whereof ſome are of the Eaſtern, others of the Weſtern Church, and, of theſe, ſome of the Communion of the Church of Rome, others that are departed from it; ſome Calviniſts, others Lutherans, (and, Socinus his Sect, no man knowes, how ſoon ſome Sove­raign may follow) beſides new Religions that appear; how ſhall the com­mon profeſſion of Piety or Chriſtianity oblige ſeveral Nations to obey thoſe Lawes, whereby, ſeveral Soveraignties may eſtabliſh contrary things in Chriſti­anity, but, by obliging them to profeſſe contrary to what they believe? For, what contradictions ſoever are held among Chriſtians, nevertheleſſe, they are ſenſible, that no mans private ſpirit, that is, any evidence of Chriſtian truth, in the minde of one man, can oblige another man to follow it, becauſe it imports no evidence, to make that which hee thinks hee ſees appear to others. What becomes then, of the Chriſtianity of Chriſtian Subjects, obliging them to ſtand to the Determination of their Soveraignes, in all things queſtiona­ble? If the Soveraign Power have right to limit all that is queſtiona­ble, this right will create an obligation of profeſſing and doing the con­trary of that, which Chriſtianity will oblige a man to believe, and to think fit to be done; Unleſſe all the Subjects of each Soveraign, have the ſtrange hap to believe as their Soveraigns, in all things queſtionable. Beſides, if the Soveraign Power have right to determine them, it will be impoſſible to ſhow a reaſon, why this Power, in him that is no Chri­ſtian, ſhould not have the ſame right; Seeing it is plain, that the common pro­feſſion of Chriſtianity, being in Soveraigns that command contrary things, does it not, and the Soveraign Power which remains is the ſame in thoſe that are not Chriſtians, as in thoſe that are. And therefore I conceive, that the Leviathan hath done like a Philoſopher in this, to object unto himſelf the greateſt of thoſe dif­ficulties that his opinion is liable to; and hath but purſued his own principles, when hee inquires, what a Chriſtian ſhould do, when a Soveraign that is no Chriſtian commands him to renounce Chriſtianity. For, when hee argueth, that every Soveraign, by being a Soveraign, is the chief Teacher of his people, (whom, it is manifeſt that Soveraigns Teach not, but by their Laws or com­mands) but, that Chriſtianity onely inableth to uſe this Power right; Hee muſt know, that there is no Power that will not oblige when it is uſed amiſſe, though not to all purpoſes, yet to all within the compaſſe of it. So that, if Chriſtiani­ty onely inable Chriſtian Soveraigns to determine maters of Religion right, the Power of determining will be the ſame in the Great Turk, (ſuppoſing him a lawfull Prince) as in any Chriſtian Soveraign. And, if his act oblige the Chri­ſtians under him, being well uſed, why not ill uſed, the Power being the ſame?
But though I commend him, as a Philoſopher, for charging his own opinion with the greateſt difficulties; When hee anſwers, that a Chriſtian in that caſe ſhall ſtand bound to reſerve the belief of his Chriſtianity to himſelf, for ſatis­faction of his conſcience, but to profeſſe or act outwardly as his Soveraign com­mands; I muſt ſo much deteſt this anſwer for a Chriſtian, that I cannot con­ceive any thing ſo deſtructive to the foundation of Chriſtianity hath been pub­liſhed among Chriſtian people, ſince the time of Simon Magus and the Gno­ſtiaks, who, when Chriſtianity was not protected, would do this, and yet pre­tend to be Chriſtians. Onely the difference is, that hee does it not, but declares [Page] himſelf free to do it, if the Soveraign commands it. Which, though it may ſeem to preſerve him the quality of a Chriſtian, yet it is to be conſidered, that, by ſo declaring himſelf, hee recalleth that ſolemn vow, promiſe, & profeſſion up­on which hee was admitted to Baptiſme, or made a Chriſtian in the Church of England. For, hee that is free to renounce the Faith at the command of his Soveraign, cannot be bound by the promiſe of profeſſing it unto death. If therefore, it prove, that this promiſe is the ſubſtance of our whole Chriſtianity, hee will prove an Apoſtate, if onely part of it, an Heretick. But, I perceive, hee is well enough aware of the Intereſt of his opinion, for love whereof hee waives the Intereſt of Chriſtianity. For, as all Divines have made the profeſ­ſion of Chriſtianity the outward act of Faith, the inward act whereof is to be­lieve; So, upon this profeſſion (the viſible act of Chriſtianity) the viſible Soci­ety of the Church is built, which there is no pretenſe for if this be not com­manded, nor againſt, if it be. This profeſſion, ſolemnized by the viſible though myſtical act of Baptiſme, (that is, ſignifying more to the underſtanding than the meer ſight of the eyes can evidence) being, as S. Auſtine argues, nothing elſe but the entring or dedicating of a Chriſtian unto God, in that viſible body of Religion which the profeſſion of Chriſtianity deſigns.
Which conſideration ſets right the miſtake that is commended to us from a true Principle, that Soveraign Powers are the chief Teachers of their People. For, the relation, Offices, and Intereſts of Teachers and Scholars do not ſub­ſiſt, but upon ſuppoſition of ſome certain Society contracted between Maſters and Scholars; as may appear by the inſtance of Maſters and Apprentices, the ſo­ciety between whom is grounded upon a contract of learning the Trade. And no man denies, that there is a Society between Soveraign Powers and their Peo­ple lawfully to be contracted: And, that this Society makes the Soveraigns Ma­ſters and Teachers, and the People their Scholars, if it be rightly underſtood: (Though, that it ſhould make them no more, would be an imagination ſo ab­ſurd, that hee is not farr from that abſurdity who takes notice of no more, ſee­ing all Teachers cannot make their Scholars learn as Soveraigns can do) But, this relation muſt be limited by the ground of civil Society, which is of neceſſi­ty no more than civil life; though the grace of God by Chriſt addeth unto it a capacity of advancing everlaſting life, by maintaining the profeſſion of Chriſti­anity, which is meerly acceſſory to it, as appears by all thoſe Common-wealths that never were Chriſtian. And therefore, that which civil Society teacheth is no more, than that civil converſation, which the maintenance of civil Society requireth. If therefore there be any ſuch thing as a Relation of Teacher and Scholar in Chriſtianity, (which this argument ſuppoſeth that there is, ſeeing that the common quality of Chriſtian is no ground at all of that difference, which the different denominations of Teacher and Scholar ſuppoſe) of neceſſity it followeth, that there muſt be a Society of the Church, upon ſuppoſition where­of, the qualities and relations of Teachers and Scholars in Chriſtianity are groun­ded and ſubſiſt. Which relations, which Society, did they not ſuppoſe Chriſtia­nity to come from God, but to be a religion, either invented by the Soveraign, (as Mahumediſme, by the firſt founder of that Power under which Mahumetane Princes now claim) or inforced by the Powers that profeſſe it, (as Heatheniſme) then were it eſſentially a Law of that civil Society, the act whereof is all that obligation by which it ſtandeth. And truly, hee that ſhould believe Chriſtiani­to be no more, than a Religion taken up as a means to govern people in civil peace, (which is not onely the opinion of Machiavillians, if any ſuch there be, who, by believing no more of that Religion which they profeſſe, ſignifie, that they believe no more of God, or of Religion at all, but alſo of thoſe Philoſo­phers, if any ſuch there be, who do admit a Religion of all maxims which nature and reaſon hath taught all men to agree in, but, that which ſuppoſeth revelation from above, onely as the Religion of their Countrey, not as true) I ſay, hee that ſhould believe this, muſt neceſſarily believe nothing of the Church, more than the Soveraign Power ſhall make it. But, as hee that makes outward Profeſſion to be no part of it, can never give account, how the inward belief of it could be [Page] maintained and propagated to the worlds end, as I ſuppoſe all Chriſtians agree; that God would have Chriſtianity; So, hee that leaves the determination of all maters queſtioned in Chriſtianity to the Secular Power that is Soveraign, (by diſ­ſolving the Society of the Church into the Common-wealth that is Chriſtian, and that without limitation, becauſe by Gods Law) hee muſt by conſequence oblige men to profeſſe that, as the means of Salvation, which the Intereſt of State ſhall oblige every Soveraign to think neceſſary, for the preſervation of it.
And that is the anſwer, that I ſhall make, to him who ſhall object the ſame inconvenience to mee, that the determinations of the Church are ſubject to fail; To wit, that there are three points of difference between it and the Se­cular Power, in conſideration whereof, it is reaſonable to believe, that God ſhould provide a Society of the Church for the maintenance of Chriſtianity, not­withſtanding that hee leaves them ſubject to fail. The firſt, becauſe this right cannot be ſaid to be aſſigned the Soveraign Power by the Scriptures. For, in the Scriptures of the New Teſtament, there is no mention made of Soveraign Powers that were Chriſtian. And, as for the Old Teſtament, if any man ar­gue; That, the Power which the Kings of Gods ancient people had in marais of Religion, the ſame Chriſtian Princes have in Church maters, not onely  [...] ­  [...]wer hath been made by denying the conſequence; But alſo evident reaſon hath been drawn from the difference between the Law and the Goſpel, why the conſequence holds not. The ſecond, becauſe, the ſuppoſition of a Socie­ty of the Church, imports in it, means of determining maters controverted in Chriſtianity, which the diſſolution of Eccleſiaſtical Power into the Secular void­eth. The third, becauſe thoſe means of determining maters of Chriſtianity, will inferre a limitation of that obligation which the determinations of the Church produce in them that are ſubject to them, meerly upon this ground, that they cannot produce any effect beyond the means upon which they pro­ceed. And theſe two differences, as I have begun to open, according as the ſubject of this diſcourſe hath miniſtred occaſion to do it, (having hitherto re­moved this opinion, that makes the Church nothing in the nature of a Society, nor the act thereof to have any force but that which the Soveraign Power al­lowes; and coming now to determine the means of diſcerning between true and falſe, in things queſtionable concerning Chriſtianity, together with the effect of the Determinations of the Church) I ſhall have occaſion to determine more diſtinctly in that which follows. Which being done, it will be time to limit the due bounds, by the which the Secular and Eccleſiaſtical Power are to concurre, in the eſtabliſhment of things to be determined to Chriſtian States and Kingdomes, in the mater of Chriſtianity. Which will be the due place to meet with that objection which is ſo hotly purſued in the firſt Book de Synedriis, cap. X. that the Excommunications of the Church have been always thought li­ble, in Chriſtian Common-wealths, to be limited by the Secular Power; And therefore, that there is no Excommunication by divine right. Which objecti­on, if it have any force, muſt hold in all parts and rights of Eccleſiaſtical Power, as well as in one.

CHAP. XX. The reſt of the Oxford Doctors pretenſe. The Power of binding and looſing ſup­poſeth not onely the Preaching of the Goſpel, but the outward act of Faith. Chri­ſtians are not at liberty to caſt themſelves into what formes of Churches the Law of Nature alloweth. They are Judges in chief for themſelves in mater of Religion, ſuppoſing the Catholick Church; not otherwiſe. Secular Power cannot puniſh for Religion, but ſuppoſing the act of the Church, nor do a­ny act to inforce Religion, unleſſe the Church determine the mater of it.
NOw, becauſe the Doctor of Oxford might think himſelf neglected or diſ­paraged, if, having conſidered the firſt book de Synedriis, (which in the [Page] point of Excommunication hee hath made his own) and the Leviathan, I ſhould take no notice of that which hee hath added; I will not turn my Reader to him, till I have noted the particulars, in which hee ſeems to go alone: Putting him firſt in minde, to adviſe, how to make his choice, whom of the three hee will follow againſt all Chriſtendom, who, upon ſeveral grounds, have ſet upon the Church, and the Article of our Creed that profeſſes the ſame, to deſtroy it. Hee ſeems moſt to ground himſelf upon a ſuppoſition, that the Power of the Keyes extends no further than the converting of a man to become a true Chriſtian, by preaching the Goſpel, or rather the convicting of him that hee ought ſo to be: Reſting therefore in the inward Court of the conſcience, and not reaching to a­ny viſible effect in the Church, becauſe nothing can be wanting to the ſalvation of ſuch a one. For him that is looſe from ſin, by this means, the Church cannot bind, him that is bound by ſin it cannot looſe. They that are by this means, loos'd from ſin, have in themſelves every one the Soveraign Power of judging between true & falſe in Chriſtianity, as to the inward Court; as to the outward, their So­veraign. They are therefore at their freedom, to joyn in Eccleſiaſtical Communi­on, with whom they like beſt, and, being ſo joyned, do conſtitute a Church. And C [...]rches ſo joyned, may, as they ſhall finde their proficience in Chriſtianity re­quire, combine themſelves with other Churches, and aſſemble themſelves in Sy­nods, to take order in maters of common concernment; provided they be tyed no further by the reſolutions of them, than every man ſtands convict, by the light which his looſing hath given him, that they are either juſt or requiſite. By the ſame right they create themſelves Paſtors, not with any Power to cenſure either people or Paſtors, further than reproving. And, ſuch Churches as theſe, hee imagines, the firſt Synagogues of the Iſraelites, under the Prophets, to have been, eſpecially in the ten Tribes after Jeroboam; Seeing they could not reſort to Jeruſalem, & yet reſorted to ſuch meetings, for that ſervice of God which was not confined to the Temple. But the judgment of maters concerning Religion in the outward Court, that is, as to the world, belonging onely to the Soveraign, and the Powers derived from him, hee veſteth even in the Heathen Emperors, to the ſame effect as in Chriſtian, allowing a reaſon why they do well or ill in the exerciſe of it, as they do that which the Scriptures allow or not, but main­taining, that they do not exceed their power, whatſoever they do. So that, Ex­communications, Decrees of Councils, Ordinations, and whatſoever elſe may be done in behalf of the Church, being done by virtue of this Power, whether juſt or not, are valid to  [...]y the outward man, either to ſtand to them, or to un­dergo the penalty aſſigned to the tranſgreſſing of them; which, being done in the name and the title of the Church, are meer uſurpations and nullities.
The ground then of this deceit (which Ariſtotle calls  [...], (or the firſt miſtake) lies in this; That a man is looſed from his ſin, meerly by the act of the inward man, acknowledging himſelf convicted of the truth of Chriſtianity, or producing beſides, what inward act of faith this opinion can require. Contra­ry to that which is ſettled by the premiſes, that the outward act of profeſſing Chriſtianity is abſolutely requiſite to obtain forgiveneſſe of ſins, and other pro­miſes which the Goſpel tendreth by the Holy Ghoſt, the gift whereof the Sacra­ment inferreth. For, Baptiſme, preſuppoſing the profeſſion of the true Faith conſigned into the hands of the Church, (requiring it as the condition upon which it tendreth remiſſion of ſins, and the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt) infer­reth alſo the communion of the Church, unto which it admitteth. Therefore is no body a Chriſtian by believing the Scriptures, nor hath, by conſequence, any title to the Kingdom of God, but by being baptized. Nor is it worth the while, a­mong reaſonable people, to except thoſe, who may be prevented, by unavoidable neceſſity of mortality, of recovering that Baptiſme, which, they had utterly re­ſolved to ſubmit themſelves to any condition, to obtain; The Rule of the Law being a production of common reaſon, that an exception confirmes a Rule in caſes not excepted. Now, if it appear, by the ſame conſent of Chriſtians that evidenceth our common Chriſtianity, that hee who obtains Baptiſme by making that profeſſion which the Church requireth, owneth the perſon of the Church [Page] (for Corporations are perſons in Law) for the evidence which hee truſteth in the mater of his Salvation; I ſhall not need to have recourſe to the Article of our Creed, to prove that hee owneth the unity of it, and obligeth himſelf upon his Salvation to abide in the ſame. Nor, indeed, have I any need here to repeat the proceſſe, by which I have demonſtrated the corporation of the Church. Here I inferre, as clearly gained by it, that the effect of binding or looſing men from ſin is limited by God, to a condition of acknowedging or not acknowledg­ing the Church, for two reaſons, and in two caſes. For, hee that is admitted to Baptiſme upon profeſſing the Faith of the Church, and undertaking to live as a Chriſtian, if hee tranſgreſſe this profeſſion, forfeits the communion of the Church which hee attained by making it. And, hee that acknowledgeth the uni­ty of the Church (which, all that are baptized muſt needs acknowledge) forfeits his ſhare in it, by doing that which diſſolveth it, though hee tranſgreſſe not the profeſſion of his Chriſtianity, doing it. Now, it appeareth by S. Paul and our Lord, that Chriſtians under Infidels are forbidden to carry any of their ſutes out of the Church, and commanded to end them among themſelves. And ſhall hee not forfeit the benefit of his Chriſtianity, and become bound by the ſin hee committeth, in ſo doing, that doth this? I may therefore grant Eraſtus and this Doctor, that Let him be to thee as a Heathen or Publicane, ſig­nifies; be it lawful for thee to implead him before Unbelievers; But it muſt be, as I ſaid afore, upon ſuppoſition that hee is firſt excommunicate, and be­come no Chriſtian to thee, and therefore to be uſed as a Heathen or a Publicane. As alſo I grant him, that, to be delivered to Satan, ſignifies not to be excommu­nicate, but ſuppoſes it. For if S. Paul, calling the miraculous graces of the Apoſtles time the manifeſtation of the Spirit; do teach us, that the world was thereby convicted, That God of a truth was in his Church, as hee ſaith again, 1 Cor. XIV. 24, 25; then was it to the ſame purpoſe and effect, that thoſe who were ſhut out of the Church ſhould become liable to the incurſions of evil Spirits; To wit; To make the difference between the Land of Goſhen and the reſt of Egypt viſible. It was therefore neceſſary, that the power of binding or looſing, in the Apoſtles and Diſciples of our Lord, ſhould be accompanied with the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, which our Lord breathed upon them. For by them the world was to be aſſured, upon what termes they might be looſed from ſinne, and continue in the Unity of the Church, which if they forſook, they be­came bound again. But there is not the ſame reaſon, why the ſame ſhould be thought requiſite, to the ſame power in their ſucceſſors. For, thoſe terms be­ing once declared and ſettled, hee that profeſſeth and teacheth them as the A­poſtles have taught, is a competent Miniſter to looſe or to bind another: not onely though hee have not that gift of the Holy Ghoſt, that may make him ap­pear to be appointed by God to that purpoſe; but alſo, though hee be bound him­ſelf, becauſe hee undergoes not that which hee profeſſeth.
Now, if the premiſes be true, it is a miſtake as groſſe as pernicious, to ima­gine, that particular Chriſtians, by the light common to all Chriſtians, are Judges in all things concerning Chriſtianity, or the Scriptures. For, if the at­taining of Chriſtianity, and Salvation by it, require no more, but to know the Rule of of Faith, and the common precepts of Chriſtian converſation, together with the Offices wherewith God is to be ſerved by his Church; If the gift of the Holy Ghoſt be promiſed to thoſe that are baptized, upon undertaking this; then is the underſtanding of the reſt of the Scriptures no further required at their hands, neither have they any warrant for that which they ſhall do, upon any ſuch preſumption as this. The Church, that hath received of God the truſt of maintaining unity in this ſervice of God, ſo as may beſt ſtand with the main­tenance of that profeſſion which it preſuppoſeth; hath by conſequence, an obligation upon them, to ſtand to the reſolution thereof, ſaving that common Chriſtianity which the conſtitution thereof preſuppoſeth. It is therefore utter­ly a moſt poiſonous doctrine to be infuſed into the ears of Chriſtian people, that they are, by their Chriſtianity, free to caſt themſelves into Churches, as they may meet with thoſe whom they beſt like to communicate with. It is [Page] therefore a thing to ſtand aſtoniſhed at, that they who have hitherto declamed againſt any thing in Chriſtianity, the reaſon whereof is not to be derived from the Scripture, not ſeeing in the Scripture any ſuch thing as a Church, that was not founded by the Apoſtles; or by commiſſion from the Apoſtles, not in all Chriſtianity, any thing ever counted a Church, that was not planted by mean authority derived thence to ſome Church; ſhould now think themſelves at li­berty to build Churches, upon no other foundation, than an arbitrary agree­ment of ſeven perſons. Suppoſe I ſay nothing as yet, in what right and inte­reſt, ſeveral Members, or rather ſeveral ranks and qualities concurre to the re­ſolution of the Church; Suppoſe I grant the power may be ſo abuſed, that ſe­veral parts of the Church may ſtand obliged to provide for themſelves without the whole, which is al that the common profeſſion of Reformation importeth; Shall we not be throughly reformed, till we renounce one Catholick Church, as viſibly a corporation, as the Baptiſme which we received upon acknowledg­ing of it is viſible? If every Church be planted by the authority of the Apo­ſtles to that effect, extant and alive in ſome Church, then is not the commu­nion thereof with all other Churches (by the means of that which planted it, communicating with all) arbitrary, but a neceſſary conſequence of that obli­gation to the Unity of the whole, which it gets by being a Church. Nor is there any reaſon why the acts of the whole, (whether done by repreſentatives in Synods, or reſolved at diſtance of time and place, by intelligence and corre­ſpondence of the abſent) ſhould any way depend upon the ſatisfaction of par­ticular Chriſtians, how juſt or how requiſite. For, neither doth their confor­mity to them, in any reaſonable conſtruction, import any ingagement of their conſcience, to the juſtice or neceſſity of them. Unleſſe it could be ſaid, that a man could not live in ſociety, without binding himſelf to anſwer for the acts of that ſociety wherein hee liveth. Which hee that ſaith, will not find an in­dependent congregation to continue in for four and twenty hours, or to enter into, onely for one. For, what obligation can all Chriſtians have, to anſwer for that, which our Chriſtianity, upon profeſſion whereof we are become Chri­ſtians, containeth not? Indeed, when the abuſe is ſo viſible, that the unity of the Church, provided for the ſervice of God upon ſuppoſition of this common Chriſtianity, evidently deſtroyeth what it pretendeth to maintain; I leave the caſe at preſent, for their plea, who cannot obtain the conſent of the whole, if they reform themſelves. But you ſee what reaſon I have to deny, that this Reformation conſiſteth, in voiding the obligation of the acts and decrees of the Church. For the ſame reaſon, the authority of Paſtors is as viſibly derived from the act of the Apoſtles in primitive Churches, as their own authority is viſible in the Scriptures. And unleſſe all Chriſtendom could be couſened or forced at once to admit ſuch an impoſture, they can be no Churches further than the name, in which it is derived from the Law of nature and reaſon, and the liberty left private Chriſtians to diſpoſe of themſelves in Eccleſiaſtical communion where they pleaſe. For, of that liberty, neither the Scriptures, nor all Chriſtianity ſince the time of them will yield one example. I marvel therefore that S. Pauls commiſſion to Timothy, 1 Tim. V. 17. ſhould ſeem to import no more then a reproof, and that at the diſcretion of him that is reproved, whether hee will admit it, or return him as good as hee brings. For if S. Pauls commiſſion to Timothy extend no further, what could hee have done more himſelf had hee been preſent? And the Apoſtle, injoyning obedience to thoſe who firſt brought the Goſpel, and to thoſe who preſently ruled thoſe Churches, in the ſame terms, Hebr. XIII. 7, 17. muſt needs be thought to give the ſucceſſors their predeceſſors authority, ſaving the difference obſerved afore. So certain is it which I have advanced in another place, that this opinion is not tenable, without denying the authority of the Apoſtles, in the quality of Governours of the Church. For, as to the exception that may be made concerning the uſe of this Power, I have already demurred to the doubt that may reſt in diffe­rence, between the ſucceſſion of Faith, and the ſucceſſion of perſons. In fine, not to inſiſt here, what the reſpective intereſts of publick and private per­ſons [Page] in the Church are and ought to be, becauſe it is a point that cannot here be voided; It ſhall be enough to ſay, that, of neceſſity, the authority of publick perſons in and for the whole muſt be ſuch, as may make and maintain the Church a Society of reaſonable people, not a Common-wealth of the Cyclopes, in which,  [...], no body is ruled by any body in any thing, accor­ding to Euripides. As for the Synagogues, that may be preſumed, rather then evidenced, to have ſubſiſted in the ten Tribes, during the Schiſme; Let him make appear what hee can, hee ſhall never have joy of it towards his intent, ſo long as the difference between the Law and the Goſpel ſtands, which I have  [...]ettled; that the Church and the State were both one and the ſame Body under the Law, as ſtanding both by the ſame title of it; But ſeveral under the Goſ­pel, the one ſtanding upon the common ground of all Civil Government, the other upon the common Faith of Chriſtianity, which ought to make all Chri­ſtian States one and the ſame whole Church. For, in the two Tribes, who were at their freedom to reſort to the Temple for that ſervice of God which was confined to the Temple, (which all, could neither alwayes do, nor were bound to do) there is no record of any ſettled order for aſſembling themſelves to ſerve God, either in the Law, obliging of right, or actually practiſed accor­ding to Hiſtorical truth. How much leſſe in the ten Tribes, being fallen from the Law by the Schiſm? And, if there wanted not thoſe who had not bowed the knee to Baal; nor Prophets, and ſchools of Prophets, under whom they might aſſemble themſelves; yet was this far from a Society, formed by a cer­tain Rule and Order for communicating in Gods ſervice, as I have ſhewed, the Church is. And therefore hee, who, upon that account, thinks himſelf free from the Rule of Gods ſervice under which wee now have in the Church of England, muſt firſt either nullifie the Goſpel, as owning no ſuch thing as one viſible Church, or prove the Church in which hee received his Chriſtianity to be apoſtate.
Now, I confeſſe, our Doctor here makes uſe of an aſſumption which I in­tend not to deny, being an evident truth; That every man hath the Soveraign Power of judging, in mater of Religion, what himſelf is to beleeve or to do. For, how ſhould any man be accountable to God for his choice, upon other termes? But, hee will intangle himſelf moſt pitifully, if hee imagine; That God hath turned all men looſe to the Bible, to make what they can of it, and profeſſe the Religion that they may fanſie to themſelves out of it. Even thoſe who make men beleeve the Infallibility of the Church, muſt, in deſpite of them­ſelves, appeal to the judgement of whomſoever they perſwade, to pronounce, that ſo it is. And, for the reſt, how much ſoever he referre himſelf to him that hath intangled him in that ſnare, it proceeds wholly upon this ſuppoſition, to which hee hath once made his underſtanding a ſlave. But, if all the world ſhould do as men do now in England, make every fanſy taken up out of the Bible a Law to their Faith (not queſtioning, whether ever profeſſed, owned, or injoined by the Church, or not) it would ſoon become queſtionable, whe­ther there be indeed any ſuch thing as Chriſtianity or not, theſe that profeſſe it agreeing in nothing wherein they would have it conſiſt. And, for my part, the the mater is paſt queſtion, ſuppoſing what hath been ſaid; That God pro­vided from the beginning of Chriſtianity, that all Churches ſhould be linked to­gether by a Law of viſible Communion in the ſervice of God, and ſo to make one Church. For, by this means, to become a Member of any Church, was to become a Member of the whole Church, by the right of viſible Communion with all Churches, into which, all Members of any Church were baptized. And this it is which made the Church viſible. For, when a man had no further to enquire, but, what Chriſtians they were who in every City communicated with all Chriſtians beſides, the choice was ready made without further trial, avoiding the reſt for Hereticks or Schiſmaticks. And, this choice being made, there was no fear of offenſe by reading the Scriptures, the ſenſe whereof, this choice confined to the Faith and Rules received through the whole Church. So that, ſpeaking of Gods Inſtitution, every man is Soveraign to judge for himſelf in [Page] mater of Religion, ſuppoſing the Communion of the Church, and the ſenſe of the Scripture to be confined within that which it alloweth. But, hee, who, thereupon, takes upon him to judge of Religion out of the Scripture, not knowing what bounds the Communion of the Church hath given the ſenſe of it, ſhall never impute it to Gods Ordinance, if hee periſh by chuſing amiſſe. Now, if it be objected, that wee are at a diſtance from the Church of Rome, and all who communicate with it, upon a juſt cauſe of refuſing the Reformation, as all that profeſſe the Reformation ſuppoſe; And therefore, that there remains no viſible preſumption what is true, the ground of viſibility being deſtroyed, by the diviſion of the Church; I ſhall be far enough from extenuating the force of this objection, or the effect of this diviſion, acknowledging, that, ac­cording to my opinion, holding both the Reformation, and the Catholick Church, the Church ſhould be viſible, but is indeed inviſible. Not abſolutely, but, as that which is hardly viſible may truly be called inviſible, becauſe every one whom it concerns cannot attain to diſcern it, upon clear grounds. For, my intent is to aggravate the miſchiefs of diviſion to the higheſt, which, they who believe not the Catholick Church do not take for any inconvenience. And therefore I grant all, and do acknowledge, that diviſion in the Church neceſſa­rily deſtroyeth that proviſion which God hath made, for the unlearned as well as the learned (equally concerned in the common Salvation of Chriſtians) to diſcern by their common ſenſe, where to reſort, for that which is neceſſary to the Salvation of all; and how to improve and husband the ſame, as their profici­ence in Chriſtianity calls for more at their hands, then the Salvation of all re­quires. Whereby it comes to paſs, that they are put to make their choice, in maters, whereof it is not poſſible for ordinary capacities to comprehend the grounds; And ſo, muſt chuſe out of fanſy, education, prejudice, faction, or which is the vileſt of all, intereſt of this world, which is in one word, profit. But, this being a choice that muſt be made, and though difficult, yet poſſible to be well made, hee that, without ſuppoſing Infallibility on the one ſide, or Reformation on the other ſide, would diſcern between true and falſe ſuppoſing the Original unity of the Catholick Church, muſt be a madman if hee adviſe not with the Records of the Catholick Church, though out of date, as to force of Law, on both ſides, to tell him wherein Reformation infallibly conſiſteth. For, by that means, though hee ſhall not be able to reſtore that unity which is once violated (the duty of all but obliging to an effect, that cannot take place without the conſent of parties) yet hee ſhall be able ſo to behave himſelf; and that Church which goes by this Rule, be it greater or be it leſſe, ſhall be ſo conſtituted, as not to make, but to ſuffer the diviſion which it is charged with. But, hee who preaches original liberty to all Chriſtians to caſt themſelves into Presbyteries or into Congregations at their choice, bids them ſail the main Sea without Ballaſt; and, beſides departing from the Unity of the Church, by be­coming Members of arbitrary Societies, not parts of the whole by the viſible act of viſible power in it, expoſe themſelves to the ſhelves and quick ſands of poſitions deſtructive to the Faith of the Church. And I am to demand of this Doctor, if the Presbyteries be Churches by aſſociation of Congregations, and the Congregations Churches without it, and thoſe which are neither Presbyte­ries nor Congregations (that is in effect, all the Pariſh Churches of the land) be Churches no leſſe than either of both, (becauſe they have one whom the Triers call a godly man, ſent them to preach whatſoever he can make of the Bi­ble) I ſay, I muſt demand of him, what it is that qualifies a man a Member of a Church, or a Church a Church, and how a man, by being ſuch a one, becomes a Member of the whole Church, which hitherto hath been thought neceſſary to the Salvation of every Chriſtian. For, who knoweth not the diſpute that remains between the Reformation and the Church of Rome, which ſhall be the true Church? Which, if every man be at liberty to become a Member of a Congregation, with any ſix more that hee likes, (who by that means ſhall be a Church) is plainly about nothing. And therefore wee are plainly invi­ted to a new Chriſtianity, part whereof hath hitherto been, to think our ſelves [Page] Members of the Catholick Church, by being Members of ſome particular Church, part of the Catholick. So certain it is, that, had not the Creed been firſt baniſhed out of mens hearts, it had not been baniſhed out of the Church.
But, when this Doctor maintaineth further, that, all men having power in chief to chuſe for themſelves, in mater of Religion, the Soveraign hath Power, not onely to chuſe for it ſelf, but to impoſe penalties upon thoſe which owe no man any account of their choice, if they chuſe not that which the Soveraign chuſeth; I confeſſe I find this toucheth mee, and the remnant of the Church of England, to the quick; edifying the Soveraign, to deny protection in the exerciſe of Religion, to them, who find themſelves bound, never to commu­nicate in the change that is made, and in making, in Religion amongſt us. But I find withal, ſo much inconſequence, and contradiction to his own ſenſe, and the ſenſe of all Chriſtians, in it, that, I hope no Secular Power will be ſo prodigal of a good conſcience, as to make it ſelf the executioner of a doctrine tending to ſo unchriſtian injuſtice. For, if, as hee ſaith, no man is anſwerable for the Religion hee chuſeth, to any but God, how ſhall hee be liable to be puniſhed by man, for that, wherein hee offendeth him not? Or, how can any man offend him, to whom hee is not countable? Nor will it ſerve the turn to ſay; That, by denying protection in the exerciſe of Religion, the Secular Power puniſheth no man for the judgement of his conſcience. For all Chri­ſtians, of what profeſſion ſoever, do generally believe, that they are bound to exerciſe the Religion which they are bound to profeſſe; That Baptiſme, wherein, (by the poſitive will of God under the Goſpel) the profeſſion of Chriſtianity conſiſteth, truly obliging true Chriſtians, to aſſemble themſelves for the ſervice of God with his Church, according to the Rules of it. It can­not therefore be ſaid; that it is no penalty, no perſecution for Religion, to deny protection in the exerciſe of Religion, to them who are not puniſhed for the judgment of their conſcience. For, whoſoever can be ſuppoſed to be a good Chriſtian, not onely had rather, but ſurely had better loſe his life, (much more any comfort of it) than loſe the exerciſe of his Chriſtianity in the ſervice of God, whereupon his Salvation ſo neerly dependeth. Nor will it ſerve the turn to ſay, as this Doctor ſaith, that, in perſecuting the Chriſtian Faith, (much more, in denying protection to the exerciſe of any profeſſion which it infor­ceth) the Heathen Emperors exceeded not their Power, but onely abuſed it; having granted afore, that a man is free to chuſe for himſelf, that is, not count­able for his Religion to his Soveraign. For, if it once be ſaid, that God grant­eth all men all freedom in the choice of their Religion, it cannot be ſaid, that God granteth the Secular Power any right to puniſh him for that choice, for which hee maketh him unaccountable. The ground of my reaſon lies in that which hath been ſaid, againſt the Infallibility of the Church. For if the ſen­tence of the Church be not of force to oblige any man to believe the truth of it, much leſſe can the ſentence of any Chriſtian, though never ſo Soveraign, oblige the meaneſt of his Subjects to believe that Religion to be true which hee commandeth, becauſe hee commandeth it. And, whatſoever penalty the So­veraign inflicteth upon thoſe that concurre not to the exerciſe of that Religi­on which hee holdeth forth (as when hee denieth them protection in the ex­erciſe of their own, which, as I have ſhowed, is no mean one) implieth a command of exerciſing his, and is inflicted in conſideration of obeying Gods command, which, the Subject is inabled by God to judge that hee hath, a­gainſt all the world to the contrary. So that, upon theſe terms, the Secular Power, which is inabled to judge for it ſelf upon the ſame account with the meaneſt Subject thereof, cannot have power to puniſh any Subject, for exer­ciſing any Religion which it alloweth not. For all Power, as I ſaid afore, is a moral quality, conſiſting in a Right of obliging another mans will by the act of his will that hath it. Therefore, if a Subject cannot be obliged by the will of his Soveraign, to profeſſe and to exerciſe that Religion which his Sove­raign preſcribeth, then cannot the Soveraign have power, to impoſe any penal­ty upon his Subject, for profeſſing or exerciſing that Chriſtianity which hee [Page] believeth; All Chriſtianity obliging a man, to the utmoſt of his ability, to profeſſe and to exerciſe that Religion which hee believeth to be true. And the reaſon is manifeſt. For, Chriſtianity is from God, and the Secular Power is from God, though by ſeveral means. Chriſtianity, by the coming of Chriſt, and the preaching of his Apoſtles. Secular Power by what means, I will not here diſpute, nor yet ſuppoſe any thing that is queſtionable. That which ſerves my turn is evident to the common reaſon of all men; That, by another act of God than that upon which Chriſtianity ſtandeth; That Chriſtianity depend­eth not upon it; That, as I argued againſt the Leviathan, by a Law which no Secular Power can abate. If therefore God oblige a Chriſtian by his Chriſtia­nity, to ſerve God otherwiſe than his Soveraign commandeth, hee is bound by the ſame bond to diſobey his Soveraign to obey God; which obliged the primi­tive Chriſtians to ſuffer death rather than renounce the Faith. But I intend not to ſay that abſolutely, which I ſay upon ſuppoſition of this Doctors ſenſe. Nor do I intend here to diſpute that, which I have reſolved in another place, what kind of penalties Secular Power is able to inact that Chriſtianity with, which it ſelf profeſſeth. The queſtion is now, how the Secular Power is able, or becomes able to impoſe penalties in maters of Religion; (which as a Chri­ſtian, it is not able to oblige the Subject to acknowledge) not how far theſe penalties may extend. A queſtion which cannot be anſwered, not ſuppoſing the Church. A queſtion which is no queſtion ſuppoſing it. For, ſuppoſing that God, ſending Chriſtianity, founds, for part of it, the viſible ſociety and corporation of a Church, aſſuring the common ſenſe of all people thereby, what is the condition, upon which Salvation is to be had by communicating with it; What will remain, but to conform to the communion of this Church, la­bouring to work out, every man his own Salvation, by the means which the communion thereof furniſheth? Which whoſo doth not, but pretends to di­ſturbe it, will remain puniſhable by the Secular Power, (for I have ſaid alrea­dy, that the Church is not inabled to inflict temporal penalties) not abſolute­ly, becauſe it is Chriſtian, but upon ſuppoſition, that it maintaineth the true Church; The acts whereof, as Excommunication, by the original conſtitution thereof, inforceth; So, did not the Secular Power inforce that Excommuni­cation, it muſt of neceſſity become ineffectual, when the world is come into the Church, and Chriſtianity profeſſed by the State. And this is the reſolution that I have given in another place, that the acts of the Church, for the mater of them, are limited by the Church, (that is to ſay, by perſons qualified by the Church, and in behalf of it) but the force that executes them muſt come from the State. For, ſuppoſing the Church to be founded by God, and the power of it reſolved into that act wherein this foundation conſiſteth; What­ſoever the Church is by this power inabled to do, will belong to the Church by Gods Law to do, though the mater of that which it doth be not limited by Gods Law, but by the act of men inabled by Gods Law to do it. S. Cyprian, and others of the Fathers have reaſon, when they argue, that the acts of the Church are the acts of God. For, no man capable of common reaſon can doubt, that, what is done by commiſſion from ſuperiour Power is the act of that Power which granted the commiſſion, ſo far as it ownes the execution of it; And, I have ſufficiently limited the Power granted the Church heretofore, by the mater of that communion for which it ſubſiſteth, and the ſuppoſition of the Chriſtianity upon which it ſubſiſteth. What is therefore done by virtue of this commiſſion, though perhaps ill done, for the inward intent with which men do it, yet, being within the bounds of the Power eſtabliſhed by God, is to be accepted as his own act, without conteſting whoſe act of founding the Church, it cannot be infringed. Which if it be true, ſo far is the Secular Power from being able to create or conſtitute a Church, (by creating that difference of qualities, in which, the difference between ſeveral Members thereof conſiſteth) that it is not able of it ſelf to do any of theſe acts, which the Church, that is, thoſe who are qualified by and for the Church, are thereby qualified to do, with­out committing the ſinne of Sacrilege, (in ſeizing the Powers, which by Gods [Page] act are conſtituted, and therefore conſecrated and dedicated to his own ſervice, into its own hands) not ſuppoſing the free act of the Church, without fraud and violence, to the doing of it.

CHAP. XXI. How the Tradition of the Church limits the interpretation of Scriptures. How the declaration of the Church becomes a reaſonable mark of Hereſie. That which is not found in the Scriptures may have been delivered by the Apoſtles. Some things delivered by the Apoſtles, and recorded in the Scriptures; may not oblige. S. Auſtines Rule of Apoſtolical Traditions.
ANd, by this means, I make account, I have gained another principle towards the interpretation of Scripture, and reſolution of things queſtioned in Chriſtianity, either concerning the Rule of Faith, or ſuch Laws and Cuſtoms determining the circumſtances of Eccleſiaſtical Communion, as, I ſhowed afore, are underſtood by the name of Apoſtolical Traditions. Which principle, that no man miſtake mee, pretends not any general Rule for the interpretation of Scripture, even in thoſe things which concern the Rule of Faith; but inferrs a preſcription againſt any thing that can be alleged out of Scripture, that, if it may appear to be contrary to that which the whole Church hath received and held from the beginning, it cannot be the true meaning of that Scripture, which is alleged to prove it. For the meaning, even of thoſe Scriptures which con­cern the Rule of Faith, muſt be had, by the ſame ſame means, by which, I ſhall come by and by to ſhow, that the meaning of all Scriptures, whatſoever they concern, is to be had and eſtabliſhed. But the being and conſtitution of the Society of the Catholick Church from the beginning is of force to preſcribe this limitation, to the Fanſies of all men that take upon them to interpret the Scriptures; that they neither admit, nor impoſe upon any man, any thing for the true ſenſe of Scripture, whereby, the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, which the Rule of Faith importeth, may become queſtionable. So that, an evidence of ſuch op­poſition, ought to out-ſhine and ſupreſſe any appearance or ſuppoſed evidence of truth, in any ſuch ſenſe.
The Rule of Faith, (Not to go about to determine, in this place, what it con­taines, becauſe it is the Maſter-piece of all the Divines of Chriſtendome, to ſay, what is fundamental in Chriſtianity and what is not, but to give a groſſe deſcri­ption of what men mean when they inquire for it) conſiſts partly in things to be believed, partly in things to be done: Hee that holds ſo much of Chriſtian truth, as may reaſonably certifie him of all that is requiſite to qualifie a Chriſtian man for remiſſion of ſins and life everlaſting, which are the promiſes of the Go­ſpel, may well be ſaid to hold the whole Rule of Faith in things to be believed. Hee that holds ſo much of Chriſtian truth, as may reaſonably certifie him, of all that is requiſie to preſerve all Chriſtians with conſciences void of ſin, may be ſaid to hold it in things to be done. For, the common Rule of Faith importeth not what is neceſſity for any Chriſtian, but for all Chriſtians. And, that any thing contrary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians ſhould be held and profeſſed by all Chriſtians, is a groſſe contradiction to common ſenſe. Whereupon it is no leſſe evidently true, that the Catholick Church of all ages and places is utterly infallible; In as much as it is a groſſe contradiction, to ſuppoſe a number of men to attain ſalvation, who all do hold ſome thing deſtructive to the ſalvation of any one. So much difference there is between the whole Church, which is the Catholick Church of all times and places, and the preſent Catholick Church, reſpectively to thoſe ages, in which the Communion of the whole was not in­terrupted by any breach, but effectuated by actual correſpondence. For, the act of the Catholick Church, in this ſenſe, which I call the preſent Church, if it be lawfull, obligeth all that are of it; But it ſelf ſtands obliged to the Faith of the whole Church, as that, which, the being & privilege of a Church▪ reſuppoſeth to be [...] rofeſſed by it. And of this I cannot conceive how any queſtion ſhould remain. [Page] The difficulty that remains is, how it may appear, that all this is not a fine no­thing, how it may reaſonably ſeem to ſignifie ſomething towards the limitation which I preſcribe, to the interpretation of thoſe Scriptures which may be alle­ged, in mater concerning the Rule of Faith. And the anſwer is, that, ſeeing it hath appeared, that the Apoſtles of our Lord Chriſt eſtabliſhed from the begin­ning one Catholick Church conſiſting of all Churches, by the will of God and his appointment; (and that, in conſideration of that which was made to appear afore, that all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, though evident­ly extant and diſcernable in the Scriptures, are not nevertheleſſe evidently diſ­cernable by all them whoſe ſalvation they concern) that therefore the unity and Communion of the Catholick Church was provided by God, as the depoſi­tory of his truth, the acknowledgment whereof ſhould be neceſſary to obtain life everlaſting. So that, the effect of this truſt, depoſited by God in the Church, to be at leaſt thus much; That, whatſoever was advanced in any part thereof, as belonging to the Rule of Faith, being condemned where firſt it was advan­ced, and, in conſequence of that condemnation, by all other parts of the Church, to that effect, as to render thoſe that held it uncapable of the Communion of all the whole Church; That this, I ſay, might be accounted a reaſonable mark, to diſcern ſuch doctrine to be deſtructive to the Rule of Faith. And thus were all Hereſies marked for ſuch by the Church, and, upon this ground, thoſe marks were receivable, not onely before Conſtantine, but, ſo long as it may be viſible that nothing hindred this correſpondence, wherein the actual unity of the Church conſiſted, to operate and have effect. For, if this be the reaſon and ground which made theſe marks reaſonable, as grounded upon it, then, hee that ſuppo­ſes this reaſon either actually interrupted or impeached, cannot preſume upon the like effect. And therefore, the juſtifying of theſe marks requires the evi­dencing of this correſpondence of the Church, and no more. And truly, I could not but admire, to finde it alleged by Crellius the Socinian, (in his anſwer to Grotius concerning the ſatisfaction of Chriſt, where hee argues, that no Ec­cleſiaſtical Writer ever profeſt that opinion) I ſay, I admired to finde him an­ſwer, that Pelagius the Heretick maintained the ſame. For ſure it is not much more pertinent, than, if hee ſhould allege, that the Jewes profeſſe our Lord Jeſus not to be the Meſſias, or that the Gentiles do not worſhip one true God; In as much as, though they be further from the faith of true Chriſtians than Pelagius, yet an Heretick is no leſſe excluded from the Communion of the Church, than a Jew or a Gentile: And the whole reaſon, for which the teſtiemonies of Eccleſiaſtical Writers is receivable, to evidence maters concerning the Rule of Faith, (to which they can give no credit, but are, by acknowledging the ſame, receivable for Chriſtians) is the Communion of the Church, which make it evident, that, what ſuch men profeſſe in the Church is not againſt the Faith of the Church. And this, in the ſecond place, may be a reaſonable preſumption or evidence of that which belongeth to the Rule of Faith, when a thing is ſo ordinarily and vulgarly taught by Church Writers, that there can be no reaſo­nable preſumption made, by the doctrine of any of them, that the contrary was ever allowed by the Church. So then, I do not tye my ſelf to this, that, if any thing be found in the writings of any of thoſe whom wee call commonly Fa­thers, it is therefore not contrary to Chriſtianity, or to the Rule of Faith, that is, either expreſly, or by conſequence; For, who will or can think it reaſona­ble, that the Church ſhould be thought to avow all that hath been written by any of the Church, and is come to the hands of poſterity by whatſoever means? Or who will think it ſtrange, that a Chriſtian ſhould not underſtand the Rule of his Chriſtianity, though the right underſtanding thereof ſhould have been the condition requiſite to the making of him a Chriſtian? If the profeſſion made by the writing from which poſterity hath it, were evidently ſo notorious to the Church, and the maintenance thereof ſo obſtinate, that the Church could not avoid taking notice of it and contradicting it, without quitting the truſt of the Rule of Faith depoſited with it; then, and not otherwiſe, I do admit, that the contrary of that which is regularly and ordinarily taught by Church Writers is inconſiſtent with the Rule of Faith.
[Page]
Beſides this, another preſumption or preſcription, limiting the interpreta­tion or Scriptures in ſuch things as concern the Traditions of the Apoſtles, wee may be confident to have gained, from the Society of the Church, demonſtra­ted by the premiſes; To wit, that, if any thing be queſtionable whether it come by Tradition from the Apoſtles or not, there can no concluſion be made in the negative, becauſe it is not expreſſed in the Scriptures. Here, I deſire all them that will not miſtake mee, to take notice, that I intend not here to conclude, or inferre, what force thoſe Traditions, which I pretend may come from the Apoſtles, though it be not certified by the Scriptures, may have, to oblige the Church, which queſtion, I found it requiſite to ſet aſide once afore. But, that which here I affirme onely concerns the queſtion of fact, that it is not impoſſible to make evidence, that ſome Orders, or Rites and cuſtomes of the Church had their beginning of being brought in for Laws to the Church, by the Apoſtles, though not written in the Scriptures. Confeſſing neverthe­leſſe, that the proving hereof, which no reaſon can hinder mee to proceed with here, will be a ſtep to the reſolving of that force, which the Traditions of the Apoſtles (whether written or not written in the Scriptures) have and ought to have, in obliging the Church at preſent, when it ſhall appear to be common to written and unwritten Traditions, to have their authority from the Apo­ſtles. And, the evidence of this preſcription depends upon a more general one, limiting the interpretation of Scripture, in mater of this nature (that is, concerning the Laws of the Church, how far they were intended by the Apo­ſtles to tye the Church) not to exceed the practice of the Church ſucceeding the times of the Apoſtles. The demonſtration whereof conſiſts in certain in­ſtances, of things recorded by the Scriptures of the New Teſtament, either e­videncing onely mater of fact, that is what was then done (and therefore im­porting no precept what was to be done for the future) or importing ſuch pre­cepts, as no man will ſtand to be now in force.
It is manifeſt, that the Scriptures report, how the Diſciples, under the Apo­ſtles, were wont to aſſemble themſelves to ſerve God by the Offices of Chri­ſtianity, upon the firſt day of the week called vulgarly Sunday, after the Re­ſurrection of Chriſt, John. XX. 19, 26. Acts. XX. 7. Con. XVI. 2. Apoc. I. 10. Speaking of the baniſhment of S. John, conforming himſelf to the times of the Church for the ſervice of God, and thereupon raviſh'd in Spirit: Which no man queſtions. It is ſaid indeed in this caſe, as it is ſaid by others in the queſtion of Tithes, that the firſt day of the week is commanded to be kept holy of Chri­ſtians by the fourth Commandment. But I demand of any man that can tell ſeven whether the firſt day of the week and the ſeventh day of the week be the ſame day of the week or not; And if this be unqueſtionable, I demand further, whether the Jews were tyed by the fourth Commandement to keep the laſt day of the week or not: Aſſuring my ſelf, that, whoſoever believes the Scriptures, and reads the Commandement, that obliges them to reſt all that day, in which God reſted from making Heaven and Earth, can no more doubt, that they were bound to reſt on Saturday, than, that God reſted from making Heaven and Earth upon that day. I demand then, whether the ſame precept, that obliged them to keep Saturday, can oblige Chriſtians to keep Sunday? And do conclude that it can no more be ſaid, then, that the ſame word ſignifies both the ſeventh and the firſt day. So wide an error ſo ſmall a miſtake can cauſe, when faction hath once ſwallowed it. A man would think it a very eaſie miſtake to underſtand the ſeventh day of the week, which God commands to be hallowed, as if it ſignified one of the ſeven and no more. Which if it were true, then were the Jews never tied to reſt on the Saturday by Gods Law, but might have choſen which day of ſeven they would have reſt­ed on, notwithſtanding that God reſted on the Saturday, which is, to make the reaſon of the precept impertinent to the mater of it. I intend not to de­ny, that the reaſon and ground, upon which the Chriſtian Church came to be enjoyned to keep the firſt day of the week, is drawn, and to be drawn from the fourth Commandment. But I ſay further, that, the reaſon and ground of [Page] a poſitive Law makes it not a Law, but the act of him that hath power to give Law, ſignifying that hee intends to inact it for a Law, whether hee expreſſe the reaſon or not. And thus I ſay, as I have hitherto ſaid, concerning other Ordinances which have the force of Law to oblige the Church; that they can no more ſtand, by virtue of ſuch Ordinances, as I acknowledge to have been torreſpondent to them under the Law of Moſes, than Chriſtianity by the vir­tue of Judaiſme, or the Goſpel by virtue of the Law; which though it bear witneſſe to the Goſpel, yet, hee were a Madman that ſhould ſay; That hee who was bound to be circumciſed, by virtue of that circumciſion ſhould be bound to be baptized, ſuppoſing him of the number of Chriſtians, who agree, that, Baptiſme coming in force, circumciſion could no more continue in force. And ſurely, thoſe ſimple people, who of late times have taken upon them to keep the Saturday, though it were, in truth and effect, no leſſe than the re­nouncing of their Chriſtianity, yet, in reaſon, did no more then purſue the grounds which their Predeceſſors had laid, and drawn the concluſion which ne­ceſſarily followes upon their premiſes; that, if the fourth Commandment be in force, then, either the Saturday is to be kept, or the Jews were never tied to keep it.
Beſides this particular, it is manifeſt, that the Apoſtles obſerve the third and ſixth, and ninth hours of the day, for the ſervice of God, Acts II. 15. III. 1. X. 3, 9, 30. And this, according to an Order then in force among Gods peo­ple, according to the Scriptures, Pſal. LV. 18, Dan. VI. 11. As the very words of theſe Texts, and common reaſon, with the Teſtimonies of Tertulli­an, de Jejuniis cap. X. Epiphanius, Hereſi XXX, S. Hierome upon the Text of Da­niel, S. Cyprian de Oratione Dominica, and divers others import. And again, Acts XIII. 2. wee ſee, that the Chriſtians at Antiochia aſſembled themſelves in faſting, for celebrating the ſervice of God, when they were to ſend away thoſe, that by Gods appointment were to carry the Goſpel to further parts. As the Church, according to this example, hath, of ancient ages, had a cu­ſtome of Faſting before Ordinations. But, whether or no thoſe things are to be obſerved by the Church, as Laws introduced and begun by theſe practices, this, whether true or falſe, whether queſtionable or unqueſtionable, is not to be concluded by the words of thoſe Scriptures which barely relate what was done. Again: At the inſtitution of the Paſſeover, it is expreſly commanded, that it be eaten with their loins girt, ſhoes on their feet, and ſtaves in their hands, Exod. XII. 11. which notwithſtanding, it is manifeſt to all that believe, that our Lord did eat the Paſſeover, that hee did eat it ſitting at the Table, or leaning on his ſide, as then they did eat at Table, Mat. XXVI. 20. Mar. XIV. 18. Luke XII. 14. in which poſture, neither were their loins girt, nor their ſhoes on their feet, nor had they ſtaves in their hands: And yet, ſo ſure as our Lord knew what the Law required, ſo ſure is it, that his intent was to obſerve the ſame. And therefore, knowing this to be Scripture, hee knew nevertheleſſe that it obliged not, and every one that practiſed it knew the ſame, and by the Scriptures could not know it. See the like at the laſt Supper of our Lord. Our Saviour, inſtituting the Sacrament of the Euchariſt at his laſt Supper, command­eth his Diſciples to do that which hee had done. And the Diſciples of our Lord, in purſuance of this Commandment, are reported by the Scriptures, to have celebrated the Euchariſt at Supper, as our Lord had inſtituted it, and held thoſe Aſſemblies, at which they ſerved God with the Offices of Chriſtianity for that purpoſe, the rich bearing out the poor in the charge of it. This, I have ſhew­ed afore more at large, to be the meaning of thoſe Scriptures, wherein men­tion is made of theſe their Aſſemblies, Acts II. 42. 46. VI. XX. 7. 1 Cor. XI. 20, 21, 22. 33, 34. Jude 12. 2 Pet. II. 13. By all this wee find not, that the Euchariſt was inſtituted by our Lord to be celebrated at the publick ſervice of God, where this Supper of our Lord is not celebrated, as Tertullian acknow­ledgeth, where nevertheleſſe hee affirmeth, that it was delivered to the Church by the Apoſtles ſo to obſerve it. de Cor. III. Euchariſtiae Sacramentum, & in tempore victus, & omnibus mandatum à Domino, etiam antelucanis coetibus, nec [Page] niſi de manu Praeſidentium ſumimus. Wee receive the Sacrament of the Eucha­riſt which our Lord inſtituted at the time of meat, and for all, at our Aſſemblies a­fore day alſo, but, onely at the hands of our Preſidents. Though I have indeavo­red in another place to ſhow, that this is to be gathered from ſome circumſtance of the Apoſtles writings; (to wit; That, in point of fact it was ſo practiced under them) yet it is manifeſt, that the bare words of the Scripture, Do this in remembrance of mee, and the Scriptures, that relate onely what the Apoſtles did, do not determine, whether it ought to be celebrated otherwiſe than at Sup­per, as our Lord inſtituted it,
Further. The Apoſtles Acts XV. 29. decree; that thoſe who were then con­verted to Chriſtianity of Gentiles, ſhould abſtain from things offered in Sacri­fice to Idols. Which, being done to comply with the Jewes, manifeſtly ſigni­fies, that they were to abſtain from thoſe meats, as meats of Gods making, not­withſtanding that the eating of them implied no communion with the ſacrificing to Idols. For, it is a thing certain, by the examples of Daniel and his fellows, Dan. I. 9. of Tobit, I. 11, 12. and Judith, XII. 2, 3, 4, 19. that the Jewes, from the time of their captivity, when they could not avoid converſing with the Gen­tiles, had taken upon them to abſtain, not onely from things really ſacrificed to Idols, but from moſt things that came out of Gentiles hands, becauſe there was ſome preſumption, that a part of moſt kindes, (for Firſt-fruits) had been conſe­crated to Idols, the reſt being by thoſe Firſt-fruits polluted, as dedicated to I­dols. Therefore, in thoſe places alleged, it appears, that they forbore all meats and drinks that came from the Gentiles. Neither can there be reaſon to think it a folly which the Jews tell us, that Nehemiah, being Cup-bearer to the King, was diſpenſed with for drinking the wine of the Gentiles. For, why ſhould wee think him leſſe ſcrupulous of the Law than thoſe afore-named? About this wine of the Gentiles, and conſequently, other kindes, there are many nice and ſcru­pulous deciſions in the Jewes Conſtitutions, the ground whereof, you may ſee by the premiſes, is more ancient than the beginning of Chriſtianity. And this is that wherein the Apoſtles order the Gentiliſh Chriſtians to comply with the Jewiſh, to ſatisfie them, that there was no intent of falling from that God who gave their Law, in thoſe that turned Chriſtians. And this decree S. Paul deli­vers to the Churches of his foundation to be obſerved, Acts XVI. 4. Which notwithſtanding, writing to the Corinthians, hee manifeſtly diſtinguiſhes be­tween eating things ſacrificed to Idols materially, as Gods creatures, without inquiring whether ſo ſacrificed or not, and formally, when notice muſt needs be taken that they are ſuch, 1 Cor. VIII.  [...]—. inſtancing in two caſes; Firſt, when this is done, nor onely in the company of Idolaters, but in an houſe of Idols, 1 Cor. VIII. 10. Secondly, when a man, being invited by Idolaters, knowes that they intertain him with the remains of things ſacrificed to Idols, part of which, as the Firſt-fruits, whereby the reſt was conſecrated, were firſt conſumed upon the Altar, whereby they that made theſe Feaſts profeſſed to communicate with their Altars, that is, with their Idols, which were Divels, 1 Cor. VIII. 19-30. In theſe two caſes then, the Apoſtle, forbidding them to eat things ſacri­ficed to Idols, (leſt they might give occaſion to thoſe that uncer [...]ood not what they did, to cōmunicate in Idolatries) manifeſtly allowes them, when that con­ſideration takes no place, to eat that which the Apoſtles had forbidden to eat, intending to forbid the meats of the Gentiles, for compliance with the Jews, in the diſtance they kept from Idolaters. And truly the ſame is manifeſtly to be gathered from that which hee orders among the Romans, XIV. 2, 3, 20, 21. neither to condemn one another for not obſerving that difference of meats, which, by the Law, then obliged; nor yet to uſe ſuch meats, in caſe it might ſcan­dalize thoſe that were of the Law, to think, that Chriſtianity ſtands not with it. Whereby, it is evident, that hee allowes them that which the Apoſtles had for­bidden, becauſe it is evident, that this is one of thoſe differences, which Jews, by the Law, were bound to make. If therefore there be this difference in the Scriptures, it is manifeſt, that the leter of them doth not determine what obli­ges. So again, the ſame Apoſtle, 1 Cor. XI. 1-16. diſputeth at large, that [Page] men ought not, but women ought to cover their heads at praying or propheſy­ing in the Church. For the intent whereof, though it hath been the ſubject of whole books in this age, I conceive, I need go no further than Tertullians book de Velandis Virginibus; who, living ſo much nearer the Apoſtles, knew better the cuſtōms of their Churches, than all the Criticks of this time. Hee diſputes the caſe in queſtion then, whether Virgins had a privilege not to vail their faces at Divine Service; by arguing, that they cannot be excepted from S. Pauls words, and alleging the example of the Church of Corinth, where, at that very time, the Virgins vailed their faces at Divine Service as other women did. Which whether it tye the Church or not at this time, it will ſcarce be granted by thoſe who now practice it not. And in another place, 1 Tim. V. 3-6. hee ſhow­eth, that there was then an Order of Widowes, whoſe maintenance hee order­eth to come from the ſtock of the Church, as likewiſe, how they are to be quali­fied, and how imployed; Of which Order, there is no where any ſtep remaining in the Church at  [...]reſent, though nothing be more imperative than the Order concerning it. So, the precept of the Apoſtle ſerves not to oblige the Church at preſent, though by Scripture. And if I may uſe the argument ad hominem, upon the ſuppoſition of thoſe that I diſpute with, who intend not to take any thing for true which I prove not, as debating the principles of Chriſtian truth; it is manifeſt, that the Apoſtle, James V. 14. appointeth that the ſick be anoin­ted with oil, together with prayers, as well for the recovery of their health, as for the forgiveneſſe of their ſins. Which, it is manifeſt, that it cannot appear not to oblige the Church at this time, by virtue of that Scripture which injoy­neth it. And therefore, to ſay nothing at preſent, whether it do indeed oblige the now Church or not, thoſe that believe it doth not oblige, cannot be able to give a reaſon why it obligeth not, by the Scripture alone. And this is the argu­ment whereby I prove, that the interpretation of Scripture, as concerning ma­ter of Law to the Church (or the means to be uſed in determining what obli­geth what not) cannot tranſgreſſe the tradition and practice of the Church: Becauſe, that which is propounded in the Scriptures as meer mater of fact may oblige, and that which is propounded as mater of precept creating right, may not oblige, the Scripture not determining whether it intend that ob­ligation to be univerſal or not. For, having ſhowed afore, that the Church is a Society inſtituted by God, to which theſe Rules are given, as Laws to govern it, in the exerciſe of thoſe Offices wherein the Communion ther [...]of conſiſteth; all reaſonable men muſt grant, that, as the intent and meaning of all Laws is to be gathered from the primitive and original practice of that Society for which they were made, ſo is the reaſon of all Orders delivered to the Church by the Apo­ſtles, and by conſequence their intent, how farr they were to oblige, to be mea­ſured by the firſt and moſt ancient practice of the Church, which firſt had them to uſe. Whereunto let us adde theſe conſiderations; That the Orders delivered the Church by the Apoſtles were of neceſſity in force, before mention can be made of them in their writings; That the writing of them is neither the rea­ſon why they oblige, nor a thing thereunto requiſite, but meerly ſupervenient to the force of them; And, that there is ſufficient evidence, that thoſe motives to believe which the Scripture recordeth but cannot evidence, are nevertheleſſe true; and, that the truth of thoſe motives cannot be evident, but by the Society of the Church which the ſaid Laws do maintain. For, upon theſe con [...]derati­ons, it will appear neceſſarily conſequent, that, as there be Apoſtolical Tradi­tions which the Scripture evidently witneſſeth, ſo evidence may be made of them without Scripture.
The Rule of S. Auſtine, how to diſcern what Traditions do indeed come from the Apoſtles, is well enough known to be this; To wit, that which is ob­ſerved over all the Church, though it cannot be diſcerned when, where, or by whom it came firſt in force, (that is, in his times, by the authority of what Sy­nod it was ſettled) that muſt be deemed and taken to come from the authority of the Apoſtles themſelves. I will not uſe the terms of Synod or Synods, be­cauſe I conceive, the Church was from the beginning, by virtue of the perpe­tual [Page] intelligence and correſpondence ſettled and uſed between the parts of it, a ſtanding Synod, even when there was no Aſſembly of perſons authorized to conſent in behalf of their reſpective Churches; Such things as became requi­ſite to be determined in any Church being thereby ſo communicated to the reſt, as the order taken in one, either to be accepted by them or redreſſed. Nei­ther will I ſay, that the Rule is ſo effectual as it is true. For, I cannot warrant, how general the practice of every thing that may come in queſtion can appear to have been over the whole Church, nor whether it may appear to have begun from ſome act of the Church, to be deſigned by ſome place or perſons, or not; which in S. Auſtines time, I doubt not, might be made to appear, and being made to appear, would maintain the Rule to be true. Nor have I need of any ſuch Rule, as may ſerve to diſcern whatſoever may become queſtionable, whether it come from the Apoſtles themſelves or not: It ſhall ſuffice mee here to preſume thus much, that no man can preſcribe againſt any Rule of the Church, that it comes not from the Apoſtles, becauſe it is not recorded in the holy Scri­ptures. And therefore, that nothing hindereth, competent evidence to be made of the authority of the Apoſtles, in ſome Orders of the Church, of which there is no mention in the Scriptures. Correſpondently to that which was ſettled afore concerning the Rule of Faith, that no man can preſcribe againſt any thing queſtionable, that it is no part of it, becauſe it is not evident in Scripture; or, becauſe ſuch arguments may be made againſt it out of the Scriptures, which every one, whoſe ſalvation it concerns, is not able evidently to aſſoile. And, all this being determined, I intend nevertheleſſe, that it ſtill ſhall remain que­ſtionable, how farr theſe Orders of the Apoſtles oblige the Church: Becauſe I intend not to preſcribe from all this, that thoſe Orders which ſhall appear to have been brought in by the Apoſtles may not become uſeleſſe to the Church.

CHAP. XXII. The Authority of the Fathers is not grounded upon any preſumption of their Lear­ning or Holineſſe. How farr they challenge the credit of Hiſtorical truth. The pre-eminenee of the Primitive. The preſumption that is grounded upon their ranks and qualities in the Church. Of Arnobius, Lactantius, Tertulli­an, Origen, Clemens, and the approbation of poſterity.
THeſe things being ſaid, wee have got ground for a reſolution, in the diſpute concerning the authority of the Fathers in maters queſtionable concern­ing Chriſtianity, and the interpretation of the Scriptures. For truly, did the credit of thoſe things which they affirm conſiſt in the reputation of their holi­neſſe or learning, whether or no the premiſes be true, the conſequence would be lame. Hee that could make a queſtion of the godlineſſe and of the Chriſtiani­ty of thoſe perſons, to whom wee owe the maintenance and propagation of Chriſtianity under God, (by preſerving Chriſts flock from the contagion of He­reſies, by intertaining the unity of the Church, and by laying down their lives for the truth) muſt, by conſequence, queſtion, though not that Chriſtianity which hee hath ſanſied, yet that which was delivered by the Apo­ſtles. Which notwithſtanding, if the Holy Ghoſt, that was in them to ſave them, by ſaving the common Chriſtianity, hath not given the Church evidence, that hee was given them to preſerve them from error in underſtanding the Scriptures, wee wrong them, and the Holy Ghoſt in them, if wee take the truth of their doctrine upon their credit. For, though the having of the Holy Ghoſt preſup­poſeth the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, as I have ſhowed, yet that importeth no evidence to warrant the truth of all that they might ſay, in defenſe or interpre­tation of it. And though their learning, in that which is proper to Chriſtians, that is, their skill in the Scriptures be ſuch, as theſe ages, that boaſt ſo much of learning can never equal, becauſe they made it in a maner their whole buſineſſe of ſtudy; And though ſome of them, as Clemens, Tertullian, Origen, and S. Hi [...] ­rome, that looked about them for further helps to the defenſe and interpretation [Page] of Chriſtianity, may well challenge the curioſity of theſe times for great know­ledg; Yet, becauſe mans wit is alwaies fruitfull in that which it is imployed a­bout, and may ſtill be well imployed in clearing the true intent of Chriſtianity and the Scriptures, ſo long as there are contrary opinions and ſects which cannot all be true; I will not create any prejudice to the learning of this time upon that ſcore, which, it is evident, may and doth imploy more helps of learning, than they ever did imploy towards the underſtanding of the Scriptures.
Two privileges there are, belonging to the Fathers of the Church, which, no man that writes in theſe dayes can pretend to, how godly, how learned ſoever hee may be. The firſt is that of their age and time, creating an infallible truſt, in point of hiſtorical truth, concerning the ſtate of Chriſtianity during thoſe ages in which they lived, or which they might know. This is that, which, nei­ther Pagans, nor Jews, nor Mahumetanes can refuſe them any more, than Chri­ſtians can refuſe to believe them in maters of fact, which they relate, not as things done in private, (which themſelves with a few more may pretend to have had means to know) but which were viſible to the world at ſuch time as they writ, and wherein, had they been otherwiſe, they might have been reproved, as impoſing upon the world, not the belief of that which doth not appear to be true, but of that which doth appear to be untrue. Neither do I demand, that, upon this ſcore, their credit be admitted any further, than that which I have pre­miſed will inforce. For, if I have well concluded, that the Church is a Society inſtituted by our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles, in truſt, for the maintenance and propagation of Chriſtianity, contained in the holy Scriptures which hee depo­ſited with it; then is the ſenſe of that time which is neareſt the age of the Apo­ſtles a legal preſumption of the truth of that which it was truſted with. And as all Writers, that relate things ſubject to the ſenſe of all men as well as their own, have the credit of hiſtorical truth, and Church writers, in maters of fact con­cerning the Church of their reſpective ages; (the ſtate thereof being alwaies viſible) So thoſe that write under the firſt ages of the Church, though compe­tent authors for the truth of nothing in Chriſtianity, (for then why ſhould not Chriſtianity be believed upon their credit?) yet muſt be admitted, as unqueſti­onable witneſſes of that Chriſtianity, which came hot and tender from the forge of our Lord and his Apoſtles. Nor do I complain, that any man refuſes them upon this ſcore. But when I ſee, how many, pretending to ſearch the Scriptures, and the truth of things queſtioned in Chriſtianity, never make uſe of any infor­mation they might have from them, to argue thereupon the true ſenſe of the Scriptures, (who, if they were to expound any Author of humane learning, would count him a mad man that ſhould neglect the records of thoſe Authors that lived neareſt the ſame time, and perhaps do themſelves imploy the writings of Jewes and Pagans in expounding the very Scriptures) I cannot chuſe but take it as a mark of prejudice againſt ſome truth, that men care not to be infor­med of the primitive Chriſtianity, leaſt conſequences might be framed againſt ſome prejudices of their own, which, ſuppoſing onely the credit of hiſtorical truth, might prove undeniable.
And here, I muſt needs mervail at the Cardinal of Perrons demand, that the trial of what is to be thought Catholick, (or, univerſally received in the whole Church of God) ſhould proceed chiefly, or at leaſt neceſſarily, upon the teſti­monies of thoſe Writers which lived about the fourth century of years from Chriſt, as that which flouriſhed moſt for number and learning of Writers. For, ſeeing the authority of Church Writers is not grounded upon preſumption of their learning; And, that the credit of hiſtorical truth cannot be denied even the ſingle witneſſe of thoſe, that writ, when they were more ſcarce, and leſſe knowing, at leaſt in Secular ſtudies; But, what is primitive, what acceſſory, is not to be diſcovered, but by the ſtate of thoſe times which were before additions could be made; hee that demands to be tryed by the times of three hundred years diſtance from the original, (wherein, what change may have fallen out, not preſumption but hiſtorical truth muſt determine) I ſay, hee that demands this tryal, demands not to be tryed. Not that I would deny the Writers of that [Page] age, and ſuch as follow, the credit which their time, in the conſideration now on foot, allowes; But, that the reſolution of what is original and primitive muſt not come from the teſtimony thereof, but from the compariſon of it with the teſtimony of thoſe ages that went afore.
The ſecond conſideration, in which the writings of the Fathers are valuable, cometh from that which is now proved, that is, from the Society of the Church, and the unity thereof, from whence it follows, that, what is foun [...]d to be taught in the Church by men authorized by the Communion thereof, and qualified to teach, and that without contradiction, is not contrary to the Rule of Faith, but, if it be taught with one conſent, it is part of it. Without contradiction, I mean here, when a man is not charged to tranſgreſſe the Faith of the Church, in that which hee teacheth, much leſſe diſowned by the Church for teaching it. Not, when no man is found to hold a contrary opinion, which alwaies falls out in things diſputable. For, the Communion of the Church neceſſarily importeth, that a man qualified with authority in it, profeſſe nothing contrary to that Faith, the profeſſion whereof qualifies all to be of the Church: Though, other things there be many, wherein a man may be allowed, not onely to believe, but to profeſſe contrary to that which another profeſſes, and yet qualified, not onely to be of the Church, but to bear that authority which the Society thereof con­ſtituteth. The name, therefore, of Fathers importeth at leaſt ſome part of that ſuperiority, which the Society of the Church giveth; And therefore belongeth not properly to thoſe that are not ſo qualified, though they that are not ſo qua­lified may be the authors of ſuch writings, as have the lot to remain to poſteri­ty. But, the authority of Fathers which is grounded upon this preſumption, that perſons qualified in the Church teach nothing contrary to the Faith of it, be­cauſe their quality in the Church would become queſtionable if they ſhould teach that which agrees not with the Faith of the Church; This authority, I ſay, cannot appear in the writings of private Chriſtians; Becauſe the Church is no further chargable, by allowing him the Communion of the Church, who declareth to believe onely that which indeed contradicts the Rule of Faith, then of taking no notice what a private man profeſſes to think, out of that igno­rance, which may beſeem a capacity of being better informed.
Hereupon it is, that I think it no exception to the due authority of the Fa­thers, that Arnobius or Laectantius ſhould be utterly diſdained in ſome particu­lars. The one, known to have been a Novice in Chriſtianity, when hee writ, and writing, as S. Jerom teſtifies, to declare himſelf a Chriſtian, by trying his ſtile (as being Maſter of a School of Eloquence) in defenſe thereof, a­gainſt the Gentiles, had, it ſeems, the ill chance to light upon ſome writings of the Gnoſticks, according to Saturninus, or Baſilides; and, taking them for Chri­ſtians, becauſe they affected to go under that name, tranſlated their monſtrous opinions into his work, as points of Chriſtianity. The other, whether a novice or no I cannot ſay, marked nevertheleſſe by S. Jerome, as one more able to refure Gentiliſme, than to give an account of Chriſtianity, (and therefore, to have been converted to Chriſtianity, but not to have learned it) what preſumption a diſcreet man can make of Chriſtianity by his Book, let every diſcreet man judg. I will not ſay the like of Juſtine the Martyr, a man who hath deſerved farr more of Chriſtianity, by renouncing the world, and taking upon him the profeſſion and habit of a Philoſopher among the Gentiles, thereby to gain opportunity of maintaining Chriſtianity on all occaſions which the Heathen Philoſophers took, to maintain the poſitions of their ſeveral ſects. A reſolution truly gene­rous and Chriſtian. In the mean time, having in him more of a Philoſopher than of a Scholar, and gathering his knowledg rather from travail and conver­ſation than from reading, it is no mervail, if hee hath ſuffered many impoſtures, at leaſt in maters of hiſtorical truth, which, hee that ſhould demand that the Church ſhould anſwer, as allowing his books to be read, would be very unrea­ſonable; When as, bearing no rank in the Church above that of all Chriſtians, for any thing I can perceive, if hee ſhould have miſtaken himſelf in any thing, neerly concerning the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, his eminent merits towards [Page] the Church might have been of force to have drowned all conſideration of them, and given his writings paſſeport to poſterity notwithſtanding. I will not extend this conſideration to the writings of Clemens Alexandrinus, of Origen, and of Tertullian; The laſt whereof, that is Tertullian, belongs not to this rank, having put himſelf out of the Communion of the Church, by making a party againſt the Church of Carthage, upon the pretenſes of the Montaniſts. The ſecond, that is Origen, whatſoever opinions hee had, cannot be ſaid, either to have held them ſo reſolutely, or to have profeſſed them ſo publickly, that thoſe that were neareſt him could be thought acceſſories to them. And there­fore, as his very great merits of the Church otherwiſe, held him in his rank in the Church during his time, ſo his extravagancies cannot impeach that authority, which others, and hee alſo in ſuch things as hee agrees with them in, do truly purchaſe by the allowance of the Church. The ſame is to be ſaid of his Maſter Clemens, whoſe writings as they are not ſo many, ſo neither his extravagancies ſo great and conſiderable. But even theſe eccentrical Writers, by being mar­ked for poſitions particular to them, beſides the credit of hiſtorical truth, (which, in times neareſt the Apoſtles, is of great conſequence to inform us of the pri­mitive ſtate of Chriſtianity, and therefore of incomparable value towards the ſettling of a right judgment in all things now queſtionable) I ſay, beſide that which is common to them with all Writers, they get, by the exceptions which are made againſt them, the advantage of a Rule of Law in the reſt; that is to ſay, that, ſetting aſide thoſe points in which they are excepted againſt, they are according to the Rule of Faith in things not excepted againſt, againſt. In fine, the authority of the whole Church is found to be expreſly ingaged, in all things, that have paſſed into effect, either from the determination of Synods, (which, having been aſſembled by the free conſent thereof, have been received by the like free conſent, whether all or part were preſent at the Synod) or, from the act of any particular Church; the proceeding and grounds whereof, hath been approved of, and received into effect by the whole. Which, in ſome meaſure, may be ſaid of the writings of particular Doctors: In as much as it is manifeſt, that extravagant doctrines may have been publiſhed in ſeveral parts of the Church, which particular Doctors may have imployed their pens to contradict, before any Church had imployed any cenſure to condemn. As, by Epiphanius in the Hereſie of the Origeniſts, it appeareth that Origen was contradicted by Methodius. If therefore ſuch extravagances ſo contradicted be extinguiſhed, ſuch writings have continued cheriſhed by the Church, it is evidence enough that the Church it ſelf is ingaged in the condemnation of thoſe extravagances, which have been ſuppreſſed by the means of ſuch writings. And all this ſerves to maintain and evidence the Society of the Church, and the influence of it in thoſe acts, whereby Chriſtianity hath been maintained and propagated from our Lord and his Apoſtles. But, for the preſent, the queſtion concerning onely the Rule of Faith, that which hath been ſaid ſhall ſuffice to ground this preſcri­ption; that, whatſoever the Church may appear unanimouſly to have agreed in, and to have allowed no contradiction to it, that may, and doth as evidently ap­pear to belong to the Rule of Faith, as evidently it may and doth appear, that the Society of the Church, freely acted by it ſelf, hath given ſuch conſent. And therefore this preſcription will inferr nothing, when it may by any means, ap­pear, that the conſent of the Church, and the freedom which is requiſite to the validity thereof, hath been anticipated or over-ſwayed, by any means interce­pting that intercourſe and correſpondence by the which it appeareth. In the mean time, the interpretation of the Scriptures is to be confined within the bounds of that which the whole Church from the beginning hath taught, when as, by the means hitherto demonſtrated, it may be evidenced, in things that be­come queſtionable.

CHAP. XXIII. Two inſtances againſt the premiſes, beſides the objection concerning the beginning of Antichriſt under the Apoſtles. The general anſwer to it. The ſeven Trum­pets in the Apocalypſe fore-tell the deſtruction of the Jewes. The ſeven Vials, the plagues inflicted upon the Empire for the ten perſecutions. The correſpon­dence of Deniels Propheſie inferreth the ſame. Neither S. Pauls Prophe [...]e nor S. Johns concerneth any Chriſtian. Neither the opinion of the Chiliaſts, nor the giving of the Euchariſt to Infants new Baptized, Catholick.
[Page]
BEfore I leave this point, I muſt here take notice of two inſtances againſt that which I have ſaid. The firſt is the opinion of the Millenaries, which is ſaid to be the general opinion of the primitive Fathers, Juſtine the Martyr, Clemens Alexandrinus, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Victorinus the Martyr, Lactantius, and I know not how many more. So that univerſal antiquity will preſcribe no­thing in mater of Faith, when wee ſee ſo general an error of the moſt ancient corrected by their ſucceſſors. The other, in the cuſtom of giving the Euchariſt to Infants, as ſoon as they were baptized, pretended to be ſo general, that no practice of the Church can conclude any thing to come from the Apoſtles, to him that avoweth this to have been well and duely changed by the Church that is. There is beſides theſe a more general objection againſt the teſtimony of the Church in any mater of Chriſtianity, riſing from S. Pauls Propheſie 2 Theſſ. II. 2, 7, 14. that the myſtery of iniquity was then on work, till hee that hindred were out of the way, not to be revealed. Which is pretended to be the corru­ption of Chriſtianity by ſuch as profeſſed to be of the Church, then begun, not to be declared, till the riſe of the Papacy, by the fall of the Empire: Or, as the Socinians will have it, till after the death of the Apoſtles, at what time, as Hegeſippus in Euſebius witneſſeth, the Church, that, till then, had continued a Virgin, was defloured and defiled by mixing with adulterate doctrine. This ob­jection I have produced elſwhere, and repeat it here, in the firſt place, to be con­ſidered, as pretending here to make fuller anſwer. I excepted heretofore thus; That, unleſſe they that make this objection tye themſelves to demonſtrate, wherein that corruption conſiſts, which the Apoſtle ſayes was then on working under-hand; it will be as free for Socinians to pretend, that hee means this cor­ruption to conſiſt in the Faith of the Trinity, and the Satisfaction of Chriſt and Original ſin, as in any thing peculiar to the Papacy. And that with ſo much the more reaſon, becauſe, if wee make the Pope Antichriſt by virtue of this Scripture, wee muſt make him ſo for that which is peculiar to the Papacy, where­as, the corruption here ſpoken of concerns the whole Church, as well as that of Rome. Now I except more ſtrongly, that, ſuppoſing the purpoſe of S. Paul to concern the corruption of the Church, that corruption cannot conſiſt in any thing, which, by ſufficient teſtimony may appear, to have been received in the Church from the beginning. That is to ſay, to this bare ſurmize of S. Pauls meaning, I have oppoſed all the reaſon that hath been alleged to prove, that, whatſoever hath been received in the Church from the beginning, is either of the Rule of Faith, or ſome cuſtome introduced by the Apoſtles. But becauſe ſtill, this is but an exception in bart to the objection, not in reſolution of the difficulty which groundeth it; I will proceed further, to ſhow, that neither this Propheſie, nor the Revelation of S. John is meant of thoſe that profeſſed Chri­ſtianity, either in corrupting it, or in perſecuting Chriſtians, but of the profeſſed enemies thereof, who perſecuted the profeſſion of it, to wit the Princes of the Romane Empire.
To which purpoſe, having obſerved, that the whole Propheſy of the Reve­lation, from Chap. V. to XX. conſiſting in the Viſion of a Book ſealed with ſe­ven Seals; at opening the ſeventh whereof, ſeven Angels are ſeen to blow ſe­ven Trumpets; at blowing the ſeventh whereof, ſeven Angels come forth, and pour forth ſeven viols of Gods Judgments upon the earth; I now ſay further, [Page] that the ſeven Trumpets ſignifie the Judgments of God poured forth upon the Jewes in Jewry, for refuſing and perſecuting the Goſpel. The evidence hereof is firſt, in that of Apoc. VII. 4. 8. where there are ſealed CXLIVM, of every Tribe XII M. to be preſerved from the plagues of the ſeven ſeals, to wit, the Chriſtians of whom our Lord had ſaid, Mat. XXIV. 31. Mar. XIII. 20. that for the elects ſake, thoſe dayes ſhould be ſhortned. For it is evident, that this Viſion is preſented S. John upon occaſion of the like, which hee had read in Ezekiel IX. 4, 5, 6. in the like caſe, where the Angel is firſt commanded to mark thoſe that ſhould be ſaved from the deſtruction which hee propheſieth. And therefore, where, in the beginning of the Chapter, hee ſeeth four Angels ſtanding at the four corners of the earth, who are forbidden to hurt it, till the ſervants of God be marked; it is manifeſt, that this earth is not the world, but the land of Jewry. Again, when it is ſaid, XI. 1, 8, 13. that the Gentiles ſhall trample the outer Court of the Temple; and that therefore S. John ſhould not meaſure it, as hee is tyed to meaſure the inner Court and Temple; That the carkaſſes of the two witneſſes ſhould lye in the ſtreets of the great City where our Lord was cruci­fied, ſpiritually called Sodom and Egypt; That there was a great earthquake, which caſt down the South part of that City, and killed ſeven thouſand; hee that would ſee men pitifully crucifie themſelves by racking the Scriptures, let him look upon them that ingage themſelves not to underſtand by all this, the City of Jeruſalem and the Temple there. Further, what is the meaning, that the CXLIVM are ſeen ſtanding with the Lamb upon mount Sion, XIV. 1. if they belong not to that people? What is the meaning, that afterwards XIV. 19, 20. when the Angel with the ſickle had made the Vintage, and caſt it into the Wine-preſſe of Gods wrath, this Wine-preſſe is trode without the City, and the bloud over-flows to the ſpace of XVI C furlongs; But, that the City of Jeruſalem is meant, and the Judgment executed in the deſtruction thereof ex­preſſed by the Wine-preſſe of Gods wrath, which over-flowed all that compaſſe without the City? If theſe things cannot be, unleſſe the ſounding of the ſeven Trumpets, Chap. VIII and IX be underſtood to proclaim the ſame vengeance; Let mee ask, what is the reaſon, that, having related what the founding of them produced, hee addeth, IX. 20, 21. The reſt of men, that were not ſlain with theſe Plagues, neither repented of the works of their hands, ſo as not to worſhip Devils, and Idols of gold, ſilver, braſſe, ſtone and wood, which can neither ſee, nor hear, nor go: Nor of their murthers, and witcheries, and whoredoms, and thefts. For, the Jews not being chargeable with Idolatry at that time, nor the conſequences thereof, how ſhould the reſt be chargeable for not repenting of the ſame? For, to ſay, that covetouſneſſe of ſilver, gold, and goods of braſſe, ſtone, or wood, is the Idolatry, and theſe the Idols here meant, is to ſtrain the Scripture to an improper ſenſe, whereof there is no argument in the words. But if wee ſay, that the reſt of men, that were not ſlain with the Jews, are the Gentiles, to whom God by deſtroying Jeruſalem, ſent a warning to turn them from their I­dols to Chriſtianity, for perſecuting whereof they ſaw the Jews deſtroyed; wee ſay, that the main ſcope of the whole Propheſie is touched in theſe words; And from hence wee ſhall be able to give a reaſon, why, having propounded (in the twelfth and thirrteenth Chapters) the ſubject of that vengeance which hee ſeeth God to take, by the Viſion of the ſeven Viols, in the fifteenth and ſixteenth Chapters; hee returneth to remembrance of thoſe CXLIV M that were mar­ked to be ſaved, and of the deſtruction of the reſt of the Jews, XIV. 1-5, 14-20. of which, I ſhall not eaſily believe, that a reaſonable account can be gi­ven otherwiſe. For, having fore-told the perſecution of Chriſtians in thoſe two Chapters, the twelfth and thirteenth, what could be more pertinent, than, that hee ſhould return to the remembrance of the ſaving of thoſe that were marked, and the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, as a patern of comfort to Chriſtians, to incourage them to indure, and of terror to the Gentiles to refrain that fury? And therefore, as before, IX. 20. this intent had been ſignified, ſo it is moſt ex­preſly repeated by the proclamation of three Angels one after another, XIV. 6, 8, 9-11. warning all to worſhip God alone, not the Beaſt of Chapter [Page] XIII. and fore-warning of the fall of Babylon for her Idolatries.
Now I am to remember you, that, after the ſealing of the CXLIVM Jew­iſh Chriſtians, there appears before the Throne of God, ſo great a multitude as no man could number, of all Nations, Tribes, people, and Languages, cloa­thed in white Robes, and ſinging praiſes to God. Which, afterwards, are expounded by the Angel to be thoſe that come out of the great tribulation, and had waſhed their Robes white in the bloud of the Lamb, VII. 9. 14. that is to ſay, Martyrs. And further, that theſe are they, who are ſeen at opening the fifth Seal, ſtanding beneath the Altar, and calling for vengeance upon their bloud, VI. 9, 10. Which vengeance begins to be executed by the ſeven Trumpets. And the Angel that throws down thoſe coals of vengeance upon the earth, from the Altar above, is ſaid to put incenſe to the prayers of the Saints, VIII. 3, 4, 5. So that the ſame Cenſer, ſends up perfume, that is thoſe prayers, to the throne, and vengeance down upon earth. Seeing then, that it is manifeſt to all, that at opening the firſt Seal, our Lord goes forth upon a white horſe to make warr, VI. 2. Who, after victory and revenge upon his enemies, appears in the ſame likeneſſe again, as triumphing over his enemies, XIX. 11-16. it will be re­quiſite, to underſtand the Viſion of opening the ſix Seals to be a general propo­ſition of the whole Propheſie, ſignifying the publiſhing of the Goſpel, and the prevailing thereof, through the vengeance which God would execute upon the perſecutors of it, Jews firſt, and afterwards Gentiles of the Romane Empire, who would not take warning by the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, to turn from perſecuting the Goſpel, to imbrace Chriſtianity. And therefore the ſignification of the reſt of the Seals is common to both. For, when hee feeth a Red Horſe to ſignifie warr, a Black Horſe to ſignifie famine, and a Pale Horſe to ſignifie peſti­lence, VI. 3-8. it is manifeſt, that all this agrees wonderfully with that which our Lord had fore-told ſhould come to paſſe in Jewry, as a preface to the de­ſtruction of Jeruſalem, of warrs, famines, earthquakes and peſſilences, ſo as, notwithſtanding, the end not to be yet, Mark XIII. 5-10. Mat. XXIV. 6-15. Luke XXI.—8-20. And yet it expreſſeth as punctually, thoſe calamities of the world, which, thoſe of the Empire did impute to the ſufferance of Chri­ſtianity, when as God indeed intended thereby to puniſh them that imbraced it not. Antiquity is copious in this ſubject, that, when theſe calamities fell out, the Romanes cried out upon the Chriſtians, as the onely cauſe of them. The beginning of Arnobius his diſpute againſt the Gentiles will ſatisfie you of it. When as, therefore, the perſecution of Chriſtianity was both begun in Jewry, (as the Acts of the Apoſtles inform us) and proſecuted in the Empire, it will be againſt the truth of the caſe, to reſtrain the cry of the Souls under the Altar, upon the opening of the fifth Seal, either to thoſe that ſuffered by the Jewes, or by the Empire. Now hee that peruſeth that which is ſaid to have come to paſſe upon the opening of the ſixth Seal, Apoc. VII. 12-17. might have cauſe to think that hee reads the deſtruction of the world; but that it is evident, both, that the deſtruction of Jeruſalem is propheſied by our Lord by the like expreſ­ſions, (which the Prophets alſo of the Old Teſtament do uſe in deſcribing the vengeance which God taketh upon the Nations) and alſo, that this Propheſie expreſſes a large time for Chriſtianity to continue in the world, after this ven­geance taken by God upon the enemies of it. And therefore wee muſt believe that thoſe have reaſon, who referr the effect of it, no leſſe to the great change that fell out in the world, upon the ceaſing of the perſecution of Diocletian, and the coming of the Empire into the hands of the Chriſtians, than to the de­ſtruction of Jeruſalem. For, when could it be ſaid more juſtly, that the world was in an earthquake, that the Sun became like hair cloth, and the moon like bloud, that the ſtarrs fell to the earth, as a fig-tree ſhaken with a great winde caſts her figs, that the heavens paſſed away as a book folded up, and the Mountains and Iſlands were removed out of their places, (if ever ſuch things could juſtly be ſaid by the Prophets to expreſſe great alterations to fall out in the world) then when thoſe Tyrants, and by conſequence all their miniſters, for ſhame that they were not able to root up Chriſtianity, gave up the deſign with their power, and left the [Page] Empire to ſtrangers, which, in a few years, fell into the hands of Conſtantine, and the Chriſtians his Miniſters? When could it be mōre juſtly ſaid, that the Kings and great Ones of the earth, the rich, the Captains, and the Nobles, the bond and the free, hid themſelves in caves and rocks of the Mountains, ſaying to them, fall on us and hide us from the face of him that ſits on the Throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb, for the great day of his wrath is come, and who can ſtand? Then, when the Perſecuters, ſome gave up the deſign, others proclaimed the hand of God upon them, and all their Miniſters ſaw Chriſtianity, which they had perſecuted, to flouriſh, and their powers poſſeſſed by Chriſtians? Which how ſtrongly it inferreth (eſpecially if you take the premiſes along) that, the Trumpets ſounding the vengeance taken upon the Jews, the Viols muſt ſigni­fie the like upon the Empire for the ten perſecutions raiſed upon the ſame pre­tenſe of rooting out Chriſtianity (not by thoſe that profeſſe Chriſtianity, though indeed they corrupt it) I leave to all the world to judge. Eſpecially, if wee conſider that which is often repeated from the beginning of the Propheſy, that the mater of it muſt come to paſs ſhortly, that they are happy that ſhall read and obſerve it, and that to that purpoſe it is ſent to the ſeven Churches of Aſia, as concerning them deeply; Which, if it concern vengeance to be taken of the blood of thoſe that ſuffered by the Papacy, by conſequence of the premiſes is yet to come, at leaſt the vengeance propheſied, and ten thouſand chances to one if ever it do come, while thoſe that rack the Propheſy to ſignifie it, are forced to propheſie themſelves, without evidencing any commiſſion for it; and the ſeven Churches in a maner ſuppreſſed by Infidels, far enough from being any thing of the effect of it, or any of thoſe to whom S. John can be ſuppoſed to ſpeak when hee ſends it. And truly, ſuppoſing that the ſound of the Trump­ets concernes the Jews, which no reaſon refuſes, no modeſty denies; and ſup­poſing again, that S. John was not baniſhed into Patmos till Domitians dayes, which is the original and more probable report of Irenaeus (though ſome ſup­poſe hee was ſent thither afore, when Claudius his Edict commanded all Jews to depart from Rome, becauſe Epiphanius ſayes, that hee propheſied under Clan­dius, and the Pro-conſul of Aſia might, as it was ordinary, command the ſame for that Province which the Prince had at Rome; For, what probability can there be, that S. John ſhould be forbidden Aſia, when S. Paul was permitted Achaia, as wee find by the Acts? I ſay ſuppoſing this, a very good reaſon is to be given, why the calamities of the Jews, then paſt, are repreſented to S. John by the vi­ſion of the Trumpets; to wit, for the aſſurance and incouragement of the Chri­ſtians, for the terror and converſion of their Perſecuters, who, knowing that which was come upon the Jews, prophetically deſcribed by the ſounding of the ſeven Trumpets, might, both the better underſtand that part of it, and better in­ferre the meaning of the ſeven Vials; together with that which goes afore, to prepare the way for the pouring of them forth, and follows, to ſhow the con­ſequence of it. And, I muſt adde farther, that, though I ſay, that the deſtruction of Jeruſalem was paſt when S. John was baniſhed into Patmos; yet this Prophe­ſy of it, and of the ſeven Trumpets, might be revealed to him before, accord­ing to Ep [...]phanius, affirming that hee propheſied in Claudius his dayes. For, what hindreth that which concerned the Jews onely to be revealed while Jeruſalem ſtood, the viſions of the ſeven Seals, and ſeven Vials, (concerning the Gentiles either in part or onely) being reſerved to the perſecution under Domitian, in which S. John is commanded to write that Letter to the ſeven Churches, which hee is commanded to ſend the whole Propheſy with?
Let mee now deſire the Reader to look upon that interpretation which I have given in the Review of my Book of the Right of the Church in a Chriſtian ſtate, to that which is propheſied of the Raign of the Saints, that is the Chriſtians, with their Lord Chriſt, for a thouſand years, Apoc. XX. which, they they that referre the ſeventh Trumpet, and the ſeven Viols, in which it is accompliſhed, to the judgments to come upon the Papacy, cannot avoid to inferre the opinion of the Millenaries, condemned long ſince, and ſuppreſſed in the Church, in ſo much that the moſt learned of them hath profeſſedly ſet up the Standard to revive it. I [Page] will not here ſuppoſe any thing, how prejudicial this opinion either is, or, as it is held, may be to Chriſtianity. This I will ſay, that thoſe which read the Hi­ſtory of the Succeſſors of Alexander, Kings of Syria and Aegypt, ſo expreſly propheſied Dan. XI. that many particulars of it might have been buried in obli­vion, had not the expoſition of it inforced S. Hierome and his Predeceſſors to have recourſe to thoſe Hiſtories which now are loſt, and out of them to relate ſuch paſſages as the Prophet points at; I ſay, I ſhall count them ſtrange men, if, ſeeing the reſt agree with the Story, when they come to Antiochus Ep [...]pha­nes, and thoſe things which the Prophet foretells of his acts in a continued Narrative, they can perſwade themſelves, that they were not fulfilled under him, but muſt belong to the coming of Antichriſt. I know S. Jerome is charge­able with it: But it is one thing for him to follow ſome Predeceſſors, in expound­ing that which hee knew not how to expound otherwiſe, another thing to im­poſe ſuch a doctrine upon the Church, upon no ground, but ſuch an interpreta­tion as that. I muſt ſay farther, that, the Viſions of the VII and VIII Chap­ters of Daniel of the four Beaſts, and the ten horns of the fourth, and the little horn that blaſphemed God and made war againſt the Saints, VII. 8, 9. Of the Ram [...]e and the Goat, and the little horn thereof which made war againſt God and his people, Dan. VII. 9-14, muſt of neceſſity be underſtood of Antiochus Epiphanes, becauſe of the taking away of the daily ſacrifice ſo expreſly foretold; That Nebucchadnezzars viſion of the Statue, which repreſents four Kingdomes, the laſt whereof is evidently that of Syria and Aegypt, whereof both in their turns had the command of the Jews, Dan. II. ſeemeth to have no other aim but to introduce the Propheſie of their ſufferings under Epiphanes. The purpoſe of theſe Viſions toward the Jews being the ſame, with that of the Apocalypſe to­ward the Chriſtians, to comfort them with reſolution to adhere to the Law, un­der to great trials, the good ſucceſs whereof, the ſame Propheſie which foretold the Perſecutions aſſureth. It is not my buſineſſe here to enter into any farther expoſition of the particulars, preſuming that, the reaſons which confine the In­terpretation being ſo concluding, thoſe that will look into the writings of thoſe that walk within the bounds of Epiphanes his time, eſpecially Grotius the lateſt and ableſt, will find a more proper ſenſe within thoſe times, than any can be i­magined otherwiſe. If therefore the Perſecutions then related be fulfilled in the ſufferings of the Jews under Epiphanes, then the Kingdom which there is ſoretold to be given the Saints and People of God, after vengeance executed upon him, Dan. VII. 18, 22, 27. XII. 2, 3. muſt alſo of neceſſity be underſtood of that Dominion which that Nation attained by freeing themſelves from the Dominion of the Macedonians under the Maccabees.
Now, there being ſuch correſpondence, not onely between the main intent of both Propheſies, but alſo between the particulars of them, in very many things, which, no man can read both with diligence but muſt obſerve (though it is true, that many figures are uſed in S. Johns Revelations which are found to cor­reſpondent purpoſes in the Viſions of others of the Prophets concerning Gods ancient people) I conceive no man will be able to reprove the conſequence; that, both the Perſecutions which pretended to make the Chriſtians renounce Chriſt, as Antiochus pretended to make the Jews renounce the Law, are intend­ed by the fifth Seal, and alſo the coming of Conſtantine to the Empire, whereby the Government of the world came into the hands of Chriſtians by the ſixth Seal; As well as the Dominion of the Maccabees ſucceeding the perſecution of Epiphanes, by the raign of the Saints foretold by Daniel. From whence I ar­gue, that S. Pauls Propheſie cannot intend any that ſhould profeſſe Chriſtianity with an intent to corrupt it, becauſe of the terms which hee uſeth; Hee that exalteth himſelf againſt all that is called God, or to be worſhipped, ſo as to ſeat himſelf in the Temple of God, ſhowing himſelf that hee is God; Being the ſame in which Epiphanes is deſcribed, Dan. XI. 36, 37. And the King ſhall do what him liſt: Hee ſhall exalt himſelf, and magnifie himſelf againſt all that is God, and ſhall ſpeak marvelous things againſt the God of Gods, and ſhall proſper till the wrath be accompliſhed: For the determination is made. Neither ſhall hee regard the God [Page] of his Fathers, nor the deſires of women, nor care for any God: For hee ſhall mag­nifie himſelf above all. For who is it that magnifies himſelf above all that is cal­led or accounted God, and worſhipped for God, though by his own Predeceſſors, but hee that appoints the Jews, whom they ſhall worſhip, for their own, the true God, in the Temple? But hee that appoints the Chriſtians to whom they ſhall ſacrifice? Which, as, of all other Princes that had the Jews in their pow­er, none did but Epiphanes, ſo, all the Emperours that raiſed perſecution againſt the Chriſtians did neceſſarily do. For, as it is manifeſt, that, both the Macedo­nian Kings and Roman Emperours were themſelves worſhipped for Gods by their Gentile Subjects; ſo can none be ſaid to advance himſelf above all that is called or worſhipped for God, but thoſe that, firſt, forbid the worſhip of the true God, then, of falſe Gods, allow or diſallow the worſhip of whomſoever their own fanſie directs, which is a thing common to Antiochus Epiphanes with the Roman Emperours. For the ſaying of Tertullian is well enough known; Apolog. V. cap. Niſihomini deus placuerit, deus non erit; Spoken in regard of the Power that State uſed, to allow or diſallow the Religions and the Gods which they pleaſed; Whereupon hee reſts and ſayes; That ſuch Gods, if they have not man to friend, muſt be no Gods. And beſides, the Emperours by aſſu­ming the Legal power of Pontifex maximus, were inveſted with a Civil Right, of allowing or diſallowing whomſoever ſhould pretend to be worſhipped for God, within the bounds of the Empire.
Whether then that wee ſuppoſe, that the Propheſie of S. Paul to the Theſ­ſalonians, and the Revelations made to S. Iohn do concern Antichriſt or not; (ſeeing the Scripture no where ſaith, that either the one or the other intendeth to ſpeak of Antichriſt.) And for the preſent, omitting the diſpute, whether that Antichriſt whom S. Iohn in his firſt Epiſtle II. 18, 19. IV. 1, 2, 3. admitteth to be appointed to come, though other Antichriſts were come afore; whether I ſay that Antichriſt be ſuch a one as by perſecution ſhould ſeek to conſtrain Chriſtians to renounce Chirſt, or ſuch a one as by profeſſing Chriſtianity ſhould induce Chriſtians to admit the corruption of Chriſtianity, and thereby to forfeit the benefit of it; I ſay, omitting to diſpute this for the preſent, out of the premiſes I ſhall eaſily inferr, that there is neither in S. Pauls Propheſie, nor in S. Iohns Revelations, any thing to ſignifie, that they are intended of any that ſhould bring in the corruption of Chriſtianity, by making profeſſion of it. Whereupon it followeth, that, though wee ſuppoſe the myſtery of iniquity which S. Paul foretelleth to be the ſame that S. Iohn ſaw, (as truly I do ſuppoſe) and both to begin with the preaching of Chriſtianity, yet from thence no exce­ption can be made to the interpretation of the Scriptures, and the determination of things queſtioned in Chriſtianity, from that which may appear to have been received by the whole Church from the beginning. Onely I will adde, that it is a very barbarous wrong that is done the Church, whether by the Socinians, or by whoſoever they are, that allege the teſtimony of Hegeſippus in Euſebius, acknow­ledging; That the Church, which, during the time of the Apoſtles was a pure Virgin, after their departure began to be adulterate with the contagion of peſti­lent doctrines; to argue, that this being the myſtery of iniquity which S. Paul propheſieth, is alſo the corruption of the Papacy, which, beginning ſo early, leaves nothing unſuſpected that can be preſumed upon the conſent of the Church. For, it is manifeſt, that Hegeſippus ſpeaks of the abominable doctrines of the Gno­ſticks, which, as it is manifeſt by the writings of the Apoſtles, that they were on foot during their time, ſo may wee well believe Hegeſippus, that, upon their death, they ſpread ſo ſarr, that, in compariſon of what ſucceeded, the Church of the A­poſtles may well be counted a pure Virgin. It is alſo manifeſt, from the premi­ſes, that the Gnoſticks could finde in their hearts to counterfeit themſelves as well Chriſtians as Jewes or Gentiles, to ſecure themſelves from puniſhment, and winn followers: But it is alſo manifeſt, that, as they were diſcovered by the Church, ſo they were put out of the Church, and forced to range themſelves a­mong their own reſpective Sectaries. So that, to impute the corruption of their damnable inventions to the Church, becauſe they mixed themſelves with the [Page] Church till they were diſcovered, is the ſame juſtice that the Gentiles did the Chriſtians, in charging them with thoſe horrible inceſts and vilainies, which the Gnoſticks only were guilty of, becauſe they, ſo farr as it was for their turn, affect­ed to ſhelter themſelves under the profeſſion of Chriſtians. I ſhall have occaſion in another place to inquire further, concerning the ri [...]ng of the Gnoſticks du­ring the time of the Apoſtles. In the mean time, becauſe I ſee thoſe, who know not how to yield to the truth when it is ſhowed them, ſtand in the juſtification of the wrong that is done the Church, by expounding, of the corruptions of the Papacy, that which Hegeſippus ſaith of the Gnoſticks, it ſhall be enough to give you his own words in Euſebius Eccleſ. Hiſt. III. 32. R. Steph.  [...]. Hegeſippus ſaith; That till that time, the Church remained a pure Virgin and undefloured; Thoſe that indeavored to adulterate the true Rule of that preaching which ſaveth (the Rule of Faith, which I ſaid ſo much of afore) lur­king in obſcure holes of darkneſſe till then, if any ſuch there were. But, the ſacred quire of the Apoſtles having found the ſeveral ends of their lives; And, that gene­ration of men being paſt, that were vouchſafed to hear the wiſedom of God with their own ears, then did the confirmation of atheiſtical error receive beginning, through the deceit of falſe Teachers; Who now, none of the Apoſtles remaining, undertook, bare-headed, for the future, to preach that Knowledge which is falſly ſo called in op­poſition to the preaching of the truth. For, here you have, in expreſſe terms, that Knowledge falſly ſo called, from whence the Church, after S. Paul, calls all thoſe Hereticks Gnoſticks, as pretending to have got it by ſuch means, as our Lord had not diſcovered to his Apoſtles. You have alſo the difference between their lur­king under the Apoſtles, and their open preaching after their death, in terms ſo expreſſe, that, hee muſt have a good will to it, whoever overſees. I ſhall be ob­liged to referr my ſelf to theſe ſame words in another place.
Now, to that which is objected concerning the opinion of the Millennaries, I anſwer firſt, that it cannot be thought ever to have been Catholick. For, Iu­ſtine the Martyr, who firſt mentions it, in his diſpute with Trypho the Jew, not many years after the Apoſtles, expreſly teſtifies, that it was the opinion of the moſt orthodox Chriſtians: (to wit, in his judgment) but withall, that it was contradicted by others, who were nevertheleſſe Chriſtians, even in his account, that is, of the Communion of the Church. Which, as it is a peremptory ex­ception againſt the Univerſality, ſo is it a reaſonable preſumption againſt the O­riginality of it; Seeing that, in ſo few years between him and the Apoſtles, thoſe that believed not all which they had delivered for the common Chriſtiani­ty can, in no probability, be thought to have injoyed the Communion of the Church. And truely, had it not been contradicted elſewhere, that excellent Pre­late, Denys of Alexandriae, that ſuppreſſed it in Egypt about CXXX after, as you may ſee in Euſebius Eccleſ. Hiſt. VII. 23, 24, 25. would have found a hard text of it. For, the intelligence and correſpondence then in uſe between all parts of the Church, would eaſily have confirmed thoſe of his charge even a­gainſt him. The reaſon of atchieving the work was, becauſe the reſt of Chri­ſtendom inſiſted not on it. Neither is the number, or repute of Writers ex­tant, the reaſon to conclude any thing Catholick, if the premiſes be true; But the evidence which may be made, (ſometimes from the diſputes of able Writers, but much more, from the acts which paſt in the Church, according or againſt that which they diſpute) that their doctrine was received or not received by the Church, in whole or in part, as neceſſary, or not. And therefore ſecondly I ſay, that the mater of this poſition concerneth not the Rule of Faith common­ly obliging all Chriſtians, but the interpretation of a true Propheſie indeed, [Page] but, the true underſtanding whereof, whoſo would make neceſſary to the ſalvati­on of all Chriſtians, ſhould tye all Chriſtians, upon their ſalvation, to underſtand the Apocalypſe, which who does? To juſtifie this opinion, it hath been ſhowed that the Jewes have this opinion, that their Chriſt ſhall raign M years when hee comes, which ſeeing they cannot be ſuppoſed to have received from the Chriſti­ans, it makes a juſt preſumption, that they had it even in S. Iohns time. The Jewes have a Tradition which they attribute to the School of one R. Elias, men­tioned in many of their writings, by name in Baal haturim upon Gen. II. and which is alſo the conceit, not onely of Lactantius, VII. 14. Tychonius the Do­natiſt in his V Rule for expounding the Scripture, and the Epiſtle anciently in­titled to S. Barnabas and lately publiſhed, but alſo, (as you may ſee in the late Lord Primates Latine Diſcourſe of Cainan) That, as there paſſed II M years before the Law, under the Law, (counting from Abraham) II M years, ſo the dayes of Chriſt ſhould be II M years, and after that the everlaſting Sabbath. But whether or no the Jews of S. Iohns time could expect this thouſand years for the complement of the Sabbath or work of VIIM years, which this Tradition promiſed; Whether or no Chriſtians may expect the end of the World at the end of VII M years, the Sabbath that ſhall ſucceed being eternity; (according to that of S. Peter and of the Pſalm, that M years are as a day in Gods ſight) let them that have nothing elſe to do inquire; Certainly it will not concern the meaning of the Apocalypſe, unleſſe it could be ſaid, that the M years there fore-told are to begin after II M years of our Lord are finiſhed. Indeed, this wee ſee, that the Jewes whom King Alphonſus imployed to make the accounts of the Celeſtial motions, in appointing the motion of the fixed Starrs from Weſt to Eaſt to come rome round in XLIXM years, the irregularity of that motion to come round in VII M years, (and that, not being obliged to it by any obſervations) made the like account of Sabbaths of thouſands of years, and VII thouſands, as the Law doth of dayes, or years, or Sabbaths of years. But if theſe Jewes be pitifully put to it, when, to excuſe their not believing in Chriſt who came when the World was about IVM years old, according to their own Tradition, they are fain to ſay that it hath failed a ſmall mater, of almoſt XVII C years, for their ſins; Among the Chriſtians what can be ſaid more, but, that it pleaſed God to promiſe them M years of proſperity and raign, which the Jews, forſaking Chriſt, promiſed themſelves to no purpoſe? Seing the beginning of them cannot be tyed to the end of VIM years from the beginning of the world. And truly no more than this can be thought requiſite to the purpoſe of the whole Propheſie, of incouraging them to continue con­ſtant in the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, notwithſtanding all perſecutions, as fore­knowing the iſſue. Now, hee that continues conſtant in Chriſtianity, and never knew this Propheſie, ſhall want nothing neceſſary to his ſalvation, though hee want ſo nething very effectual to the having of that which is neceſſary; To wit, of perſeverance in Chriſtianity; The intent of this Propheſie being to per­ſwade them to it. Which is enough to ſhow any man a difference, between the right underſtanding of this Propheſie, and any part of the Rule of Faith.
As for the cuſtome of giving the Euchariſt to Infants ſo ſoon as they were baptized, I anſwer, that, the evidence which I will give you, that it was never uſed out of an opinion of neceſſity to Salvation, as the Baptiſme of Infants was, ſeemeth to be an exception ſufficient againſt the univerſal uſe of it, as ſup­poſed to come from the Apoſtles. Hee that will ſhew mee any Writer of the Church, by whoſe teſtimony it may be preſumed, that the Church did not bap­tize Infants, out of an opinion that they could not be ſaved without it, (I ſpeak not now of the truth of this opinion, but onely of the point of fact, whatſo­ever may be argued from thence by virtue of the premiſes) I will yield him, that the ſame Writer did believe, that the giving of the Euchariſt to Infants up­on their Baptiſme, was commanded by the Apoſtles. I acknowledge it is the opinion of Tertullian (for which there is no mark upon him as ever a whit the leſſe Catholick) that it was not expedient to baptize Infants, becauſe of the danger of years under diſcretion, to ſeduce them from the fulfilling of their [Page] profeſſion, before they could throughly underſtand what it imported. But I de­ny that this was, becauſe he, or any body then believed, that they could go out of the world unbaptiſed, and yet be ſaved. For, when the vigilance of Pa­rents, and the diligence of all, might aſſure them, not to fail of Baptiſm in caſe of neceſſity; it is no marvail, if the reaſon alledged might move men to de­fer it to the years of manhood, beleeving no leſſe the neceſſity of it. Now in the writings of Fulgentius, a worthy African Prelate, there is extant a little piece, in anſwer to a Letter of Ferrandus, a Deacon of his, it ſeems, about a certain Moore, who being converted, and having divers times made profeſſion of Chriſtianity, as the cuſtome of the Church then required; after that, being taken ſick, was baptized, without being able, by ſpeaking, to make the like profeſſion as the rule required all at their baptiſm to make. Upon other conſiderations, the Letter deſires reſolution of the ſalvation of this Moore; But, upon this alſo, becauſe he ſurvived not to receive the Euchariſt, which is clearly anſwered in the affirmative, upon as good reaſons of Scripture, as a good Chriſtian can deſire. Which is without exception, to ſhow, that they had not that opinion of the neceſſity of the Euchariſt, as of Baptiſm, ſufficient to argue a ſeverall beginning of obſerving them both. And truly, ſeeing it is granted on all hands, that it is no inconvenience in Chriſtianity, that the Church, or any part of it, miſtake the true meaning of ſome Scriptures, the alledging of our Lords words; Ʋnleſs yee eat the fleſh of the Sonne of man, and drink his blood, yee have not life in you, Joh. VI. 53. ſeems to argue, that this came to be an or­der from ſome new act of the Church, or part of it; rather then, that it was practiſed as coming from the Apoſtles. Whereunto if we add that which here fol­lows; though it appear (chiefly by S. Cyprian, de lapſis) to have been frequented in Africk, though it were practiſed in the Weſtern and Eaſtern Church, yet perhaps it will appear to comeſhort of S. Auſtins rule, of diſcerning what comes from the Apoſtles, as affording appearance, that it was neither Original, nor Catholick: as for how prejudiciall, this is not the place to determine it.
The words of Innocent I Pope, out of which it is commonly taken for grant­ed, that this cuſtome was in uſe at Rome, are theſe, Epiſt. XCIII. Apud Au­guſtinum: Illud verò quod eos veſtra fraternitas aſſerit praedicare, parvulos aeternae vitae praemiis etiam ſine baptiſmatis gratiâ poſſe donari, perfatuum eſt. Niſi enim manducaverint carnem filii homins, & biberint ſanguinem ejus, non habebunt vitam in  [...]ſemetipſis. But, that which your brotherhood affirms that they publiſh, that Infants may have the reward of eternal life given them even without the grace of baptiſm, is very fooliſh: For unleſſe they eat the fleſh of the Sonne of man, and drink his blood, they have not life in themſelves. Where it is plain, that eating the fleſh, and drinking the blood of Chriſt, which he makes neceſſary to ſalvation, is that which conſiſts in being baptized; but of giving them the Euchariſt, not a word more then this. The ſame fenſe (concerning the eating of the fleſh, and drinking the blood of Chriſt in and by baptiſme, and that onely neceſſary to ſalvation) S. Auſtine alſo moſt manifeſtly delivers in a paſſage alledged by Gra­tain, de Conſecrat. diſt. 2 Cap. Quia paſſus eſt dominus, out of a certain Homily, de infantibus, which Bede alſo hath, in 1 ad Cor. X. Nulli eſt aliquatenus dubi­tandum, unumquemque ſidelium Corporis & ſanguinis Dominici tunc eſſe partici­pem, quando in baptiſmate membrum efficitur Chriſti? nec alienari ab illius panis caliciſ (que) conſortio, etiamſi antequam panem illum comedat calicem (que) bibat, de hoc ſeculo migraverit, in unitate Corporis Chriſti conſtitutus. No man is any way to doubt, that every believer then becomes partaker of the body and blood of Chriſt, when he is made a member of Chriſt by baptiſm: Nor does he become a ſtranger to the communion of that bread and cup, though before eat that bread, and drink that cup, he goes out of the world, eſtated in the unity of Chriſts body. And thus he expounds alſo the eating of Chriſts fleſh, and drinking his blood, de pec­catorum meritis & remiſ. III. 4. And ſo he is likewiſe there to be underſtood, Cap. XX. And, to this purpoſe, all thoſe paſſages of his are in force, whereby he requireth nothing but Baptiſme to the ſalvation of Infants. And, in this ſenſe, Hypognoſt. ad Art. V. Quomodo vitam regni coelorum promittitis parvulis non re­natis[Page]ex aqnâ & ſpiritu, non cibatis carne, at (que) non potatis ſanguine Chriſti, qui fuſus eſt in remiſſionem peccatorum? Ecce non baptizatus, vitali etiam cibo po­culo (que) privatus, dividitur à regno coelornm, ubi fons viventium permanet Chri­ſtus. How do ye (Pelagians) promiſe little ones, not born again of water and the ſpirit, no [...] fed with the fleſh, nor drenched with the blood of Chriſt ſhed for re [...]iſſion of ſins, the life of the Kingdom of heaven? See, the unbaptized, deprived alſo of the bread and cup of life, is divided from the Kingdom of Heaven, where Chriſt the well of life remains. So, it appears that the African Church had this cuſtome, but held it not neceſſary to ſalvation as Baptiſm; But by Gennadius, de dogma­tibus Eccleſiaſticis, Cap. LII. It appears to have been a cuſtome of the Church, when Hereticks were reconciled to the Church by confirmation, to give their little ones the Euchariſt preſently upon it. And Ordo Romanus de Baptiſmo, preſcribes it after the ſolemn Baptiſm before Eaſter, which the French Capitulary, I. 161. and Alcuinus alſo, de divinis officiis provideth for. And in the Eaſtern Church, Dionyſius in the end of the booke de Hierarchiâ Eccleſiaſticâ. In the mean time it is to be conſidered, that, there being no order that all ſhould be baptized Infants; nor at what age: (Whereupon St. Gregory Nazianzene, Orat. XLII. in Sanctum Bapt. adviſes at three or four years of age) it cannot be ſaid to have been a generall cuſtome of the Church; Nor, that it could be o­riginall from the Apoſtles, becauſe the ſolemn times of Baptiſme, at Eaſter and Whitſontide, cannot be thought to have been ſettled, till Chriſtianity was grown very vulgar. For, as for thoſe that were baptized upon particular occaſi­ons, or in danger of death, it cannot be thought, that the Euchariſt was cele­brated for their purpoſe; nor doth any example appear, that it was ever brought them from the Church. On the contrary, when the times of Baptiſme came to be diſuſed, becauſe it was found to be for the beſt, that all ſhould be bapti­zed Infants; upon this occaſion, the receiving of the Euchariſt came to be deferred as much longer then was fitting, in my opinion, then it was given too ſoon in S. Cyprians time, according to the example related by him in his Book de Lapſis; where the Child, whom the Pagans had given bread dipped in the wine that had been conſecrated to their Idols, (becauſe too young to eat of the fleſh of their ſacrifices) receives the Euchariſt in the Church.

CHAP. XXIV. Two ſorts of means to reſolve whatſoever is reſolvable concerning the Scripture. Upon what terms the Church may, or is to determine controverſies of Faith. And what obligation that determination produceth. Traditions of the Apoſtles oblige the preſent Church, as the reaſons of them continue or not. Inſtances in our Lords Paſſeover and Euchariſt. Penance under the Apoſtles, and afterwards. S. Pauls vail, eating blood, and things offered to Idols. The power of the Church in li­miting theſe Traditions.
I May now proceed, I conceive, to reſolve generally, upon what principles any thing queſtionable in Chriſtianity is determinable; and as franckly as briefly do affirm, that there are but two ſorts of means to reſolve us in any thing of that nature: Tradition and Argument, Authority and Reaſon, Hiſtory and Lo­gick. For whatſoever any Artiſt or Divine hath ſaid, of the great uſe of the lan­guages, in diſcovering the true meaning of the Original Scriptures, by the ancient Tranſlations, as well as the Originalls, (which I allow as much as they demand;) they muſt give me leave to obſerve, that, ſeeing all languages are certain Lawes of ſpeaking, which have the force of ſignifying by being delivered to poſterity upon agreement of their Predeoeſſors, all that helpe is duly aſcribed to Tradi­tion, which we have from the Languages. Indeed this is no Tradition of the Church, no more then all Hiſtory and Hiſtoricall truth, concerning the times, the places, the perſons mentioned in the Scripture, concerning the Lawes, the Cuſtomes, the Faſhions, and orders practiſed by perſons mentioned in the Scriptures in all particulars whereof the Scripture ſpeaks; which, whether it be de­livered [Page] by Chriſtians or not Chriſtians, as far as the common reaſon of men al­loweth or warranteth it for Hiſtorical truth, is to be admitted into conſequence, in inquiring the meaning of the Scriptures; and without it, all pretenſe of Lan­guages is pedantick and contemptible, as that which gives the true reaſon to the Language of the Scripture, whatſoever it import in vulgar uſe. This helpe being applied to the Text of the Scripture, it will be of conſequence, to confi­der the proceſs of the diſcourſe, purſuing that which may appear to be intend­ed, not by any mans fancy, but by thoſe marks, which, cleared by the helps premiſed, may appear to ſignifie it; Which is the work of reaſon, ſuppoſing the truth of the Scriptures. And whereas other paſſages of Scripture, either are clearer of themſelves, or, being made clearer by uſing the ſame helps, may ſeem to argue the meaning of that which is queſtioned: whereas, other parts of Chriſtianity reſolved afore, may ſerve as principles to inferre, by conſe­quence of reaſon, the truth of that which remains in doubt (not to be impu­red therefore to reaſon, but to the truth from which reaſon argues, as believed and not ſeen) this alſo is no leſſs the work of reaſon, ſuppoſing the truth of the Scriptures. But whereas there be two ſorts of things queſtionable in Chri­ſtianity; and all that is queſtionable meerly in point of truth, hath relation to, and dependance upon the rule of faith, as conſequent to it, or conſiſtent with it, if we will have it true; or otherwiſe, if falſe: I acknowledge in the firſt place, that nothing of this nature can be queſtionable, further, then as ſome Scripture, the meaning whereof is not evident, createth the doubt. And therefore, that the determination of the meaning of that Scripture, is the determination of the truth queſtionable. For, ſeeing the truth of Gods nature and counſails, which Chriſtianity revealeth, are things which no Chriſtian can pretend to have known, otherwiſe then by revelation from God; and that we have evidence, that whatſoever we have by Scripture, is revealed, but, by the Tradition of the Church, no further then all the Church agreeth in it; (all that wherein it agree­eth, being ſuppoſed to be in the Scripture, and much more then that) It follow­eth, that nothing can be affirmed as conſequent to, or conſiſtent with that which the tradition of the Church containeth, but by the Scripture, and from the Scri­pture. So that I willingly admit, whatſoever is alleadged from divers ſayings of the Fathers; that, whatſoever is not proved out of the Scriptures, is as eaſily rejected as it is affirmed, limiting the meaning of it as I have ſaid. But, whatſoe­ver there is Scripture produced to prove, ſeeing we have preſcribed, that no­thing can be admitted for the true meaning of any Scripture that is againſt the Catholick Tradition of the Church; it behoveth that evidence be made, that, what is pretended to be true, hath been taught in the Church ſo expreſly, as may inferre the allowance of it, and therefore is not againſt the rule of Faith. But this being cleared, ſo manifeſt as it is, that the Church hath not the privi­ledge of infallibility, in any expreſs act, which is not juſtifiable from the uni­verſall originall practice of the Church, whither in preſcribing what is to be believed, what is to be profeſſed, or what is to be done: So manifeſt muſt it remain, that nothing can be reſolved by plurality of votes of Eccleſiaſticall Writers, as to the point of truth. For then were the priviledge of infallibility in the votes of thoſe Writers, which themſelves diſclaim, from the ſubſtance of what they write. And it is to ſay, that, what had no ſuch priviledge when it was written, if it have more Authors ſurvive that hold it, ſhall be and muſt be held infallible. Which conſequences being ridiculous, it followeth, that, for the tryal of truth within the bounds aforeſaid, recourſe muſt be had to the means premiſed. And the effect of thoſe means every dayes experience witneſ­ſeth. For, the obligation which all men think they have, firmly to hold that, which by theſe means, they have all concluded from the Scriptures, is the conſe­quence of theſe principles in expounding the ſame. Which obligation, though ſometimes imaginary, in regard that between contradictory reaſons the conſe­quence may be equally firm on both ſides; yet that it cannot be otherwiſe, he that believes the truth of Chriſtianity muſt needs imagine. For, true principles truly uſed, neceſſarily produce nothing but true conſequences.
[Page]
Which if it be ſo, why ſhould any queſtion be made, that the Church may and ſometimes ought to proceed, in determining the truth of things queſtion­able upon occaſion of the Scriptures, concerning the rule of Chriſtian faith? or which is all one, that the exerciſe of this power by the Church, produceth in thoſe that are of the Church, an obligation of ſubmitting to the ſame? Indeed here be two obligations, which ſometimes may contradict one another, and therefore, whatſoever the matter of them be, the effects of them cannot be con­traries. The uſe of the means to determine the meaning of the Scriptures, pro­duceth an obligation of holding that which followeth from it; which obliga­tion no man can have, or ought to imagine he hath, before the due uſe of ſuch meanes; whither his eſtate in the Church oblige him to uſe them or not. But, the viſible determination of the Church, obliges all that are of the Church, not to ſcandalize the unity thereof, by profeſſing contrary to the ſame. And to both theſe obligations the ſame man may be ſubject, as the matter may be, to wit, as one that hath reſolved the queſtion upon true principles, not to believe the contrary; and as one of the Church, that believes the Church faileth in that, for which he is bound not to break the unity thereof, not to profeſſe againſt what the Church determineth. For I am bold to ſay again, that there is no ſo­ciety, no communion in the world, whether Civill, Eccleſiaſticall, Milita­ry, or whatſoever it be, that can ſubſiſt, unleſſe we grant, that the Act of ſuperi­our Power obligeth ſometimes, when it is ill uſed. In the mean time, I ſay not that this holds alwaies, and in matters of whatſoever concernment; nor do take upon me generally to reſolve this, no more then what is the mater of the rule of Faith, which, he that believes may be ſaved, he that poſitively believes it not all, cannot. It ſhall be enough for me, if I may give an opinion, whether that which we complain of, be of value to diſoblige us to our ſuperiours, or not: As, concerning what is queſtioned amongſt us, whither it be of the rule of Faith or not. But this I ſhall ſay, that, to juſtifie the uſe of this power towards God, re­quireth, not onely a perſwaſion of the truth, competent to the weight of the point in queſtion, in thoſe that determine for the Church; but alſo a probable judgement, that the determination which they ſhall make, will be the meanes to reduce contrary opinions to that ſenſe, which they ſee ſo great Authority pro­feſs and injoyn. For, without doubt, there can be no ſuch means to diſſolve the unity of the Church, as a precipitate and immature determination of ſome­thing that is become queſtionable. (For, effectually to proceed, to exerciſe Eccleſiaſticall Communion, upon terms contrary to that which hath been received afore, is actually to diſſolve the unity of the Church) The in­gagement to make good that which men ſhall have once done, being the moſt powerful Witcheraft and Ligature in the world, to blind them from ſeeing that which all men ſee beſides themſelves; or at leaſt, from confeſſing to ſee that which they cannot but ſee.
But if we ſpeak of things which concern the communion of the Church, in thoſe offices which God is to be ſerved with by Chriſtians, or that tend to maintain the ſame; beſides the meaning and truth of the Scriptures, there re­mains a further queſtion, what is or ought to be law to the Church, and oblige them that are of the Church; (ſeeing that whatſoever is in the Scripture, obligeth not the Church for Law, though obliged to beleeve it for truth) the reſoluti­on whereof, will require evidence of the reaſon, for which every thing was done by the Apoſtles; (for as it holds or not, ſo the conſtitution grounded upon it, is to hold, either alwaies, or onely as it holds). And this reaſon muſt be e­videnced by the Authority of the Church, admitting that reaſon into force, whither by expreſs act, or by ſilent practice. When the Iſraelites are command­ed to eat the Paſſeover in haſte, with their loins girt, and their ſtaves in their hands; there is appearance enough, that the intent of it was onely concerning that Paſſeover which firſt they celebrated in Egypt, not for an order alwaies to continue, becauſe then the caſe required haſte; and becauſe then the Angell paſſed over their houſes, upon the door-poſts whereof the blood was command­ded to be ſprinkled, that by that marke he might paſſe over them to ſmite the [Page] Egyptians. For, though Philo would have the Paſſeover to be celebrated at home, and not at Jeruſalem, (though perhaps onely by thoſe of the diſperſions, thoſe that dwelt in the Land of promiſe, being all tied to reſort to Jeruſalem) yet all that acknowledge the Talmud, think it not lawfull to celebrate it but at Jeruſalem; contenting themſelves with the Supper, and abatng the Lambe, as one of thoſe ſacrifices which the Law forbiddeth every where, but before the Ark. But had not the practice of the Nation, and the Authority of the Elders, truſted by the Law to determine ſuch matters, appeared in the buſineſſe; our Lord, who, according to his own doctrine, was ſubject to their conſtitutions, had not had a rule for his proceeding. So, in the infancy of Chriſtianity, it is no marvail, if the Chriſtians at Jeruſalem entertained daily communion, even at board alſo, among themſelves; and, that they gave their eſtates to the mainte­nance of it, not by any law of communion of goods, but, as the common ne­ceſſity required; For what could make more towards the advancement of Chri­ſtianity? And when, at Corinth, and in other Churches, the communion was in uſe, though not ſo frequent, nor giving up their eſtates, but offering the firſt fruits of them to the maintenance of it; yet ſtill was the Euchariſt frequented at theſe occaſions, as it was firſt inſtituted by our Lord, as, by the expreſs words of Tertullian, we underſtand that it was, even in his time. But, when the num­ber of Chriſtians ſo increaſed, that the uſe of the like communion could not ſtand with the maintenance of the world, which Chriſtianity ſuppoſeth, when the ſame diſcipline could not prevail in ſo vaſt a body, which had ruled at the be­ginning; is it then any marvail to ſee theſe Feaſts of love laid aſide, (whether with the Euchariſt, or without it) and the Sacrament of the Supper of our Lord become ſo unfrequented at Supper, that it is ſtrange to the reſt of Chriſtendom, to ſee it ſo uſed in Egypt, on Maundy Thurſday, in remembrance meerly of the primitive cuſtome? What ſhall we ſay of the order of Widows, whereof S. Paul writeth? Is it not manifeſt, that there was then a neceſſity of ſuch perſons, as might give attendance upon the ſick, and poor, and impotent of every Church? that might miniſter hoſpitality to thoſe ſtrangers that ſhould travail by every Church, and were to receive entertainment according to the cuſtome? And is it not manifeſt, that when, Chriſtianity increaſing, daily oblations could not ſerve for this purpoſe, but ſtanding indowments were to be provided; this courſe could not ſerve the turn, nor the office continue neceſſary, when the work cea­ſed? There is nothing more evident, then that which I have ſaid in another place, concerning the rigour of Penance under the Apoſtles. Nothing to inti­mate, that they forbade any ſinne, how grievous ſoever, to be admitted to re­concilement with God by the Church. Many evident Arguments, that they left it in the power of the Church to grant it or not. But, the increaſe of Chri­ſtianity, abating the ſincerity and zeal of Chriſtians, made it ſo neceſſary to abate of that rigour, and to declare free acceſs even for Adulterers, Murtherers, and Apoſtates to the worſhip of Idols; that Montanus firſt, and afterwards the Novatians, are juſtly counted Schiſmaticks, for departing from the Church, upon that, which the change of times made neceſſary for the preſervation of unity in it: Which the Donatiſts remain much more liable to, breaking out af­terwards upon a branch of the ſame cauſe. Yet is nothing more evident, to them that uſe not the unction of the ſick, then that inſtance. For what is, or what can be alleadged, why an expreſſe precept of the Apoſtles, backed with the unin­terrupted practice of the Church, ſhould not take place, but the appearance, that the reaſon for which it was commanded ceaſeth; the miraculous curing of bodily ſickneſs no more remaining in the Church, and ſo drawing after it the ceremony which ſignified & procured it? But, in S. Pauls diſpute of womens co­vering their heads in the Church, the caſe is not ſo clear, unleſs we admit two ſuppoſitions, both evident upon the credit of Hiſtoricall truth. The firſt, that neither Jews, Greeks, or Romanes, ever uſed, or knew what it meant, to un­cover the head in ſign of reverence. What uſe ſoever they made of Hats or Caps, as they had uſe of them (though not to continue all as we have) ſeeing you never find that they put them off in ſign of reverence; it is impoſſible, that [Page] keeping them, on ſhould be underſtood among them for a ſign of irreve­rence. And therfore, that the whole diſpute nothing concerns the queſtion, of preaching with a Hat or a Cap on in the Church. The ſecond is, that which we learn by Tertullians Book, de Velandis Virginibus: The ſubject whereof being, that Virgins are not exempted, by any priviledge, from vailing their fa­ces in the Church, is argued by conſequences drawn from this diſpute of S. Paul; And namely, it is alledged, that, in the Church of Corinth at that time, according to S. Pauls order, they vailed their faces. Whereby it appears, that S. Paul was underſtood to ſpeak of a vail, which, covering the head, came down before the face, which S. Paul therefore one while calls,  [...], another while,  [...], ſignifying, that which is ſo upon the head, as it comes down before the face; in Engliſh, a vail. And ſo Clemens Alexandri­nus and others, underſtand it. This being the caſe, what is the reaſon, which ceaſing, the precept thereupon may be thought to ceaſe? Surely, nothing elſe, but, becauſe thoſe Chriſtians which overcame the Romane Empire, did not think, that civility, and the modeſty of women, required them to keep their fa­ces vail'd; as the opinion and cuſtome of Jews, Greeks, and Romanes, to whom S. Paul preached, did require. And though he argueth, that nature, which teacheth women every where to let their haire grow at length, teaches them to vail their faces, becauſe, even unclothed, they are provided of a vail; yet, when he addeth; If any man be contentious, we have no ſuch cuſtome, nei­ther the Chuches of God: It is manifeſt he intends no law of Nature, but an inference, which, civility making from Nature, was fit to be maintained by the cuſtome of the Church, as that cuſtome, for the unity of the Church. But when thoſe Nations, whoſe civility had not made the ſame inference, received Chri­ſtianity, is it marvail that Chriſtianity ſhould not impoſe that upon them, which, being no part of Chriſtianity, had no ground, unleſſe they would be bound to receive the civility of other Nations upon the account of the common Chriſti­anity? In the decree of the Apoſtles at Jeruſalem, prohibiting the Gentiliſh Chriſtians things ſacrificed to Idols, ſtrangled, and blood, it appeareth by the diſ­putes of ſundry learned men, admitting the Jews Tradition; that all the Sonnes of Noe received ſeven precepts from God, which, when other Nations fell a­way to Idols, remained viſible onely in the practiſe of ſuch, as, not being Jews nor circumciſed, are nevertheleſſe, in ſundry places of the Law, allowed to live among them in the Land of promiſe, under the name of the ſtran­ger within the Gates: For, this allowance was, upon condition of undertaking theſe ſeven precepts. When therefore Gentiles were admitted to Chriſtianity with Jews, and the queſtion reſolved, that they were free of the Law of Mo­ſes, and yet an expedient was requiſite, not to ſcandalize the Jews by the uſe of that freedom, that Jews and Gentiles might the more kindly joyn in one Church; it appears, that the precept of bleſſing the name of God, that is, wor­ſhipping God, was ſufficiently provided for by the Chriſtian faith: The precepts of maintaining Courts of Judicatures, and of forbearing rapine, were ſuffici­ently provided for by the Government of the Empire; and the precept of the Sabbath out of date under the Goſpel. It remaineth therefore, that, by pro­hibiting things ſacrificed to Idols, and fornication, with that which was ſtran­gled, and blood; the Apoſtles eſtabliſh ſuch compliance between Jewiſh and Gentiliſh Chriſtians, as was in uſe between Jews and ſtrangers, Proſelytes, in the Land of promiſe. Not as if Chriſtians had not ſufficiently renounced Ido­latry in receiving the faith; or, as if it were not free for them, being Chriſti­ans, to Gods creatures, which perhaps might have been ſacrificed to Idols: But becauſe, as I ſaid afore, the Jews had a cuſtome not to eat any thing, till they had inquired, whether ſacrificed to Idols, or conſecrated, by offering the firſt fruits thereof; which ſcrupuloſity thoſe who did not obſerve, they counted not ſo much enemies to Idols as they ought to be; which opinion of their fellow Chriſtians, was not ſo conſiſtent with that opinion of Chriſtianity which was requiſite. Not as if fornication were not ſufficiently prohibited by Chriſtianity, but becauſe, ſimple fornication being accounted no ſinne, but meerly indiffe­rent [Page] among the Gentiles; all the profeſſions, and all the decrees that could be made, were little enough to perſwade the Jews, that their fellow Chriſtians of the Gentiles, held it in the like deteſtation as themſelves. Now, though we find, that the Chriſtians did ſometimes, and in moſt places forbear blood, and things ſtrangled, and offered to Idols, even where this reaſon ceaſed; and that perhaps out of an opinion, that the decree of the Apoſtles took hold of them, in doing which they did but abridge themſelves of the common free­dom of Chriſtians) yet, ſeeing the Apoſtles give no ſuch ſign of any intent of reviving that which was once a Law to all that came from Noe, but for­gotten and never publiſhed again; it followeth, that the Church is no more led by the reaſon of their decree, then thoſe Churches of Rome and Corinth were, whom S. Paul licences to eat all meats in generall, (as the Romanes) or things ſacrificed to Idols expreſly, (as the Corinthians) excepting the caſe of ſcan­dall, (which our common Chriſtianity excepteth) ſetting aſide the decree of Jeruſalem, which S. Paul alledgeth not, and naming two caſes, wherein that ſcandall might fall out, as excepting no other caſe. But in all theſe inſtances, (and others that might be brought) as it was viſible to the Church, whether the reaſons for which ſuch alterations were brought into the Church, continued in force or not; ſo was it both neceſſary and ſufficient, for them that might que­ſtion whither they were tied to them or not; to ſee the expreſſe act, or the cu­ſtome of the Church for their aſſurance. For, what other ground had they to aſſure their conſciences, even againſt the Scripture, in all ages of the Church? For, if theſe reaſons be not obvious, if every one admit them not, much leſſe will every one find a reſolution wherein all may agree, and all ſcandall and diſ­ſention may be ſuppreſſed.

CHAP. XXV. The power of the Church in limiting even the Traditions of the Apoſtles. Not eve­ry abuſe of this power, a ſufficient warrant for particular Churches to reforme themſelves. Hereſie conſiſts in denying ſomething, neceſſary to ſalvation to be be­lieved. Schiſm, in departing from the unity of the Church, whether upon that, or any other cauſe. Implicite Faith no virtue; but the effect of it may be the work of Chriſtian charity.
SUppoſing now the Church a Society, and the ſame from the firſt to the ſe­cond coming from Chriſt, by Gods appointment; Let it be conſidered, what is the difference between the ſtate thereof under the Apoſtles, and under Con­ſtantine, or now, under ſo many Soveraignties as have ſhared theſe parts of the Empire; And let any underſtanding, that can apprehend, what Lawes, or what Cuſtomes are requiſite to the preſervation of unity in the communion of the Church, in the one, and in the other eſtate; I ſay, let any ſuch underſtand­ing pronounce, whither the ſame Lawes can ſerve the Church, as we ſee it now, or as we read of it under Conſtantine, and as it was under the Apoſtles. He that ſayes, yea, will make any man that underſtands, ſay, that he underſtands not what he ſpeaks of; he that ſayes nay, muſt yeeld, that even the Lawes given the Church by the Apoſtles, oblige not the Church, ſo farre as they become uſeleſs to the purpoſe for which they are intended, ſeeing it is manifeſt, that all Laws of all Societies whatſoever, ſo farre as they become unſerviceable, ſo far muſt needs ceaſe to oblige. And the Apoſtles, though they might know by the ſpirit the ſtate of the Church that ſhould come after; yet, had they intended to give Laws to that State, they had not given Laws to the State which was when they lived and gave Laws. The authority therefore of the Apoſtles remaining unqueſtionable, and the Ordinances alſo by them brought into the Church, for the maintenance of Gods ſervice according to Chriſtianity; the Church muſt needs have power, not onely to limite and determine ſuch things as were ne­ver limited nor determined by the Apoſtles, but even thoſe things alſo, the de­termination whereof made by the Apoſtles, by the change of time, and the [Page] ſtate of the Church therewith, are become evidently uſeleſſe and unſerviceable to the intent for which it ſtandeth. And if it be true that I ſaid afore, that all power produceth an obligation of obeying it in ſome things, (I ſay not in all, as afore) even when it is abuſed, in reſpect of God, and of a good Conſci­ence [...] then is the act of the Church ſo farre a warrant, to all thoſe that ſhall follow it ſo farre, even in things which a man not onely ſuſpects, but ſees to be ill ordered by thoſe that act in behalfe of it. This is that, which all the va­riety and multitude of Canons, Rites, and Ordinances, which hath been in­troduced into the Church, before there was cauſe of making any change with­out conſent of the whole, evidenceth; being nothing elſe, but new limitations of thoſe Ordinances, which the Apoſtles either ſuppoſed or introduced for the maintenance of Gods ſervice, determining the circumſtances according to the which they were to be exerciſed. For, if there were alwayes cauſe, ſince the beginning, for particular Churches, (that is, parts of the vvhole) to make ſuch changes, vvithout conſent of the whole, as might juſtly cauſe a breach between that part and the whole; then was there never any ſuch thing as a Catholick Church, which all Chriſtians profeſs to believe. And truly, the Jews Law may be an argument, as it is a patern, of the ſame right; which, notwithſtand­ing an expreſs precept, of neither adding to it, nor taking from it, unleſſe we admit a power of determining circumſtances not limited by the letter of it, becomes unſerviceable, and not to be put in practice: as may eaſily appear to any man that ſhall peruſe the caſes that are put, upon ſuppoſition of thoſe precepts which determine not the ſame. Whereupon a power is provided by the ſame Law, of inflicting capitall puniſhment upon any, that, not reſting up­on the determination eſtabliſhed by thoſe that have authority in behalfe of the whole, ſhall tend to divide the Synagogue.
Iintend not hereby to ſay, that the power of giving Law to the Church, can­not be ſo well abuſed, that it may at length inable, or oblige parts of the Church, to provide for themſelves ſuch an order in the communion of Chriſti­anity, as may ſtand with the Scriptures, and the unity of the Church, though without conſent of the whole Church of the preſent time. For it is evident, that this diſorder may be ſo great in the Laws of the Church, as to make them uſeleſſe and unſerviceable, not onely to the profeſſion of the true faith, or to the ſervice of God, for which the communion of the Church ſtandeth, but even to the unity of the Church it ſelfe, which is the prime precept, that all which the Church does, ought to aim at. It is evident alſo, that this is the true cauſe which the reformation hath to diſpute againſt the Church of Rome. But this I ſay, that, though particular Churches muſt neceſſarily have their parti­cular Lawes (which are the differences which ſeverall Churches obſerve, in the exerciſe of the ſame Ordinances) yet may not any particular Church make it ſelfe any Law which may tend to ſeparation, by diſclaiming the unity of the whole Church; or, either expreſly, or by due conſtruction denying the ſame. This is done by abrogating Apoſtolicall Traditions as inconſiſtent with Chriſtia­nity for the mater of them; not becauſe the reaſon and ground of them is cea­ſed. For, they who diſclaim the Authority of the Apoſtles, cannot acknowledge the unity of the Church: And they who make Apoſtolical Ordinances inconſi­ſtent with Chriſtianity, do neceſſarily diſclaim the Authority of the Apoſtles. The ſame is done, by abrogating the conſtitution of the Church, done by vir­tue of the Authority left it by the Apoſtles. For, to diſclaim the Church in this Authority, is to diſclaim the Apoſtles that left it. And though this Authority may be ſo abuſed, that particular Churches, (that is to ſay, parts of the whole Church) may thereby be authorized, yea obliged to provide for themſelves without the conſent of the whole; yet not againſt the authority of the whole, that is to ſay, of the Apoſtles from whence it proceedeth: Nor is every abuſe thereof a cauſe ſufficient to warrant the ſcandals, that ſuch proceedings neceſſa­rily produce. And this ſhall be enough for me to have ſaid in this place; Ha­ving, I ſuppoſe, eſtabliſhed thoſe principles, by the right application whereof, he that can make it, may judge what is the true plea, whereby that ſeparati­on, [Page] which the reformation hath occaſioned, muſt either be juſtified, or be thought unjuſtifiable.
From that which hath been ſaid, the difference between Hereſie and Schiſme, and the true nature of both crimes, in oppoſition to Chriſtianity, may and ought to be inferred in this place; becauſe it ought not to be forgotten, (which ought daily to be lamented that at) the beginning of the troubles, it was queſtioned in the Lords Houſe, whether there were any ſuch crimes or not, or whether they were onely bug-bares to ſcare Children with; and that, hereupon, every man ſees England over-run with both. The word Hereſie ſignifies nothing but Choice, and therefore the ſignification of it is ſometimes indifferent, importing no more, then a way of profeſſing and living which a man voluntarily chuſeth, as S. Paul uſeth it, when he ſaith; That he lived according to the moſt exact He­reſie of the Iewes Religion a Phariſee, Act. XXVI. 5. For it is known, that, beſides the neceſſary profeſſion of the Jews Law, there were three ſects, which no man by being a Jew was obliged to, but by his own free choice, the Phari­ſees, the Sadduces, and the Eſſenes; which being all maintained by the Law, as it was then uſed, the common name of them cannot ſignifie any crime a­mong them, to whom S. Paul then ſpoke, whatſoever we believe of the Sad­duces. And thus it ſounds among them, who uſe it to ſignifie the Sects of the Grecian Philoſophers, allowed by thoſe who imbraced them not: As in the Title or Lucians diſcourſe,  [...]. But becauſe it is too ordinary, for men, of their own choice, to depart from the rule to which they are or ought to ſtand obliged; thereupon, the word is moſt part uſed to ſignifie the free choice of a rule of living, contrary to that rule wch they ſtood obliged to before: In which ſenſe, Adam is called by Tertullian the firſt Heretick, as he that firſt departed from the will of God, to live according to his own. Suppoſing now that Chri­ſtianity obliges, both to the rule of faith, and to the ſociety of the Church, by virtue of that rule; (becauſe the beliefe of the Catholick Church is part of it, as hath been declared afore) it is manifeſt, that, whoſoever diſ-believes any part of that rule, the beliefe whereof is the condition upon which a man becomes a Chriſtian; and thereby forfeits his intereſt in thoſe promiſes which God hath made to Chriſtians, doth or may either lead others or follow, in living according to that belief which he chooſeth, whether, profeſſing it, as a Chriſtian ought to profeſs his Chriſtianity, or not. And, in this ſenſe it ſeems to be uſed by S. Paul, when he ſayes, Titus III. 10. 11. A man that is an He­retick, after the firſt and ſecond admonition, avoid. Knowing that ſuch a one is turned aſide, and ſinneth, being condemned by himſelfe. For, when he ſpeaks of admoniſhing them, he ſignifies, that he ſpeaks not of ſuch as had actually de­parted from the communion of the Church, but ſheltred themſelves under the common profeſſion of Chriſtians, doing every thing as they did, that, by ſuch means, they might inveigle ſuch as ſuſpected nothing, to admit their infuſions; which, I ſhowed before to have been the faſhion of the Gnoſticks, whoſe Do­ctrines the Apoſtle, 1 Pet. II. 1. calls,  [...], Peſtilent Hereſies: And whom S. Paul muſt needs ſpeak of in this place, becauſe there were no other on foot, ſo as to be mentioned by their writings. Such a one then the Apoſtle ſaith is condemned by himſelfe, in the ſame ſenſe, as the Councills and Chuch-Writers ſay of one in the ſame caſe, in ſeipſum ſententiam dixit; He hath given ſentence againſt himſelfe; becauſe, by refuſing the ſecond admoni­tion, he hath declared himſelfe obſtinate, in that which the common Chriſtiani­ty maketh inconſiſtent with the communion of the Church. And this more proper to the circumſtance of this text then S. Jeroms interpretation, of thoſe that condemn themſelves to be put out of the Church by voluntarily leaving the communion of it; though that alſo is not farre from truth, concerning them who are properly ſignified by the generall name of Hereticks.
For, it is very evident, that, when S. Paul ſaith, 1 Cor. XI. 17. There muſt be Hereſies among you; his meaning is onely of ſuch factions as tended to Schiſm, whereof he admoniſheth them, 1 Cor. I. 10. That there be Schiſms a­mong them. Now it is manifeſt, how much difference there is between him who [Page] holdeth ſomething contrary to the faith, and yet departeth not from the com­munion of the Church; and him that departeth from the commnion of the Church, though holding nothing contrary to the ſubſtance of the Chriſtian Faith. The one forfeiteth his intereſt in Heaven, by the inward act of his ſoul, refuſing the common faith which ſaveth all Chriſtians, though outwardly hold­ing communion with the Church: The other, by the inward act of the ſoul, pro­ceeding to the outward act of diſſolving the communion of the Church, which the common charity of Chriſtians in the firſt place is to maintain. If both theſe crimes may come under the the common name of Hereſie, (becauſe inward miſ­belief naturally tendeth to make a ſect of ſuch as ſhall profeſs to live accor­ding to it) no marvail, if all diviſions of the Church be commonly called both Hereſies and Schiſms, whatſoever be the cauſe upon which they divide; If meer ſchiſms, (that is, where the cauſe is not any thing neceſſary to the ſalvation of all to be believed) be alſo Hereſie in the Language of the Apoſtles. Neverthe­leſſe, there being ſo much difference between the two crimes, and the grounds of them, it is neceſſary to underſtand, ſetting aſide all aequivocation of terms, that there is a crime conſiſting in miſ-believing ſome Article of the faith (which, if you pleaſe, may properly be called Hereſie;) And another conſiſting in diſ­ſolving the unity of the Church, which is properly called Schiſm, when there is no further pretenſe for it then ſome Law, which, the Church being able to make, the other part will rather depart then admit. There may diviſions in the Church upon pretence of ſuch doctrines, as are not neceſſary to the ſalvation of all (and ſo, no part of the rule of faith) but, ſo evidently to be deduced from it, and from the reſt of the Scriptures, that the Church may have cauſe to determine the ſame; and yet others may chooſe rather to depart from the Church, then ſuffer the determination thereof to take place. Which diviſions, that memorable obſervation of S. Jerome ſeems to call Hereſies, which ſaid that all Schiſms naturally deviſe to themſelves ſome Hereſie, (that is, ſome do­ctrine extravagant from the doctrine of the Church) that they may ſeem not to have departed from the Church for nothing; Which is very well exemplified by S. Auſtine in the Donatiſts. But whether ſuch diviſions are to be counted He­reſies or Schiſms, both names properly ſignifying all diviſions of the Church, (and only that crime which conſiſteth in miſ-believing ſome Articles of faith, appropriating the name of Hereſie, becauſe common uſe hath given it no pe­culiar name of its own) I leave to him, that ſhall pleaſe to determine it.
Suppoſing theſe things, it will not be requiſite for me to ſay much, to that which hath been publiſhed concerning the nature of Schiſm, of late. That, be­ing to be had onely out of the Scripture, it is no where there to be had, but in S. Paul to the Corinthians. That there was at Corinth, when S. Paul writ, onely one Congregation of Chriſtians, which he calleth the Church of Corinth. That therefore, there is no crime of ſchiſm, but in breaking one Congregation into more. As for any viſible ſociety of the Catholick Church, acknowledging the materials, men that profeſſe Chriſtianity, (which he that ſees cannot believe) to the form (which is that unity which is viſible) he is as great a ſtranger, as if he had never heard of the Creed; acknowledging, notwithſtanding, an inviſible unity in the common faith and love of Chriſtians; upon perſwaſion whereof, he challenges as great freedom from ſchiſm, as ever any member of the Catholick Church could claim. For, having ſhowed, how a thing which God made viſible for many ages, may reaſonably be expected to be found in the Scriptures; I am not to yield to try it by any part of them, knowing, that, whoſoever evi­denceth a ſociety of the Church by Gods Law, evidenceth the crime that con­ſiſts in the diſſolving of it. And, it were fit we were told, how all the Chriſti­ans, in a City where God had much people, ſhould ſit at one Table; (or, at leaſt, ſup in one room) before we believe, that there was then no more Chriſtians at Corinth, then could aſſemble at once. Which if I did believe, I would notwith­ſtanding alledge Iuſtine the Martyrs words, Apol II.  [...], On the day called Sunday, all that dwelt in Cities, or in Countries, aſſemble themſelves in one. And, [Page] ſuppoſing, that then, there were more Chriſtians in Rome, and the Territorie thereof, for example, (for he writes to the Emperour Antoninus) then could meet together in one place; As Iuſtine means not, when he ſaies, That all in Cities or Countries meet in one, that all made one Aſſembly, but met all in common aſſemblies: I would thereupon argue; that, no more does S. Paul ſay, (when he gives theſe rules to the Corinthians, 1 Cor. XI. 14. which ſerve any aſſembly) that there was then but one Congregation at Corinth. If in Iuſtines time, if afore, if after, he can ſhow me any Church of Rome, or any City beſide Rome, that contained not all the Chriſtians of that City, and the Territory thereof; I will believe, that, when Clemens writ the Letter lately publiſhed, from the Church of Rome, to the Church of Corinth; there were no more Chriſtians at Rome, or at Corinth, then could meet all at once. But, if in all the Scripture, as well as in all the Records of the Church, a Church ſignifie the univerſity of Chriſtians, which one City, and the Territory thereof, containeth; it is an affront to common ſenſe, for him to deny, that  [...], or  [...], is the Church that is contained in the Ci­ty and Territory of Rome, or Corinth. Let the learned Publiſher of that Epi­ſtle, take  [...] there for Inquilinus or Peregrinus, in Inmate or Pilgrim, (be­cauſe his Greek gave him leave) he that hath been ſhowed ſo plentiful men­tion of  [...], in the ſubject in queſtion, for that which we now call a Dio­ceſe, can have no reaſon to ſee with his eyes, but becauſe he is reſolved not to uſe his own. For, in the very addreſs of Polycarpus his Epiſtle,  [...], To the Church of God dwelling beſide Philippi; The da­tive caſe quite ſpoils the conſtruction of the words to his ſenſe. If the Church of the Philippians dwelt near Philippi, then the Chriſtians of the Territory be­longed to the Church of the City. As for the viſible unity of the Catholick Church, it was not ſo eaſie for me to evidence that, which could not be queſti­onable till the difference between Catholick Church and true Church, came to be queſtionable: As it is not hard for any Chriſtian to queſtion, whither the Church, which was Catholick for ſo many ages, ought now to be Catholick, or not. For, till he have deſtroyed the evidence which this abridgement hath been able to advance, (and, when that is done, new evidence will not be wanting, ſo long as the records of the Church are Hiſtorically true, and men continue poſſeſt of common ſenſe) it is in vain to alledge the dictate of his own ſpirit, to ſhow, that he is no Schiſmatick, not acknowledging, much leſſe holding the unity of the Church, out of which no man can be accounted otherwiſe. But I marvail moſt, wherein he would have the crime of Schiſme, acknowledged by S. Paul, in that one Text which he would be tried by, to conſiſt. It is the Law of Nature that inables Chriſtians to  [...]oyn in a independent Congregation, as our other Doctor of Oxford hath told us. If a Covenant or League paſſe be­tween ſo many Soveraigns in this point; conſider how difficult it is, to charge a Soveraign with breach of League, ſuch contracts conſiſting of many Articles, one whereof violated voids the contract; At leaſt, to the contrary there is no Rule. Now, the Covenant of a Congregation muſt ſuppoſe all Chriſtianity, the violation whereof in any point, by any member, ſupported by the reſt, frees a man of his contract. How then ſhall S. Pauls words take place, 1 Cor. XI. 19. There muſt be Hereſies, that the approved may become manifeſt among you: For, if one leave ſix, (the Congregation conſiſting of ſeven) how ſhall it appear that the ſix are in the right? But, in my ſuppoſition, theſe petty animoſities at Corinth, may have been fomented by ſecret Hereticks, as in time I ſhall ſhow that they were. And their indeavour might be, to make a party for their Here­ſie out of other Churches, as well as out of that of Corinth; and, being formed, to unite them by the like bond, as they ſaw the Church tied with by the Apo­ſtles. In this caſe diviſion is ruinous to Chriſtianity, not when the queſtion is, whether ſeven ſhall meet together, or three and four. For by this means, it may become difficult for particular Chriſtians, upon true principles, to give ſentence for themſelves in the matter of differances, but eaſie to miſs the truth, and to joyn with the enemies of it, (thinking they ſerve God in communicating with [Page] them) by charging themſelves, with judging of the ſenſe of the Scriptures, ei­ther in thoſe Laws of the Church, which concern not the ſalvation of particular Chriſtians; or, in the common faith, without thoſe bounds which God hath pro­vided by the Church. And, upon theſe terms, thoſe that are approved may and do become manifeſt, by the riſing of Hereſies in the Church.
That which I ſhall inferre, is this; That, though there be no ſuch virtue as im­plicite faith, becauſe it is no part of faith, no office of that virtue to believe, that any thing is true (becauſe the Church believes it with that firm adherance to it, as we are reſolved to ſtand to that, by believing which we hope to be ſaved) yet it is part of the virtue, and part of the office of a faithfull man, that is a Chriſtian, to conform himſelfe to the beliefe of all that which the Church lawfully determineth to be believed; that is to ſay, not to profeſſe the contrary of it, (and upon that profeſſion, to do any thing towards diſſolving the unity of the Church) ſo long as the determination thereof cauſeth not that corruption of thoſe things which the ſociety of the Church preſuppoſeth, as may ſeem to make the unity thereof uſeleſſe; whereof, this is not the place to debate when it comes to paſs. It is ſufficient for the preſent, that, whatſoever the Church hath power to determine according to the premiſes, that the Church (that is, all particular Chriſtians) are obliged, not to believe, (by the office of faith, which is onely exerciſed in them, who can make deductions of concluſions from the principles of faith, who neceſſarily holding the concluſions in conſidera­tion meerly of the premiſes, do neceſſarily believe the concluſions, by that virtue of faith which holds the principles) but to hold, and to conform to, and not to ſcandalize, by the office of that charity, which is moſt eminently exerci­ſed, about that which concerns the common good of all Chriſtians in generall; which, uothing in the world can ſo much concern, next the common faith, as the unity and communion of the Church. Thus have I bounded the power of the Church, and ſo ſhowed the reaſon upon which the right uſe of it is to pro­ceed. I ſhowed afore the ground of that exception, which, the intereſt of ſe­cular Power in Church matters createth, to the due uſe of it. When I ſhall have ſhowed, in the third book, what the Law of God hath determined in mat­ters concerding the communion of the Church; (and, by conſequence, what it leaveth to the Church to determine) it will be time to take in hand the ſame conſideration again. For, the ground of this exception will ſhow, how farre it extendeth; whereby it will appear, that Chriſtian Powers do acknowledge the Church, and the power of it to ſtand by Gods Law, even when they limit the exerciſe of it, by virtue of that intereſt, which the law of God alloweth them in Church matters.

CHAP. XXVI. What it is to adde to Gods Law; What to adde the Apocalypſe. S. Pauls Anathe­ma. The Beraeans. S. Johns Goſpel ſufficient to make one believe; and the Scrip­tures, The man of God perfit. How the Law giveth light, and Chriſtians are taught by God. How Idolatry is ſaid, not to be commanded by God.
IN the beginning of this Book, I propoſed the chief Texts of Scripture, which are uſually drawn into conſequence, to prove, either the infallibility of the Church, or the ſufficience and clearneſs of the Scriptures. Of which I may tru­ly ſay, that they are, and have been, for theſe hundred and forty yeares, the Theme of a diſpute, between the Scriptures and the Church, for the right of giving Law to the conſciences of Chriſtians, what communion to chuſe, that of the Reformation, or that of the Church of Rome: But with ſo little ſucceſs, that a diſcreet man may truly ſay, that the parties do now ſtand at a bay, as it is viſible that they do, meerly becauſe they are not able to force one another, by the arms which they are furniſhed with; the Arguments of either ſide ſerving to maintain them againſt the adverſary, meerly becauſe the arguments of the other ſide are inſufficient; not becauſe either hath, either the whole truth, or no­thing [Page] of the truth for it. I ſhowed you there, that they come ſhort of making good that which they are imployed to prove, on this ſide as well as on that. As for my preſent buſineſs, (which is here to ſhow, how the ſenſe of them concurs to the truth which I have eſtabliſhed) I ſhall but deſire any man of common ſenſe, to make an argument from the Text of Moſes alledged in the firſt place, and ſay; The people of Iſrael are forbidden by the Law of Moſes, to adde any thing to the ſaid Law, and to take any thing from it. Therefore the Scri­ptures contain, (clearly ſet down to all underſtandings concerned) all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians; then to tell me, whither he will undertake to make good this conſequence of not. For, if the Law of Moſes cannot pretend to contain clearly all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, it will not hurt my opinion to inferre; That, becauſe it is unlawful to adde any thing to Moſes Law, (by ſaying, that it is and ought to be part of it, when it is not, nor ought to be) therefore it is unlawfull to adde any thing to the Bible, by ſaying, that it is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, though not written there: For, this my opinion ſayes not. And truly; I muſt here alledge, that Gods Law, Deut. XVII. 8.-12. provideth a power in that people, to reſolve and determine all things, which the peace and unity of that people requireth to be determined: And that, for the effect of this power, we have to ſhow, all the conſtitutions and determinations (whereby the precepts of Moſes Law are limited, how they are to be obſerved) which we find recor­ded in the Jews Talmud, and all the diſputes and debates, that have ended in thoſe determinations. In as much as we have to allegde, that our Lord in the Go­ſpell, hath commanded to hear the Scribes and Phariſees, as thoſe that ſit in Moſes Chair. For thoſe conſtitutions derive their Pedigree from thoſe that were in force in our Lords time, by the authority of the Scribes and Phariſees, as it appears to all that compare them with the particulars mentioned in the Scriptures, in Philo, and Ioſephus. For though the particulars be not alwaies the ſame, becauſe time produces continual charge in particular cuſtome; yet there is agreement enough to ſhow, that it was ſucceſſively the ſame authority, that made ſuch orderly and moderate changes, (as the ſtate of the time might re­quire, or mens fancies imagine) in the practiſe of their Law. Whereby it is evi­dent, that, the power of ſo interpreting the Law, being eſtablished by the Law, cannot be againſt the Law, as forbidden by it. And this abundantly e­nough for the juſtifying of that which I have ſaid. For, the interpretation and limitation of the Precepts of the Law, by the tradition left with Moſes, and by the Authority ſetled in the Synagogue, being eſtabliſhed by the Law, cannot be counted an addition to the Law. Therefore, the interpretation of the Scrip­tures, by Tradition, left the Church by the Apoſtles, and the limitation of the circumſtances which the ſervice of God is to be regulated with, by the Autho­rity ſetled in the Church, cannot be counted an addition to Gods new Law, or to the Scriptures of the New Teſtament. But, becauſe the ſatisfaction of the Reader, in the true intent of theſe precepts of the Law requires more, I ſhall ſay further; That I conceive, that God, providing a power requiſite to determine all circumſtances, which the practice of the Law ſhould require; re­peats nevertheleſſe a caution of adding to, or taking from the Law, that it might not be thought, that this Power extended to alter any thing in the worſhip of the one true God, which all the precepts of the Law tended to limite. Sure­ly, in the Text of Deut. XII. 32. this caution followes immediately upon warning given, not to worſhip God by any of thoſe Ceremonies, with which the Gentiles honoured their falſe Gods: the reaſon whereof is plain, leaſt, by uſing the like ceremonies, the honour of thoſe falſe Gods, to whom they were tendred by thoſe that believed in them, might be admitted. Whereupon, when it is inferred, that nothing be added to or taken from thoſe precepts, by which the Law commandeth to ſerve the true God; it is manifeſt, how well, the limi­tation of circumſtances queſtionable in the practice of the Law ſtands with this caution, ſo ſoon as it appears, that the precepts thereof cannot be practiſed, till ſo limited. And upon the ſame caution, Deut. IV. 2. he inferres immedi­ately; [Page] Thine eyes have ſeen what the Lord did to thoſe that ſerved Baal-peor, now they are dead, and thou alive this day. As ſuppoſing this conſequence; That, if they ſtuck cloſe to their own, the true God, nothing ſhould ſeduce them from his Laws: Not this; That, if they ſtuck cloſe to their own, the true God, no­thing ſhould perſwade them to practice the precepts of his worſhip, in that ſorm, which the power appointed by him ſhould determine. So that both Texts prepreſs upon them the precepts of the Law, as thoſe whereby the worſhip of the true God is diſtinguiſhed; not as if, of themſelves, they contained mater to oblige that people, or to procure them happineſs. And ſurely, the determi­nations of their Elders, as they concur to the ſame ends, ſo are they inforced by the ſame obligation which the precepts themſelves produce. And therefore it will not be amiſs to take notice, how far the Jews, who acknowledge all that I ſay of limiting the Law, are, from thinking it to be contradicted by theſe Scriptures. Solomon Jarchi upon Deut. VI. 2. Thou ſtalt not adde; As for ex­ample, to the five Sections in the Phylacteries; to the five kinds in the banquet, which we cary at the feaſt of Tabernacles; to the five Thrummes in the Fringes: And ſo when he ſayes, Thou ſhalt not take away. They are commanded by the Law, to wear frontlets upon them, to put them in remembrance of the precepts thereof, Ex. XIII. 9. Deut. VI. 8. XI. 18. to carry in their hands, and to walk with a Buſh, made up of the branches of ſeverall trees, at the feaſt of Ta­bernacles, Levit. XXIII. 40. to put a fringe to the corners of their Garments, made of a thred of Hyacinth among others, Numb. V. 38. 39. But that thoſe frontlets ſhould contain five Sections of the Law, & no more; that thoſe fringes ſhould conſiſt of four kinds beſides the Hyacinth (which are the determinati­ons of their Elders) theſe, according to his opinion, they are as much forbid­den to adde to, as to take from that which is determined by the leter of the Law. Abenezra ſeems to be more ſober upon the ſame place; Thou ſhalt not adde, ſaith he, Of your own conceit, as thinking the worſhip of God to conſiſt in it. For, believing that they vow to worſhip one God alone, and, that no paſſive acts, which the light of nature injoyneth not, can be eſteemed the worſhip of God of themſelves; but, in the doing of them, is the keeping of that Law which appoints them: it is one thing to worſhip God, as the precepts of the Law, determined by that Power which it appoints, do injoyn; another thing, to introduce rules of worſhipping God, not by virtue of his Law, but upon a mans own conceit. And therefore it is forbidden them, to inquire after the fa­ſhions, by which the Gentiles worſhipped their Gods, Deut. XII. 30. as a pre­ſumption, that he which ſhould ſay, that he would worſhip God as they did their Idols, had a mind to worſhip their Idols in ſtead of God, otherwiſe he would reſt content with that way of worſhipping God, which the Law had pre­ſcribed. Whereupon the Jews determine, that there are four Ceremonies, which who ſo does to any thing but to God alone, muſt be underſtood to wor­ſhip it for God; which are, ſacrificing, burning incenſe, pouring out drink-of­ferings, and adoration: But others there are, by doing which, a man cannot be concluded to worſhip any thing but God, till he do it in that way and fa­ſhion, as is one by thoſe that profeſſe to worſhip it for God. If it be ſaid, that theſe are Jews which allow Traditions; but, that there is another ſort of Jews called Scripturaries  [...], which admit nothing but the leter of the Scriptures. I anſwer, that thoſe alſo who admit onely the Text of Scripture, and pretend to determine all controverſies about the Law, by conſequences to be drawn from it, could never come to agreement among themſelves, what conſequence ſhould take place, and what not, did they not acknowledge ſome publick per­ſons, whoſe determinations the whole body of them ſubmitteth to; the conſe­quences which they derive their obſervations by from the leter of the Law, be­ing ſo ridiculouſly inſufficient, that they could not ſatisfie the meaneſt under­ſtandings otherwiſe, as may appear by thoſe which the Talmudiſts alledge for their conſtitutions. Which being no leſſe ridiculous, then the traditions which they alledge incredible, would be both to no effect, did not the publick power of the Nation (which, while the Law ſtood was of force by it; but, now it [Page] is void, ought to ceaſe) put all pretenſes beyond diſpute.
And for that which is alledged out of the Apocalyps (which in ſound of words, ſeems to import ſome ſuch thing concerning the vvhole book of the Scriptures, as theſe Texts of Moſes import concerning the Lavv) I ſhall deſire the underſtanding Reader, but to conſider that proteſtation vvhereby Irenaeus conjures all that ſhould copy his Book, to collate it vvell vvith the Original, that they might be ſure, neither to adde to it, nor take from it, as Euſebius rela­teth out of his Book de Ogdoade againſt the Valentinians, Eccl. Firſt. V. 21.  [...]. I adjure thee, that ſhalt copy out this Book, by our Lord  [...]eſus Chriſt, and by his glorious preſence, when he comes to judge the quick and dead, to collate what thou haſt tranſcribed, and correct it by this Copy whence thou haſt tranſcribed it, with care; and likewiſe to tranſcribe this adſuration, and pu [...]it in the Copy. Setting aſide this adjuration, what is the difference between S. Iohns charge, and the matter of it? And, finding the words of S. Iohn to import neither more nor leſſe, to tell me what he thinks of this argument; S. Iohn proteſteth in the concluſion of his Revelation, that, who ſo ſhall adde any thing to the true and authentick Copy of theſe Prophe­ſies, to him ſhall be added the plagues written it; who ſo taketh from it, from him ſhall be taken his ſhare in the Book of life, and the holy City, and the good things written in that Book: Therefore, all things neceſſary to the ſal­vation of all Chriſtians, are contained in the Scriptures clearly to all under­ſtandings. But, ſtrain the conſequence of this Text beyond the words of it, (which concern onely the words of the propheſie of this Book; that is, the Apo­calyps) if you pleaſe; and take it for a ſeal to the whole Bible, forbidding to take any thing from, or to adde any thing to it (for ſome of the Ancients have ſo argued from it) ſhall he that addeth the true ſenſe to, or taketh falſe gloſſes from the Bible, by force of that evidence which the Tradition of the Church createth, be thought therefore to adde to the Word of God, or to take from it? Then did God provide that his own Law ſhould be violated by his own Law; when, having forbidden to adde, or to take from Moſes Law, he provided a power to limit or to extend both the ſenſe and practiſe of it, and that under pain of death to all that refractarily ſhould reſiſt it. Now, I demand of them that ſhall alledge S. Pauls Anathema, againſt him that ſhould preach any other Goſpel then what he had preached to the Galatians, againſt the poſition that I maintain whether he do believe, that the Galatians had then the New Teſtament, conſiſting of the four Goſpels, and other Apoſto­licall Scriptures; or whether he can maintain that they had any part of it. For if this cannot (as is evident that it cannot) be affirmed, then, of neceſſity, S. Paul ſpeaks of the Goſpel, not as we have it written in the Books of the New Teſtament, but as they had received it from the preaching of S. Paul, by word of mouth; which, being common to all Chriſtians, (unleſſe we queſtion whether all the Apoſtles preached the ſame Goſpell) cannot be thought to deſtroy, either the being of the Catholick Church, or the ſaith which it ſuppo­ſeth, or the power wherein it conſiſteth; and the Authority of thoſe acts which have voluntarily proceeded from it. As for the Beraeans, that examined even the doctrine of S. Paul by the Scriptures; is it a wonder, that they ſhould not take S. Paul for an Apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt, upon his own word, but ſhould demand of him, to ſhow by the Scriptures, that Jeſus was the Chriſt, that ſo they might be induced to believe him ſent to preach the Goſpel of Chriſt? Therefore, when they were become Chriſtians, we muſt believe, that they un­derſtood themſelves, and S. Paul better, then to call his doctrine under exami­narion, or to diſpute with him about the meaning of the Scriptures which he ſhould alledge; which our illuminati, which take this for an argument, muſt conſequently do, becauſe they value not, in S. Paul, the commiſſion of an Apoſtle, but the preſumption they have, that the Holy Ghoſt moved him to [Page] write the Scriptures which he hath left us, though they have nothing to alledge for it, but the general commiſſion of an Apoſtle. To the words of the Evange­liſt, Ioh. XX. 30. 31. I anſwer, that he ſpeaks onely of his own Goſpel. And, that the things written in that Goſpel are ſufficient to induce a man to believe, that believing he may have life; But that is not ſufficient to inferre; that, there­fore all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, are clearly expreſſed, either in S. Iohns Goſpel, or in the whole Scripture; becauſe, he that is indu­ced by the things there written, to belive the truth of Chriſtianity, may ſeek further inſtruction in the ſubſtance thereof, that he may attain unto life by im­bracing the ſame. So, S. Iohn ſaith not, that a man hath life by believing what is there, but what, by knowing it he cometh to believe. As for thoſe words of S. Paul, 1 Tim. III. 16. 17. I confidently believe, that S. Paul ſpeaketh onely of the Books of the Old Teſtament, then (before the writings of the Apo­ſtles were gathered into that body, which now is the New Teſtament) known by the name of the Scriptures: Being well aſſured, that no evidence can be made to the contrary, becauſe of thoſe alone it could be demanded, that they ſhould bear witneſſe to that which the Apoſtles preached and taught: There being no queſtion, that the ſayings and doings of our Lord and his Apo­ſtles, (the matter of the Goſpels and Acts) and the writings of the Apoſtles, contain the ſame, which the man of God, that is Timothy, is to Preach and Teach. Nevertheleſſe, waving ſo evident a preſumption, I am ready to ſtand to all, that the words, underſtood of the whole Bible, will argue. For, granting, that all Scripture was inſpired by God to this purpoſe, That the man of God might be perfectly furniſhed to every good worke, of edifying believers, or convincing gain-ſayers; of inſtructing the ſonnes of the Church, or correcting the rebelli­ous; it would be nevertheleſſe in vain to inferre, that, therefore, all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, are clearly expreſſed to all under­ſtandings in the Scriptures; becauſe it is evident, that the man of God, by be­ing firſt made a Chriſtian, or elſe a man of God, might be inſtructed in all things neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, or to the diſcharge of his particular truſt, which by learning the Scriptures, he might afterwards be more plentifully inabled to know. For, granting that the Scripture is able abun­dantly to furniſh him that hath learned all that is neceſſary for a Chriſtian, or for a man of God to know, with all parts belonging to a man of God; It fol­loweth not, that the Scripture clearly teacheth him that hath not learned the ſame, all that is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians: Becauſe, he that tranſgreſſeth not the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, may find in the Scriptures ſuf­ficient furniture, both for the maintaining, and for the advancing of that Chri­ſtianiy which he acknowledgeth; And yet, he that truſteth his own ſenſe, to find out what is the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, by the leter of the Scriptures, may well miſs of that, which God never bade him truſt his own ſenſe, to find by the Scripture.
Now if it be demanded, how the Law can be ſaid to give light, or wiſe­dom to the ſimple, being of it ſelfe not to be underſtood; I will anſwer from the peculiar conſequence of my poſition, concerning the double ſenſe of the Law: For it becometh a Chriſtian to believe, that the Law is thus highly ex­tolled by the Brophets, (whom he is obliged to take for the fore-runners of Chriſt, not for the outward and carnal ſenſe of it, as it was the condition of holding the Land of promiſe, and the happineſſe thereof; but for the inward and ſpirituall ſenſe, as the means whereby the Spirit of God then enlight­ned them to diſcern the true inward and ſpirituall righteouſneſſe of Chriſtians, as I ſaid afore. And, what is the reaſon that the Pſalmiſt ſairh, XXV. 11. 13. What man is he that feareth the Lord? Him ſhall he teach in the way that he ſhall chuſe. The ſecret of the Lord is among them that fear him, and he will ſhew them his Covenant: The Covenant of the Lord being clearly expreſſed to all Iſraelites, whoſe Anceſtors, contracting it with God, had undertaken to teach it their children? But that there was ſomething more in it than all that were of it underſtood, which, God teacheth by the Pſalmiſt all that were of it, that [Page] he was ready to teach them, that ſhould come with his fear in their hearts to learn it. The ſame which our Lord tells the Jews of his time, Ioh. VII. 17. If any man will do the will of my Father, he ſhall know, concerning my doctrine, whi­ther it be of God, or I ſpeak from my ſelfe. For, that which our Lord Chriſt ſhews, ſhall be expreſly received and acknowledged by thoſe, who, by the Law had been conducted, to be willing to do what God ſhould command, in point of inward and ſpiritual obedience; To them that ſtand ſo affected, nothing remain­ing to be done, but to ſhew them that Chriſt was come from God with inſtru­ctions, what he vvould henceforth have them to do that vvould be ſaved. Novv, if the Prophets, Eſay and Ieremy promiſe, that, under the Goſpel, all Chriſti­ans ſhall be taught of God: If our Lord praiſeth the Father, for revealing to babes the ſecret thereof, vvhich he had concealed from the great and learned of the world; If, upon the ſame account, it was not fleſh and blood, but the Father that had revealed to S. Peter the Chriſt the Son of God: I demand whether we ſhall imagine their meaning to be, that God taught them theſe things without ſhowing them reaſon ſufficient argument to believe them to be true; Or, having ſhewed them ſuch, that he taught them, by inclining them to follow that which he had ſhowed them ſufficient arguments to believe. If we ſay, that he taught them immediately, without ſhowing them any ſufficient reaſon for the truth of that which he taught them to follow; we expoſe our common Chriſtianity to the ſcorn of all unbelievers, whom, by conſequence, we can ſhow no reaſon why they ſhould become Chriſtians, unleſſe God make them ſo before they know why. Nay, we can ſhow them no reaſon, why we deal with them to become Chriſtians; why the Goſpel ſhould be preached at all, or any man ſuffer for preaching or profeſſing it, in order to reduce the world to it, unleſſe we ſuppoſe that we can ſhow them reaſon ſo ſufficient why they ſhould be Chriſtians, that it may by Gods grace become effectual to make them no leſſe. But this is the reaſon why our Lord Chriſt proteſteth, concerning the teſtimonie of Iohn the Baptiſt, (which, every man ſees how available it was to make him receivable of thoſe who before had admitted Iohn to be ſent by God, profeſſing himſelfe ſent expreſly to bear witneſſe to our Lord Chriſt) I ſay, this is reaſon enough, why he profeſſeth nevertheleſſe, not to receive any witneſſe from man. For, had not God provided afore-hand, that the witneſſe of Iohn ſhould he accepted for the word of God; that, being ſo accepted, it might leave no doubt in them that had accepted it (ſo conſiderable a party, that thoſe who refuſed our Lord Chriſt, durſt not provoke it, as we ſee by the Goſpels) that our Lord was come from God; in vain had it been for our Lord to alledge his witneſſe. Wherefore, when he alledgeth him, alleadging not him, but the Father, who had procured him to be accepted; well & truly, though alledging witneſs of Iohn Baptiſt, be renounced the witneſſe of man, but profeſſeth to ſpeak thoſe things whereby they might be ſaved, only under the witneſs of God. Neither is it ſtrange that the Prophets, Eſay and Ieremy, and the Apoſtle S. Iohn, ſhould ſay; that thoſe who had been thus taught of God, ſhould need no inſtruction from one another, becauſe they know all things already, or becauſe they had that within them, that ſhould teach them all things. I confeſſe, if we look impertinently, upon that infinity of diſputes that remains in the world, either about action, or about knowledge; if we look upon the multiplying of controverſies in Religion, the leaſt of which diſpute of reaſon decides not, and therefore faction determines; it may appear a very large vvord to make good: But if vve look upon the intent of thoſe that ſpake it, and the mater vvhich they had in hand, it will appear ve­ry unreaſonable to extend it to any thing elſe. Now I ſuppoſe, upon the pre­miſes, that the Prophets, Eſay and Ieremy, in the firſt, and literal, and obvious ſenſe, intend to ſoretell the return of the people of Iſrael from Captivity, and the great change that ſhould be ſeen, in their faithfulneſſe to God; though figuring thereby that knowledge of God, and that fidelity of Chriſti­ans, which the preaching of the Goſpel ſhould produce. And truly, I do chal­lenge all them that are beſt acquainted with the ſtate of that people from the beginning, to ſhow me any greater change in it, then that which we ſee came to [Page] paſſe upon their return from the Captivity. To wit, that they, who formerly, before the Captivity, had been every day falling away from their own the true God, to the worſhip of imaginary Deities; ſhould from thenceforth con­tinue conſtant to him, when tempted with the greateſt torments in the world, to renounce him for the worſhip of Idols, as we ſee by the relations of the Mac­cabees. And is it ſtrange then, that I ſhould ſay, that this is the change which theſe Propheſies intend to declare? Eſpecially when I ſay not, that this is all they intend, becauſe I know, that the Apoſtles have declared them to be in­tended of the times of the Goſpel; But, that this is that which they intend in the firſt inſtance, which, by the premiſes, muſt be a figure and ſtep to that which the Goſpel intends to declare. And yet, in regard of the manifold Idolatries which prevailed before the Captivity, it ſhall be moſt truly and ſignificantly underſtood; that the people of God, who, after the Captivity never departed from the true God, ſhall not then teach one another to know the true God; becauſe that Law, the ſumme of the old Law, ſhould be written in their hearts and entrails, ſo that they ſhould have no need to teach one another to know the true God. If this be true, referring this Prophene to the Goſpel, of which the Apoſtle expounds it in the myſtical ſenſe, Heb. VIII. 8—it will be much more evident, how thoſe that are baptized upon the profeſſion of the Chriſti­an faith, (who are the new Iſrael according to the Spirit) ſhall have no need to teach one another to know the true God, who both know God, and the way to God, which is the Law of God which they bear in their hearts, if their Chri­ſtianity be not counterfeit. So that, when God promiſeth to eſtabliſh this new Covenant, he promiſeth neither more nor leſſe, then the converſion of the world to the Chriſtian faith.
Accordingly, S. John truly tells the Chriſtians to whom he writes, that they knew all things, and had no need that any man ſhould teach them, becauſe the unction that was in them, taught them the truth; becauſe he doth not mean, that they knew the ſecrets of Geometry, or the myſteries of nature, or what­ſoever is, or is done in the utmoſt parts of the world, or any thing elſe imper­tinent to his preſent diſcourſe: But, becauſe they had in them a principle ſuf­ficient to condemn thoſe errors which he writes againſt there; to wit, thoſe that deny both the Father and the Son, by denying Jeſus to be the Chriſt, which, ſaith the Apoſtle, is the ſpirit of Antichriſt. For ſurely, he that hath unfained­ly profeſſed the Chriſtian Faith upon being catechized in it, hath in him a prin­ciple ſufficient to preſerve him from ſuch groſs infections; which the Holy Ghoſt, wherewith he is anointed upon being baptized into this profeſſion out of a good conſcience, ſealeth up in his heart, ſo that ſuch corruptions can have no acceſs to infect it. And therefore the Apoſtle might well call upon them, to try ſuch Spirits, whither of God or not; ſeeing that the comparing of their pretenſes, with that which they had once received, muſt needs be ſufficient to condemn that which is oppoſite to it, by the judgement of any man that un­fainedly adhereth to it. So that S. Paul, when he bids the Theſſalonians try all things, but hold that which is good; demands no unreaſonable thing at their hands, if we underſtand thoſe things which he would have tried, to be ſuch as are tri [...]ble by the rule of faith, common to all Chriſtians. Indeed the ſame Apo­ſtle, when he writeth to the Corinthians, that the ſpiritual man is judged by no man, but himſelfe judgeth all things; ſeems to ſpeak more generally, not onely of the rule of Faith, but of the ſecret counſel and good pleaſure of God, in diſ­penſing the revelation thereof, one way to the ancient Prophets, another way to the Apoſtles, both, by the Spirit of God and Chriſt: Which ſecret counſel, thoſe ſpiritual men that he ſpeaketh of, were able to interpret, in the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, by comparing ſpiritual things with ſpiritual things; That is, the revelations granted under the Law, with thoſe which the Goſpel had brought forth. Which though the Apoſtles could do, yet, the grace of under­ſtanding the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, by the Holy Ghoſt, was no more common to all Chriſtians at that time, then now, that the underſtanding of the Scriptures is to be purchaſed by humane indeavours, it can be common to all [Page] Chriſtians to be Divines. By all which it appeareth, not that the Scriptures con in all things neceſſary to ſalvation, clearly to all that want it; but that Chriſtianity affordeth ſufficient means of inſtruction, in all things neceſſary to the ſalva [...]ion of all that learn it. And thoſe, who, to find this inſtruction, turn ſimple plain meaning Chriſtians to that tranſlation of the Bible which they like, to find reſolution in the pretenſes of the ſects, which can ariſe, cannot be ſaid, either to teach them Chriſtianity, or ſufficient means to learn it. For, he who hath not only acknowledged the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, but grounded the hope of his ſalvation upon it, will rather deny his own ſenſes, then admit any thing contrary to it, to be the true meaning of the Scripture, whatſoever be the ſound of the words of it. But, he that onely knoweth the Scriptures to be Gods truth, and believeth he hath the ſpirit of God to conduct him in ſeek­ing the ſenſe of it, not ſuppoſing the beliefe of Chriſtianity to be a condition requiſite to the having of Gods ſpirit, may eaſily be ſeduced by his inbred pride, to deviſe and ſet up new poſitions, ſounding like the Scriptures, which the Church acknowledgeth no more, then that meaning of the Old Teſtament, which our Lord and his Apoſtles firſt declared, was acknowledged by the Scribes and Phariſees. And, thinking he doth it by the ſame right as they had, muſt needs take himſelfe and his followers for our Lord and his Apoſtles, but the Church for the Scribes and Phariſees. As for that extravagant conceit of Cart­wright, I will once more ſtand amazed at it. A man of ſo much knowledge, as to think himſelfe fit to recall the Lawes of his Country, and give new Laws to the Church of God in it, is not aſhamed to admit, that the reaſon why the Idolatries of Iſraelites were ſo odious to God, was, becauſe he had not com­manded them by the Scriptures; As if God had never forbade them to wor­ſhip Idols by the Scriptures. For, otherwiſe, he could not have inferred by the words of the Prophet, that a Chriſtian ought to do nothing without a Text of Scripture to warrant it; much leſſe, to admit any Law of the Church without ſuch evidence. Which had it been granted him, with power to give the Church ſuch Laws, he could not have proceeded without demanding this exception; that thoſe which Cartwright ſhould make without any ſuch warrant, might be counted godly and religious; but theſe which the Church, ſuperſtitious.

CHAP. XXVII. Why it was death to tranſgreſs the determinations of the Jews Conſiſtory, and what power this argueth in the Church. A difference between the authority of the Apo­ſtles, and that of the Church. The being of the Church to the worlds end, with power of the Keyes, makes it not infallible. Obedience to Superiors, and the Pillar of truth inferre it not.
IT will not be more difficult to ſhow, how the true ſenſe of all thoſe Scrip­tures, which are alleadged towards the infallibility of the Church, concurs to make good the terms upon which I have reſolved the diſpute in hand. For, having ſhowed, that the Law of Moſes was given the Jews for the condition of holding the land of promiſe, they ruling as well their civil communion, as the ſervice they tendred to God, according to it; I will demand but one thing more, from the general experience of all civill people: which is this; That no form of Laws can be propounded to any community of men whatſoever, ſo as to ſerve it, without further determining and limiting of ſuch things, as time, and the occurrences of time ſhall diſcover to be undetermined by that Law, and therefore queſtionable. So that Moſes Law, though given by God, who fore­ſaw whatſoever could become queſtionable concerning the mater of his Law; yet, becauſe given for the civil Law of the people, muſt needs be given liable to want ſuch limitations as the occurrences of time ſhould make requiſite. Nei­ther can the truth hereof be better evidenced, then by ſhowing the courſe which God, by the Law, hath taken, for the ending of all ſuch diſputes ariſing [Page] upon the Law. I do therefore not onely grant, but inſiſt upon this, that the power eſtabliſhed by the law of Deut. XVII. 8.-12. extendeth to all maner of debates, ariſing upon occaſion of any recept of Moſes Law; and to the deter­mining of them, by limiting thoſe things, which the leter of the Law had not expreſſed. I do likewiſe grant, that death is allotted for a penalty, to whoſo­ever ſhould not conform to any ſuch determination, and the practice of the Law according to it. And I do find ſo much reaſon for it, that I do not under­ſtand, how poſſibly that people ſhould ſubſiſt (and, by conſequence, the Law which made them that people) in practice of it, without ſuch a proviſion as this; An opinion of the intent and meaning of God, in the practice of any precept, being ſufficient to divide that people into parties, not to be reconciled but by the voice of God, either upon the occaſion, or by the Law, warranting the ſentence of thoſe whom he authorizeth to declare what he requireth of his people. Setting aſide for the preſent to diſpute, whether it be the Prieſts alone, or the Prieſts with the chiefe of the People, in whom this Power is veſted by the Law, (as, for the preſent, I diſpute not, who the perſons are, in whom the power of Church maters reſts, in behalf of the Church) it is plainly, by this Law, a capitall crime, to teach and do contrary to what the publick Power of that People ſhould determine, concerning the intent and practice of any Pre­cept of that Law. And therefore accordingly I grant, & inſiſt, that, in the new Iſrael of God according to the Spirit, which is the Church of Chriſt, there is and ought to be a Power of putting out of the fellowſhip of the ſame any man, that ſhall not ſtand to the reſolution, which legally is able to conclude it. For, without ſuch a Power, it cannot be imagined, how the unity thereof ſhould ſub­ſiſt, ſeeing that there can be no community, in which debates ſhall not ariſe, about thoſe things wherein they communicate. I grant further and inſiſt, that he who is juſtly put out of the Church, though meerly for violating the unity thereof, by diſobeying that juſt order which unites it, is thereby condemned to the death of the world to come; As, he that teaches and does contrary to the ſentence of that power that concludes the Synagogue is put out of this. Notwithſtanding, as many other crimes beſides this, are capitall by the law of Moſes; ſo, there be many other cauſes, both of faith, and of life, by which a man forfeits his intereſt, both in the world to come, and in the communion of the Church. But if any man argue, that, becauſe a man forfeits the Communi­on of the Church, by diſobeying the determination thereof; therefore all the de­terminations thereof are infallibly true, and obliging by virtue of Gods Law. I ſhall deny the conſequence, by virtue of that very Law of Deut. XVII. 8.-12. upon which this Argument is grounded; For, whereas it makes diſobedience a capital crime, there are other Laws, that ſuppoſe a breach of the Law, even in following the determinations of that power which it eſtabliſheth. At leaſt if we admit the practice of thoſe Jews that follow the Talmud, in thoſe precepts of Levit. VI. 13.-21. Numb. XV. 21.-26. which indeed cannot reaſon­ably be otherwiſe underſtood: How ſhould the Congregation offer ſacrifices to expiate that ignorance wherein all were involved; but, as thoſe that had power to make wrong determinations, ſhould expiate that ignorance, which the Congregation, by following, had incurſed. Neither ſaith our Lord any leſſe in the Goſpel, though in a mater of greater conſequence, when, having con­demned them that tranſgreſſed Gods commandment, for the Tradition of their Predeceſſors, Mat. XV. 5-10. Mar. VII. 8-12. nevertheleſſe, he com­mands them to obſerve; and do all ſuch things as the Scribes and Phariſees, ſit­ting in Moſes Chair, ſhould command, Mat. XXIII. 2. to wit; becauſe the authority of Moſes his Chair preſuppoſed the Law of God, but extended not to nullifie any part of it. In like maner, the authority of the Church preſuppo­ſing the truth of Chriſtianity, the profeſſion whereof makes Chriſtians, the Body whereof is the Church: It is not poſſible that it ſhould reach ſo farre, as to warrant any man to believe that, which, thoſe grounds, upon which the truth of Chriſtianity ſtands, cannot evidence to be true. I ſay not that the Church cannot determine what ſhall be taught and received, in ſuch diſputes, as will di­vide [Page] the Church, unleſſe an end be put: But I ſay, that the Authority of the Church can be no reaſon, obliging or warranting to believe that for truth, which cannot be reaſonably deduced from the motives of our common faith; onely it ſhall be a reaſon, obliging and warranting to keep the peace of the Church, by not ſcandalizing ſuch determinations thereof, as are not deſtructive to the common faith. Much more, where the faith is not concerned, (onely the que­ſtion is, of determining the circumſtances of thoſe actions, wherein the Com­munion of the Church is exerciſed, which neither our Lord, nor his Apoſtles have determined) ſhall the diſobeying of ſuch determinations, be the violating of that unity, which all Chriſtians profeſſe that God hath ordained in his Church. And now we have an eaſie account to give, how the Prophets Haggai and Mala­chi ſend the Iſraelites to the Prieſt, for reſolution in thoſe things, which the practice of that people determined, to belong to their office to reſolve; Be­cauſe it cannot be doubted, that their reſolutions depended upon upon the acts of that authority, which concluded that people, by the Law aforeſaid of Deut. XVII. 8.-12. Which, if not infallible, and yet authorized by God, to war­rant the proceedings of his people, it will be no marvail, if thoſe that act in dependance on them, be authorized to warrant the people, though further from being infallible.
To come now to thoſe things that are alleadged to be ſaid of the Apoſtles and of the Church; having already limited the power of the Church not to ex­tend to the faith of Chriſtianity, which it preſuppoſeth it will be eaſie to diſtin­guiſh it from the power of the Apoſtles. Which, though it preſuppoſe the truth of Chriſtianity preached by our Lord, as that which they are imployed to introduce and eſtabliſh [...]; yet, in order of nature and reaſon, is before the ve­ry being of the Church, as ſerving to evidence any truth of the Goſpel to them that believe, being convicted that they came from God to move them to be­lieve. For, how can they ſtand obliged to believe the truth of our common Chri­ſtianity to be that, which God ſent our Lord Chriſt to preach; but, by ſtanding convict, that the Apoſtles were ſent by him, to move them to accept of it, and thereupon inabled with means to evidence this Commiſſion, and truſt; where­upon, the world may ſafely repoſe themſelves upon the credit of them, whoſe act God owns, by the witneſſe he yields them for his own? The true reaſon and ground, upon which, no act of theirs, whither by word or writing, is refuſable by the Church: Upon which, the truth of things determined by their writings, is no more determinable by the Church, becauſe the meaning of their words, which is the truth ſought for, is in the words from the time they are ſaid. And is it then an unreaſonable demand, that their Charter, He that heareth you, hear­eth me—extending to all that falls under their office, ſhould not be thought to deſcend upon the Church indefinitely, but according to ſuch limitations as the conſtitution thereof determineth; That is to ſay, not to the effect of crea­ting faith, but of preſerving peace and unity in the Communion of the Church? Not prejudicing, nevertheleſſe, that force of evidencing the truth of Chriſtia­nity, and the meaning of the Apoſtles writings, which I have ſhowed to be in the teſtimony of the Church, not by any authority it hath from God, but from that conviction, which the teſtimony of ſuch a body of men inferreth I ſhall not therefore deny, that he who heareth or refuſeth their ſucceſſors, heareth and refuſeth God; if that which they would be heard in, be within the bounds of that power which God hath aſſigned them, but is not the ſame that he aſ­ſigned the Apoſtles. But I ſhall utterly deny, that it is by virtue of theſe words, which were ſpoken by our Lord, at ſuch time, as he had not declared, whither they ſhould have ſucceſſors or not. For, there is very great appearance, that they themſelves, after this, expected to ſee the worlds end, and the coming of Chriſt. When the Apoſtles, Mat. XXVI. 3. inquire of our Lord, When ſhall theſe things come to paſſe? And what ſhall be the ſign of thy coming, and of the worlds end? Though our Lord by this anſwer, diſtinguiſheth the time of the deſtruction of Jeruſalem from the end of the world; yet, by the queſtion, there is no appearance, that the Apoſtles did ſo diſtinguiſh, before his anſwer, And, [Page] when his anſwer contains; That this generation ſhall not be over, till all theſe things come to paſſe; and that, not only after he had declared the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, but his coming, and the end of the world, Mat. XXIV 14.-23-29-34. it appeareth, that thoſe things, which, he declares, ſhall forerun the worlds end, were to begin before that generation were out, when to end, being not thought ſit then to be ſaid. If this interpretation of Grotius, which makes good the leter beſt, ſuffer contradiction; yet is it evident by S. Pauls Epiſtles, 1 Cor. XV. 51, 52. 2 Cor. V. 11-44. 2 Theſ. IV. 15. 17. that he was not certificed, but that the coming of Chriſt to judgement ſhould be during his time. In which S. Iohn, by the Apocalypſe, was more fully informed. If theſe things be true, the obe­dience due to the Apoſtles ſucceſſors, cannot ſtand by virtue of this command, given, when it was not declared, whither they were to have ſucceſſors or not: But, by thoſe Scriptures, whereby it may appear, ſo farre as in due place it ſhall appear, whither or no, and upon what terms the Apoſtles left their Authority with ſucceſſors; which when it appears, then, by conſequence of reaſon it will be inferred from theſe words, that, who hears or refuſes them, hears or refuſes God, by whom the Apoſtles were inabled, to leave ſuch part of their power with ſucceſſors.
Neither will it be ſtrange, that I allow not any Councill, in which never ſo much of the authority of the preſent Church is united, to ſay, in the ſame ſenſe, and to the ſame effect, as the Synode of the Apoſtles at Jeruſalem; It ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt, and to us: Though I allow, the overt act of their aſ­ſembling to be a legall preſumption, that their acts are the acts of the Holy Ghoſt, ſo farre as they appear not to tranſgreſſe thoſe bounds, upon which the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt is promiſed the Church. For, as for the Apoſtles, I have ſhowed before, that they had the Holy Ghoſt given them, not onely to preſerve them in the truth of the common profeſſion of Chriſtians, but to re­veal unto them the true ſenſe of the old Scriptures, according to the Goſpell which they preached, (though that grace was common to many more beſides the Apoſtles, not to all Chriſtians) upon which depended the reſolution of the point then in debate. Beſides, I do not intend to depart from that obſervation which I have made in another place, that we find by the Scriptures, and by the primitive Records of the Church, many revelations made to Gods people at their publick Aſſemblies, by the means of ſuch as had the Grace. And there­upon do inferre, that ſuch a revelation was made to that Aſſembly upon the place, directing the decree which there follows, and is ſignified (according to that brevity which the Scriptures uſe, in alleadging that whereof no mention is premiſed in the relation that went afore) by theſe words it ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt, and to us. Now, the words of our Lord, Mat. XXVIII. 20. Be­hold, I am with you to the worlds end; are manifeſtly ſaid to the body of the Church, and therefore do not promiſe it any priviledge of the Apoſtles. And truly, ſeeing it is a promiſe immediately inſuing upon a Precept; Go preach and make Diſciples all Nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; teaching them to obſerve all things I have commanded you: I find it a matter of no ill conſequence, but very reaſonable, to ſay, that the Precept is the condition of the Promiſe, ſeeing no act ſo expreſſed can reaſonably be underſtood otherwiſe. But, in regard it is otherwiſe manifeſt, that the continu­ance of the Church is abſolutely promiſed and foretold, till the world end, by name, in thoſe other words of our Lord, The Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt it, Mat. XXI. 18. I ſhall eaſily admit, that God abſolutely promiſes to be with his to the worlds end, ſo as to preſerve himſelfe a people in the mani­fold diſtractions and confuſions that fall out, by the fault of thoſe that profeſſe themſelves Chriſtians, as well as by the malice of Infidels: But I ſhall deny that this inferres the gift of Infallibility in any perſon, or quality, in be­halfe of the Body of Chriſtians. For, ſuppoſing the viſible profeſſion of Chriſti­anity to continue till the worlds end; ſo that, under this viſible profeſſion, there is ſufficient means to conduct a true Chriſtian in the way to ſalvation; And that by this means, a number of men inviſibly united to our Lord Chriſt [Page] by his Spirit, do attain unto ſalvation indeed: Theſe promiſes of our Lord will be evidently true, though we neither acknowledge on one ſide, any gift of In­fallibility in the Church; nor deny on the other ſide, the viſible unity of the Church inſtituted by Gods Law. It will be evidently true, that our Lord Chriſt is with his Diſciples, (that is Chriſtians) till the worlds end, who could not continue inviſibly united to him, without the inviſible preſence of his Spirit. It will be evidently true, that the Gates of Hell prevail not againſt his Church, in the viſible ſociety whereof, a number of inviſible Chriſtians prevail over the powers of darkneſſe. For though, granting the Church to be ſubject to error, ſalvation is not to be attained without much difficulty: And, though diviſion in the Church may create more difficulty, in attaining ſalvation, then errour might have done; yet, ſo long as ſalvation may be, and is attained by viſible communion with the Church, ſo long is Chriſt with his, nor do the Gates of Hell prevail againſt his Church, though error, which excludeth infallibility, though diviſion, which deſtroyeth unity, hinder many, and many of attaining it.
But if the conſequence that is made from thoſe words of our Lord be lame, that which may be pretended from the power of the Keyes, or, of remitting  [...]d retaining ſins, (both one by the premiſes) granted S. Peter, the Apoſtles, of the Church, will eaſily appear to be none at all. For, no man can maintain the power of remitting and retaining ſins to be granted to the Church, but he muſt yield it to be communicated to more then thoſe, in whom the gift of In­fallibility can be pretended to reſide. Neither can the greateſt of the Apoſtles remit o [...] retain any mans ſinne, without inducing him to imbrace profeſſion of Chriſtianity, or (if, having imbraced it, he fall from it in deed, and in effect) without reducing him to the courſe and ſtudy of performing the ſame, and up­on due profeſſion thereof, readmitting him into the Church; on the other ſide excluding thoſe that cannot be reduced to this eſtate. Nor can the leaſt of all that are able to bring any man into the Church, fail of doing the ſame, upon the ſame terms. And, did ever any man aſcribe the gift of Infallibility, to all them that ſhould have power and right from the Church, and in the Church, to do this? What meaneth then the exception of clave non errante, which is every where, and by every body cautioned for, that, with any reaſon challenges the power of the Keyes for the Church? To me it ſeems rather an argument to the contrary, that, ſeeing this power is challenged for the Church, under this ge­neral exception, without limiting the exception to any ſort of maters or ſub­jects: And, that the act of it is the effect of the decrees of the greateſt autho­rity viſible in the Church; (as, whether Arias ſhould communicate with the Church or not, was the iſſue of as great a debate, as the authority of the Church can determine) that therefore, the ſentence of his excommunication proceeded not from the gift of Infallibility in any authority concurring to the decree of Nicaea, whence it proceeded, granting generally the power of ex­communication to be liable to the exception of clave non errante. Indeed it cannot be denyed, that ſomething requiſite to the exerciſe of this power, was in the Apoſtles infallible, or unqueſtionable, as preſuppoſed to the being of the Church. For, what ſatisfaction could men have of their Chriſtianity, if any doubt could remain, whether the faith which they preached were ſent from God or not? whither the Laws of Eccleſiaſtical communion, which they ad­vanced, were according to their Commiſſion, or not? But, the cauſes upon which the Church is obliged to proceed to imploy this Power, being ſuch as depend many times upon the rule of faith, and the Laws given the Church by the Apo­ſtles, by very many links between both; The dependance whereof, it is hard for all thoſe, that are ſometimes to concur to theſe ſentences to diſcern; I con­ceive it now madneſſe to maintain the gift of Infallibility from the power of the Keyes; in the exerciſe whereof, ſo many occaſions of failing may come to paſs.
As for the exhortations of the Apoſtles, whereby they oblige the Churches of the Theſſalonians and Ebrues, diligently to obey and follow their Governors, 1 Theſ. V. 14. 15. Heb. XIII. 7. 17. theſe I acknowledge to be pertinent to [Page] the queſtion in debate, as, concerning ſuch Governours, as had in their hands the ordinary power of the Church; ſaving that, when he ſaith; Remember your Rulers, which have ſpoken to you the word of God; And, conſidering the iſſue of their converſation, imitate their faith; It is poſſible he may ſpeak of thoſe that firſt brought them the Goſpel, and thoſe were the Apoſtles and Diſ­ciples of Chriſt, either of the firſt rank of the XII. or the ſecond of the LXX, whoſe privildges are not to be communicated to any authority, to be preſerved in the Church afterwards. But the importance of theſe exhortations is not ſuch, as can inferre any imagination of infallibility, in thoſe whom they are exhor­ted to follow. For, they that know the bounds of that Power, which the Apo­ſtles had truſted with the Governours of particular Churches, preſuppoſing the Chriſtianity and Laws of Eccleſiaſtical communion which themſelves had deli­vered, may ſafely be exhorted to acknowledge them, to eſteem them above mea­ſure in love, to obey them, and to give way to them, remembring thoſe, from whom they had firſt received Chriſtianity; (from whom they had received theſe in­ſtructions, as well as their then Rulers) becauſe they had long before received, and yielded obedience to thoſe things, which we except from the obedience of preſent Rulers, as preſuppoſed to any power they can challenge. As for the words of S. Paul, 1 Tim. III. 15. I confeſs they containe a very juſt and full attribute of the Church, and a Title, ſerving to juſtifie all the right I chal­lenge for it. For, if the Church be the Houſe of the living God, then is it, by Gods founding and appointment, a Body conſiſting of all members of the true Church, wherein God dwells, as of old in the Temple at Jeruſalem; as he dwells in every Chriſtian; as he dwelt in the Tabernacle and Campe of the Iſraelites. And if it be the Pillar that ſuſtains the truth, then muſt it have where­with to maintain it, beſide the truth it ſelfe, which is the Scriptures. And what what can that be, but the teſtimony of it ſelfe, as a body and fellowſhip of men onely; which, ſecuring it ſelfe, (that is ſucceſſion) by the evidence made to the Predeceſſors of the ſame body, maintains the truth once committed to the truſt of it, not onely by writing, but alſo by practice. But what is this to the gift of Infallibility? for, ſuppoſe the Church, by the foundation of it, inabled to maintain both the truth and the ſufficience of the motives of faith againſt Infidels, and alſo the rule of faith againſt Hereticks, by the evidence which it maketh that they are received; What is this to the creating of faith, by de­creeing that, which, before it was decreed, was not the object of faith; but up­on ſuch decree obligeth all faithful to believe? Surely the Church cannot be the Pillar that ſuſtains any faith, but that which is laid upon it, as received from the beginning, not that which it layeth upon the foundation of faith. Here I will deſire the Reader to peruſe theſe words of S. Baſil, Epiſt. LXII. ſpeaking of the Biſhop of Neo caeſarea deceaſed;  [...]. There is a man gone, that of all men of his time, moſt evidently excelled in all and every of thoſe good things that belong to men: The ſtay of his Country, the ornament of the Church, the Pillar that ſuſtained the truth. For, if a particular Prelate may duly be qualified, as well the Pillar that ſupporteth the truth, as the prop of his Country; Well may the Church be thought capable of the ſame ſtile, though it create no mat­ter of faith, by decreeing, but onely preſerve that which it hath received, by defending and maintaining it.

CHAP. XXXI. The Fathers acknowledge the Sufficience and clearneſs of the Scriptures, as, the Traditions of the Church. They are to be reconciled, by limiting the terms which they uſe. The limitation of thoſe ſayings which make all Chriſtian truth to be contained in the Scriptures. Of thoſe which make the authority of the Church the ground of Faith.
[Page]
IT is now time, having ſhowed the meaning of thoſe Scriptures which are al­leged for both extremes which I avoid, to do the like for ſome of thoſe ſay­ings of the Fathers which are pleaded to the ſame purpoſe. This abridgment cannot conſider all; Therefore I will not multiply thoſe which ſpeak to one and the ſame purpoſe; Nor marſhal them according to the mater which they ſpeak to; Finding them ſpeak to any branch of thoſe extremes which I decline, I will put them down as they come. S. Auguſtine again de Doctr. Chriſtianâ II. 6. for one place you had afore; Magnifice & ſalubriter Spiritus Sanctus ità Scripturas modificavit, ut locis apertioribus fami occurreret, obſcurioribus faſtidia detergeret. Nihil enim ferè de illis obſcuritatibus eruitur, quod non planiſſimè di­ctum alibi reperiatur. Gallantly as well as wholeſomly hath the Holy Ghoſt ſo tem­pered the Scriptures, as to ſatisfie hunger by thoſe places that are plain, by thoſe that are obſcure, to wipe of queaſineſs. For, there is ſcarce any thing digged out of thoſe dark places, that is not found moſt manifeſtly ſaid elſewhere. Epiſt. III. Tanta eſt Chriſtianarum profunditas literarum, ut in eis quotidie proficerem, ſi eas ſolas, ab ineunte pueritiâ uſque ad decrepitam ſenectutem, maximo otio, ſummo ſtudio, meliore ingenio conarer addiſcere. Non quòd ad ea quae neceſſaria ſunt ſaluti, tant â in eis perveniatur difficultate; Sed cùm ibi quiſque fidem tenuerit, ſine quâ rectè pie (que) non vivitur, tam multa, tam (que) multis myſteriorum umbraculis opaca intelli­genda proficientibus reſtant—So great is the depth of the Writings of Chriſti­anity, that I ſhould profit in them continually, if I ſhould indeavor to learn them one­ly, at very great leaſure, with moſt earneſt ſtudy, having a better wit, from the be­ginning of my nonage till decrepit old age. Not as if it were ſo hard to attain to that which is neceſſary in them; But when a man hath attained the Faith, without which there is no good and godly living, there remain ſo many things to be underſtood, and ſo darkly ſhadowed with manifold myſteries—Clemens Protreptico:  [...]. Hear yee then that are farre off, hear yee that are near hand. The word is not hid from any. It is a common light, it ſhineth upon all men. There are no Cimmerians in the Word. As ſome ſaid then, that there were in the world, that had no Sun. Irenaeus II. 46. Ʋniverſae Scri­pturae & Propheticae & Apoſtolicae in aperto & ſine ambiguitate, & ſimiliter ab omnibus audiri poſſunt. All the Scriptures both of the Prophets and Apoſtles are open, and without ambiguity, and may be heard (or underſtood) alike of all. III. 15. Do­ctrina Apoſtolorum manifeſta & firma, & nihil ſubtrahens: neque alia quidem in abſcondito, alia verò in manifeſto docent um. The doctrine of the Apoſtles is clear and firm, and conceals nothing; As not teaching one thing in ſecret and another open­ly. Origen, contra Celſum VII.  [...]. The vnlgar, after their entrance made, may eaſily ſtudy to apprehend even the deeper notions that are hid in the Scriptures. For it is manifeſt to any man that reads them, that they may have much deeper ſenſe than that which ſtraight appears in them; Which becomes manifeſt to thoſe that dedi­cate themſelves to the examining of the Word, according to the rate of that leiſure and forwardneſſe which they beſtow upon their exerciſe in it. Athanaſius Disp. cum Ario in Conc. Nic. (if it be his) ſpeaking of the Godhead of the Holy [Page] Ghoſt;  [...]. The Holy Scriptures clearly de­clare all things; And not onely that which was in debate. S. Chryſoſtome in Lazarum Hom. III. incourages to reade the Scripture, becauſe it is not obſcure; the Gentiles that ſought vain-glory by writing books, affecting obſcurity as the way to be admired, but the Holy Ghoſt, ſeeking the good of all, contrariwiſe. In  [...]oan. Hom. II. hee compares S. Johns doctrine to the Sun, as ſhining to all, not onely men of underſtanding, but women and youths. In Mat. Hom. I. to the ſame purpoſe; Epiphanius Haer. LXXVI.  [...]. For, all is clear in Gods Scriptures, to thoſe that will come to the Word of God with godly reaſon, and turn not themſelvs down the precipices of death, through luſt wrought in them by the devil. To the ſame purpoſe, Haer. LXIX. Gregory Nyſſene in Pſalm. Inſcriptio­nes I. commendeth the Pſalms for rendring deep myſteries eaſie and pleaſant to men and women, young and old. Cyril in Julianum VII. anſwering his ſcorn of the Scriptures for their vulgar language, ſaith it was ſo provided, that they might not exceed any mans capacity. Fulgentius, according to S. Auſtine, Serm­de Confeſſoribus: Ita ſuae moderationis tenet temperiem, ut nec ovibus deſint pabula, nec paſtoribus alimenta. The Scripture holds this moderation in the temper of it, that neither the ſheep wants food, nor the ſhepherd nouriſhment in it. S. Chryſoſtome obſerves, that when S. Paul ſayes 2 Cor. III. 14. Their ſenſes are blinded in read­ing the Scriptures; Hee makes the cauſe to be in the Jewes blindeneſſe when they underſtand not in the Scriptures.
Again, Origen in Mat. Tract. XXV. in Rom. III. S. Baſil. Moral. definitione XXV. S. Chryſoſtome in Pſal. XCV. S. Cyril Catech. IV. Rufinus in Symb. agree in affirming, that, whatſoever is taught in Chriſtianity is to be proved by the Scri­ptures. S. Jerome in Mic. I. Eccleſia Chriſti quae habitat bene, & in toto orbe Eccleſias poſſidens ſpiritus unitate conjuncta eſt, & habet urbes Legis Prophetarum, Evangelii, & Apoſtolorum; non eſt egreſſa de finibus ſuis, id eſt, de Scripturis ſanctis. The Church of Chriſt being well ſeated, and having Churches all over the world, it hath the Cities of the Law the Prophets, the Gospel, and the Apoſtles; goes not out of her bounds, which are the Holy Scriptures. Optatus V. putting the caſe of the Church with the Donatiſts to be the caſe of children about their Fathers inheritance, ſends them to his Will, as the Judge of their pretenſes. And ſo S. Auſtine alſo, in Pſalmum XXI. The Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles II. 19. Leo Epiſt. XXIII. S. Cypr. Epiſt. LXVIII. and many more agree, that the People are to anſwer for themſelves, if they follow bad Paſtors. S. Auſtine adverſus Maxim. III. 14. Ne (que) ego Nicenum, nec tu debes Ariminenſe, tanquam praejudicaturus, proferre Concilium. Scripturarum authoritatibus, non quorumcun (que) propriis, ſed utriuſ (que) communibus teſtibus, res cum re, cauſa cum causâ, ratio cum ratione decertet. Neither am I to produce the Council of Nicaea, nor you that of Ariminum, for a prejudice. With authorities of the Scriptures, as witneſſes com­mon to both, not proper to either, let mater contend with mater, reaſon with reaſon, cauſe with cauſe. De Ʋtilitate credendi VI. hee ſaith, the Scripture of the Old Teſtament, ità eſſe modificatam, ut nemo inde haurire non poſſit quod ſibi ſatis eſt, ſi modò ad hauriendum devotè ac piè, ut vera religio poſcit, accedat. Is ſo tempered, that any man may draw out of it that which is enough for him, if hee come devoutly and piouſly, as true religion requires, to draw. Vincentius Com­monit. I. confeſſeth that inveterate Her [...]es, and Opus imperfectum in Mat. Hom. XLIX. that the corruptions of Antichriſt are not to be convinced but by Scripture. The ſame Vincentius Commonit. I. and Sulpitius Severus Hiſt. II. ac­knowledg the Arians to have over-ſpread the greateſt part of the Church. The [...]e­fore Nazianzene Orat. adverſ. Arianos ſcorns them that meaſure the Church by number. And Liberius in Theodoret Eccleſ. Hiſt. II. 16. anſwers Conſtantius,  [...]. The cauſe of the Faith hath never a whit the worſe, becauſe I am alone. But truly, I know nothing in all an­tiquity, more peremptory againſt the Infallibility of the Church, than that of Vineentius, denying, that the Rule of Faith can ever increaſe, or Councils do any [Page] more in it, than determine that expreſly and diſtinctly, which was ſimply held from the beginning. Commonit. I. And S. Auſtine de Ʋnitate Eccleſiae cap. XVI. challenges the Donatiſts to demonſtrate their Church out of the Scriptures. S. Ambroſe de Incarnatione cap. V. S. Hilary de Trinitate VI. Victor in Marcum cap. III. agree, that the Faith is the foundation of the Church, by vir­tue whereof, the gates of Hell prevail not againſt it. Therefore S. Auſtine de Bapt. contra Donat. II. 3. acknowledges, that not onely particular Councils are corrected by General, but that, of General Councils the later may and do cor­rect them that went afore.
Again Irenaeus III. 1. affirms that the Apoſtles writ what they preached, by the will of God, for the foundation and pilar of our Faith. Tertulliane de Pr [...]ſcript. cap. VIII. Cùm credimus, nihil ultrà deſideramus credere. Hoc enim prius credimus, non eſſe quod ultra credere debeamus. When wee believe, wee deſire to believe nothing elſe. For, firſt wee believe, that there is nothing further which wee ought to believe. So cap. XIV. XXIX. contra. Hermog. cap. XXII. Scriptum eſſe doceat Hermogenis Officina. (that the world was made of mater pre­exi [...]ent) Si non eſt ſcriptum, timeat vae illud adjicientibus aut detrahentibus definitum. Let the ſhop of Hermogenes ſhow it written. If it be not written, let it fear the wo de­creed for them that adde or take away. Apollinaris in Euſebius Eccl. Hiſt. V. 10. is afraid to write, leaſt hee ſhould ſeem to write or injoyn more than the Go­ſpel, to which nothing is to be added, or taken from it. S. Baſil de Fide, ſayes, it is plain apoſtaſie, to bring in any thing that is not written. And in Aſceticis Reg. LXXX. proves it, becauſe faith is by Gods Word, and, that which is not of faith is ſin. So likewiſe S. Ambroſe de Paradiſo cap. XII. alleging Apoc. XXII. 19. S. Auſtine de Bono Viduitatis I. Sancta Scriptura doctrinae noſtrae Regulam figit. The Holy Scripture preſcribes a Rule to our doctrine. To the ſame purpoſe de peccatorum & remiſs. II. 36. S. Cyril de Trinitate & perſonâ Chriſti, whoſe words Damaſcene uſes de Orthod. Fide I. 1. Theodoret in Levit. Quaeſt. IX. Theophilus II. Paſchali. S. Jerome in Pſal. XCVIII. Omne quod loquimur de­bemus affirmare ex Scripturis Sanctis. Whatſoever wee ſay wee are to prove out of the Holy Scriptures. To the ſame purpoſe in Mat. XXIII. in Aggaei I. Origen in Mat. Tract. XXIII. That wee are to ſilence gain-ſayers by the Scriptures, as our Lord did the Sadduces. Adoro Scripturae plenitudinem, quae mihi & factorem oſtendit & facta. I adore the fulneſs of the Scripture, which ſhowes mee both the Maker and what hee made, ſaith Tertulliane contra Hermog. cap. XXII. S. Au­ſtine de peccat. meritis & remiſs. II. 36. Credo etiam hinc divinorum eloquiorum claeriſſima autorit as eſſet, ſi homo ſine diſpendio promiſſae ſalutis ignorare non poſſet. I believe there would be found ſome clear authority of the Word of God for this (the original of mans ſoul) if a man could not be ignorant of it without loſſe of the ſal­vation that is promiſed. In fine, ſeeing it is acknowledged, that the Scripture is a Rule to our Faith, on all hands, the ſaying of S. Chryſoſtome in Phil. III. Hom. XII. is not refuſable,  [...]. A Rule is not capable of adding to, or taking from it: For ſo, it looſeth being a Rule. For the ſame reaſon, S. Baſil in Eſa. II. and Aſcet. Reg. I. con­demns all that is done without Scripture.
On the other ſide, in the next place, a greater thing cannot be ſaid for the Church than that which Tertul. contra Marc. IV. 2. S. ſer. Ep. LXXXIX. S. Auſt. cont. Fauſt. XXVIII. 4. have ſaid, that S. Pauls authority depended upon the allow­ance of the Apoſtles at Jeruſalem. Tertul. Deni (que), ut cum au [...]o [...]ibus contu [...]t, & convenit de regulâ Fidei, dextras miſcuere. In a word, as ſom as hee had conferred with men in authority, and agreed about the Rule of Faith, they ſhook hands. S. Jer. Oſtendens, ſe non habuiſſe ſecuritatem praedicandi Evangolii, niſi Petri, & caetero­rum Apoſtolorum qui cum eo erant, fuiſſet ſententia roboratum. Showing, that hee had not aſſurance to preach the Goſpel, had it not been confirmed by the ſentence of Peter, and the reſt of the Apoſtles that were with him. S. Auſtine; That the Church would not have believed at all, had not this been done. Among the ſentences of the Fathers, which make S. Peter the rock on which the Church is built, the words of S. Auſtine contra partem Donati, are of moſt appearance; [Page] Ipſa eſt Petra quam non vincunt ſuperbae inferorum Portae. This (Church of Rome) is the Rock which the proud gates of Hell overcome not. S. Jerome is alleged hereupon, conſulting Damaſus then Pope in maters of Faith, as tied to ſtand to his ſentence, Epiſt. LVII. and Apolog. contra Rufinum; Scito Romanam fidem, Apoſtolicâ voce landatam, iſtiuſmodi praeſtigias non recipere; Etiamſi Angelus aliter annunciet quàm ſemel praedicatum eſt, Petri authoritate munitum, non poſſe  [...]utari, Know, that the Faith of Rome, commended by the voice of the Apoſtle, is not liable to ſuch tricks. Though an Angel preach otherwiſe than once was prea­ched, that, being fortified by the authority of S. Peter, it cannot be changed. The ſaying of S. Cyprian is notorious; Non aliunde haereſes orta ſunt aut nata ſchiſ­mata; niſi indè, quòd Sacerdoti Dei non obtemperatur, nec unus in Eccleſiâ ad tem­pus Saeerdos, & ad tempus Judex Chriſti vice cogitatur; cui ſi ſecundum magiſte­ria divina fraternit as obtemperaret univerſa, nemo adversùm Sacerdotum Collegium quicqam moveret, & nemo diſcidio unit atis Chriſti Eccleſiam ſcinderet. Hereſies ſpring, and Schiſms ariſe from no cauſe but this; That the Prieſt of God is not obey­ed, that men think not that there is one Prieſt in the Church, one Judg in Chriſts ſtead, for the time; Whom, if the whole Brother-hood did obey as God teacheth, no man would move any thing againſt the College of Prieſts, or tear the Church with a rent in the Ʋnity of it. The authority which the Church giveth to the Scri­pture is again teſtified by S. Auſtine contra Epiſt. fundamenti, cap. V. Cui libro neceſſe eſt me credere, ſi credo Evangelio; Quum utramque Scripturam ſimiliter mihi Catholica commendet authoritas. Which book (of the Acts) I muſt needs believe, if I believe the Goſpel; Catholick authority alike commending to mee both Scriptures. To the ſame purpoſe, contra Fauſtum XI. 2. XIII. 5. XXII. 19. XVIII. 7. XXVIII. 2. XXXIII. ult. Therefore hee warns him that reads the Scriptures, to preferr thoſe books which all Churches receive before thoſe which onely ſome. And of them, thoſe which more and greater Churches receive, before thoſe which fewer and leſſe. So that, if more receive ſome, and greater others, (though the caſe, hee thinks, doth not fall out) the authority of them muſt be the ſame. And, contra Creſconium II. 31. Neque enim ſine causâ tam ſa­lubri vigilantiâ Canon Eccleſiaſticum conſtitutus eſt, ad quem certi Prophetarum & Apoſtoloruus libri pertineant, quos omnino judicare non audoamus. For neither was the Rule of the Church ſettled with ſuch wholeſom vigilance, without cauſe, to which certain books of the Prophets and Apoſtles might belong, which wee ſhould dare on any terms to cenſure. Where, manifeſtly hee aſcribeth the difference be­tween Canonical Scripture and that which is not, to an act of the Church ſet­tling the ſame. Of the Power of the Church to decide Controverſies of Faith, all the Records of the Church, if that will ſerve the turn, do bear plentifull witneſſe. But the evidence for the gift of Infallibility from them, ſeems to conſiſt in this conſequence; That otherwiſe there would be no end of Con­troverſies, neither ſhould God have provided ſufficiently for his Church. S. Auſtine contra Creſconium I. 33. Quiſquis falli met uit huyus obſcuritate quaeſtio­nis, Eccleſiam de illâ conſulat, quam ſine ullâ ambiguitate Scriptura ſacra demon­ſtrat. Whoſoever is afraid to be deceived by the darkneſs of this queſtion, (concer­ning Rebaptizing) let him conſult the Church about it, which the Holy Scripture demonſtrateth without any ambiguity. S. Bernard Epiſt. CXC. ad Innoc. II. Pa­pam. Opertet ad veſtrum referri Apoſtolatum pericula quae (que), & ſcandala emer­gentia in regno Dei, ac praeſertim, quae de fide contingunt. Dignum nam (que) arbitror, ibi potiſſimum reſarciri damna Fidei, ubi non poſſit Fides ſentire defectum. All dangers and ſcandals that appear in the kingdome of God are to be referred to your Apoſtleſhip. For I conceive it ſitting, that the decaies of the Faith ſhould there e­ſpecially be repaired, where the Faith is not ſubject to fail.
As concerning the mater of Traditions, wee are not to forget Irenaeus III. 2, 3, 4. where hee ſhowes, that the Gnoſticks, ſcorning both Scripture and Tra­dition, as coming from thoſe that knew not Gods minde, as they pretended to do, (thence calling themſelves Gnoſticks) may be convinced by that evidence, which the conſent of all Churches in the ſame Faith tenders common ſenſe, for the Tradition of the Apoſtles; Which, ſaith hee, wee muſt have ſtuck to, [Page] had they left us nought in writing, as thoſe Chriſtians then did, which had not the uſe of leters. Epiphanius Haer. LXI.  [...]. All Gods words do not need allegory, but are to be underſtood as they are. But they need conſideration, to know the force of each mater. Tradition alſo is to be u­ſed: For all is not to be had from Gods Sriptures. For the Holy Apoſtles delive­red ſome things in writing, others by Tradition, as the Apoſtle ſaith. So Haer. LV. LXXV. S. Jerome adverſ. Lucif. Multa quae per Traditionem in Ec­cleſiis obſervantur, auctoritatem ſibi ſcriptae Legis uſurpàrunt. Orthod. Non quidem abnuo hanc eſſe Eccleſiaſticam conſuetudinem: Sed quale eſt, ut Leges Ec­cleſiae ad haereſim transferas? Many things that are obſerved in the Churches by Tradition have uſurped to themſelves the authority of written Law. The Ortho­dox party anſwers. I deny not the cuſtome of the Church to be ſuch: But what a buſineſs is it, that you transform the Lawes of the Church into Hereſie? S. Auſtine Epiſt. CXVIII. Illa autem quae non ſcripta ſed tradita cuſtodimus, quae quidem toto terrarum orbe ſervantur, dantur intelligi, vel ab ipſis Apoſtolis, vel plenariis Conci­liis, quorum eſt in Eccleſiâ ſaluberrima auctoritas, commendata at (que) ſtatuta reti­neri. But thoſe things which wee obſerve, though not written but delivered, being obſerved all over the world, wee are given to underſtand, that they are held as re­commended and ſetled either by the Apoſtles themſelves, or by General Councils, the authority whereof is very wholeſom in the Church. To the ſame purpoſe, de Bapt. contra Donat. II, 7. IV. 6, 24. V. 23. de Ʋnitate Eccleſiae XIX. contra Creſ­coniam I. 31, 32, 33. The ſuppoſed Dionyſius the Areopagite Eccleſ. Hierar­chiae cap. I. mentioneth that inſtruction which the Apoſtles delivered without writing, as a witneſſe of the Church, though not as a Scholar of the Apoſtles. And Euſebius de demonſtr. Evang. I. 8. acknowledgeth written Lawes of the Apoſtles. Concilium Gangrenſe in fine;  [...]. And wee deſire in ſumme, that all things delivered by the Scriptures of God, and the Traditions of the Apoſtles, be obſerved in the Church. And Greg. Nazian­zene Orat. I. adverſ. Jul. referrs thoſe Ordinances, which I quoted out of him a­fore, to the Apoſtles, as Authors of them.
Some ſayings of the Fathers are alſo alleged, to ſhow, that they held the Scriptures obſcure. Origen in Levit. Hom. V. allegorizeth the Law of burning ſome part of the peace-offerings, to ſignifie, that ſome things in the Scriptures are reſerved to Gods knowledg, leaſt wee underſtand them otherwiſe than truth requires. The ſame ſaith Irenaeus II. 47. even in the world to come, that man may alwayes learn, but God alwayes teach the maters of God. S. Chryſoſtome in Joan. Hom. XL. obſerves, that our Lord bids; Search the Scriptures; By dig­ging, as for mines, or treaſure; So, if they may be underſtood with ſearching, yet it followeth not, that every one is able to take that courſe in ſearching them, that is requiſite. And, Opus imperfectum in Mat. Hom. XLIV. Ergò non ſunt Scriptnrae clauſae: Sed obſcurae quidem, ut cum labore inveniantur, non autem clauſae, ut nullo modo inveniantur. Therefore the Scriptures are not ſhut: Dark indeed they are, ſo that they are found with pains: But not ſhut, ſo as by no means to be found. Adding, that, as it is for the praiſe of them that finde them, that they ſought, ſo, for the condemnation of them, that ſeek not, that they under­ſtand them not. S. Jerome ad Algaſiam Quaeſt. VIII. Omnis Epiſtola ad Roma­nos miris obſcuritatibus involuta eſt. The whole Epiſtle to the Romanes is involved with marvellous darkneſs. Epiſt. ad Paulinum. Hoc autem velamen non ſolùm in facie Moyſi, ſed & in Evangeliſtis & Apoſtolis poſitum eſt. This vail is not onely in Moſes face, but upon the Evangeliſts and Apoſtles. And; Niſi aperta fuerint univerſa quae ſcripta ſunt, ab eo, qui habet clavem David, qui aperit, & nemo clau­dit, qui claudit, & nemo aperit, nullo alio reſerante pandentur. Unleſs all things that are written be opened, by him who hath the Key of David, who opens and no man ſhuts, who ſhuts and no man opens, no man elſe will unlock and lay them forth. [Page] Before him, Origen in Exodum Hom. XII. is afraid, that the Evangeliſts and A­poſtles, as well as the Prophets, will prove not onely vailed, but ſealed to us, as the Prophet ſaith, unleſſe wee both ſtudy and pray, that the Lamb of the Tribe of Juda may open us the Seals of it.
Here I will adviſe the parties to conſider, how they can advantage themſelves by thoſe ſayings of the Fathers, which contain not the terms of that poſition, which, they do nothing unleſſe they inforce. Allege they what they can allege out of the Fathers, to ſhow, that they acknowledg the Scriptures both ſufficient and perſpicuous; I ſhall not be troubled at it, but ſhall willingly concurr to ac­knowledg the ſame. I acknowledg the Scriptures to be an Inſtrument of God, though a Moral Inſtrument. And I ſhall have a care not to acknowledg, that God ever provided or uſed au Inſtrument that would not ſerve his turn. Inſtru­mentum Vetus & Novum, is a term in every mans mouth, to ſignifie the Old and New Teſtament. But there are Natural Inſtruments, and there are Moral In­ſtruments. I ſay not that there is no third kind of Inſtruments, for it may be there are Artificial Inſtruments, of a ſeveral nature from both, but my preſent pur [...]oſe obliges mee not to conſider that difference. When the ſubſtance or frame of the Inſtrument inables it to ſerve him that imployes it, well may it be called a Natural Inſtrument, as the parts of mans body, or other creatures, which execute the operations of the ſoul. When neither the ſubſtance nor frame of the thing which that ſubſtance produces, concurrs to the work to the which it is Inſtrumental, but it is done meerly by the conſent of mans will, (the reaſon is the ſame of Gods will, if it be an Inſtrument between man and God) then is it great reaſon why it ſhould be called a Moral Inſtrument; becauſe the force of it lyes in the maners of thoſe, who uſe it to teſtifie thoſe acts, which they do not mean to tranſgreſſe: Such as all civil records are, in regard of the effect of thoſe contracts, or deeds, which they come to witneſſe. The Old and New Teſtament are the records of two ſeveral Treaties, or Contracts if you pleaſe, that have paſ­ſed between God and Man. And therefore authentick, becauſe the writings of thoſe who contracted thoſe Treaties. But does every Inſtrument of a contract contain every thing that is in force by the ſaid contract? Surely it is a thing ſo difficult, to contain in writing every thing that a contract intends, that, many times, if witneſſes were not alive, other whiles, if general Lawes did not de­termine the intent of words, in fine, if there were nothing to help the tenor of ſuch Inſtruments, things contracted would hardly ſort to effect. Conſider now what is alleged on the other ſide, how reſolutely, how generally, the Tra­dition, both of the Rule of Faith, and of Lawes to the Church, is acknowledg­ed even by thoſe witneſſes, whoſe ſayings are alleged to argue the ſufficience, perfection, and evidence of the Scriptures. Is it civil, is it reaſonable to ſay, that the Writers of the Chriſtian Church make it their buſineſſe to contradict themſelves; which no Scholar will admit either Infidels, Pagans, Jewes, Mahu­metans or Hereticks to do? Is it not eaſie to ſave them from contradicting themſelves, by ſaying, that Tradition of Faith containeth nothing that is not in the Scriptures, but limits the meaning of that which they contain; Tradition of Lawes, may contain that which is not in the Scriptures, for the ſpecies of fact, but is derived from the Scripture, for the authority from whence it pro­ceeds? Or, is it poſſible by any other means, reaſonably to ſave them from con­tradicting themſelves?
Theſe generals premiſed, freely may wee make our approaches to the particu­lars, and, by conſidering the circumſtance of the places where they lye, make our ſelves conſident to finde ſome limitation, reſtraining the generality of their words to make them agree, as well with my poſition, as with themſelves. For example; Epiphanius Haer. LXXVI. Irenaeus II. 46. III. 15. Athanaſius Diſp­cum Ario ſay, all is clear in the Scriptures; Meaning, that the ſenſe of the Church is clearly the ſenſe of the Scriptures, in the points queſtioned; But not to them who exclude that Tradition, which themſelves include and preſuppoſe. Obſerve again, that the perſpicuity of the Scriptures is not limited to things neceſſary to ſalvation, in all that hath been alleged, but once in S. Auſtine Epiſt. [Page] III. and obſerve withall, that the knowledg of things neceſſary proceeds upon ſuppoſition of the Rule of Faith, acknowledged, and received from the Church, in the Catechizing of thoſe that were baptized; Not determined by every ones ſenſe of the Scriptures. It is therefore eaſily granted, that the Scriptures were made for all ſorts of people, that they might profit by them; Alwaies provi­ded, that they bring with them the Faith of the Catholick Church, for the Rule, within the bounds whereof, they may profit by reading them, otherwiſe, they may and they may not. And therefore, thoſe ſayings which were alleged, to prove them obſcure, convincing, that they are not clear to all underſtandings, becauſe they require ſtudy, and ſearch, and digging; do neceſſarily leave him that comes without his Rule, not onely in doubt of finding the truth, but in danger of taking error for it. Upon the like ſuppoſition S. Auſtine affirms, de Ʋtilitate credendi VI. that any man may finde enough in the Old Teſtament, that ſeeks as he ought: For, to ſeek humbly and devoutely, is the ſame thing for him that is no Chriſtian, (For, the Manichees, to whom S. Auſtine recommends the Old Te­ſtament, in this place, were Chriſtians no further than the name) as it is, for him that is a Chriſtian, to ſeek like a Chriſtian that is, having before his eyes the Faith of the Church. And this is that which S. Auſtine means, that hee who is no Chriſtian, ſo ſeeking, may finde enough to make him a Chriſtian; That is, as much as hee is to expect from the Old Teſtament. And this ſuppoſition is ex­preſt by Origen, contra Celſum VII. when hee ſayes; that the unlearned may ſtudy the Scriptures with profit, after their entrance made: For, this entrance is the Rule of Faith, which they were taught when they were baptized. And, the Catechiſm of that time, containing as well the motives as the mater of Faith, appears to the unlearned the way into the deep, that is, the myſtical ſenſe of the Scripture. Upon the ſame terms may wee proceed, to grant all that is alleged to ſhow, that which is not contained in the Scriptures not to be receivable in point of Chriſtian truth. For, having ſhowed, that the Rule of Faith is wholly contained in the Scriptures; And, nothing contained in the records of Church Writers to be unqueſtionable but the Rule and Tradition of Faith; Whatſoe­ver further intelligence and information can be pretended, either tending to e­ſtabliſh the ſame, or, by conſequence of reaſon to flow from it, if it cannot be pretended to come from Tradition, (becauſe there is no Tradition of the Church concerning that wherein the Church agrees not) either it muſt come from the Scripture, or by the like revelation as the Scriptures, which no Church Writer pretends to have. For, as for that, which by conſequence of reaſon is derived from thoſe things which the Scripture expreſſeth; Seeing the words of the Scri­pture is not the word of God, but the ſenſe and meaning of them, it were a thing very impertinent to queſtion, whether or no that be contained in the Scri­pture, which the true ſenſe of the Scripture, by due conſequence of argument imports. But if the queſtion be of Lawes delivered the Church by the Apoſtles, having ſhowed, that there may ſufficient evidence be made of ſuch, though not recorded in the Scriptures; there can no preſumption be made, being not found in the Scriptures, that therefore a Law was not firſt brought into the Church by the Apoſtles. And yet it remains grounded upon the Scriptures, in point of righ [...], becauſe the authority, by which it was brought into the Church, is either eſtabliſhed or atteſted by the Scriptures; Mater of fact being competently evi­denced, by other hiſtorical truth beſides. And upon theſe terms wee may pro­ceed to acknowledg the goodneſs of an argument drawn negatively from the Scriptures; that is to ſay, inferring, this is not in the Scriptures, therefore not true. Doth my poſition then oblige mee to deny Irenaeus, affirming III. that the Apoſtles writ the ſame that they preached? Or S. Auſtine in Pſalmum XXI. de Ʋnitate Eccleſiae cap. V. and Optatus V. tying the Donatiſts to be tried by the Scriptures? Both parties pretending to be children of God, are to be tryed by their Fathers Will, that is by the Scriptures of the Old and New Teſtament. But, if there ſhall fall out any difference about the intent of their Fathers Will, the meaning of the Old and New Teſtament, ſhall I think that is ſaid in vain, which is alleged on the other ſide, out of the ſame S. Auſtine contra Creſco­nium [Page] I. 33. that, if a man would not erre in that point, hee is to adviſe with the Church, which the Scripture evidenceth? For, the queſtion being about the rebaptizing of Hereticks, (that is, about a Law of the Church) if you will have S. Auſtine agree with S. Auſtine, it muſt be upon the terms of my poſition, the practice of the Church giving bounds to the ſenſe of the Scripture. I can there­fore ſafely agree with the Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles, with S. Cyprian and Leo, and whoſoever elſe teaches, that it is not ſafe for the people, to aſſure their conſciences upon the credit of their Paſtors: But it is becauſe I ſuppoſe the U­nity of the Church provided by God, for a ground, upon which the people may reaſonably preſume, when they are to adhere to their Paſtors, when not; To wit, when they are owned, not when they are diſowned by the Unity of the Church. For, though this proviſion becomes uneffectual, when this Unity is diſſolved, yet ought not that to be an argument, that the goodneſſe of God ne­ver made that proviſion, which the malice of man may defeat; But, that, who­ſoever concurrs to maintain the diviſion, concurrs to defeat that proviſion which God hath made. As ſafely do I agree with all them, who agree, that whatſoever is taught in Chriſtianity is to be proved by the Scriptures. For, if it belong to the Rule of Faith, it is intended by the Scriptures, though that intent is eviden­ced by the Tradition of the Church. If to the Lawes of the Church, the autho­rity of it comes from the Scriptures, though the evidence of it may depend up­on common ſenſe, which the practice of the Church may convince. If over and above both, it is not receivable, if not contained in the Scriptures. And in this regard, whoſoever maintains the whole Scripture to be the Rule of Faith, is throughly juſtified by all thoſe teſtimonies that have been alleged to that pur­poſe. For, though it be not neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, to un­derſtand the meaning of all the Scriptures; yet, what Scripture ſoever a man at­tains to underſtand, is as much a Rule to his Faith, as that, which a man cannot be ſaved if hee underſtand not the ſenſe of it, whether in and by the Scripture, or without it. And though a man may be obliged to believe, that which is not in the Scripture, to have been inſtituted by the Apoſtles; yet is he not ob­liged to obſerve it, but upon that reaſon which the Scripture delivereth. And, upon theſe terms, is the whole Scripture a Rule of Faith, from which, as nothing is to be taken away, ſo is nothing to be added to it, as the ſaying of S. Chryſoſtome in Phil. II. Hom. XII. requireth. And the ſaying of S. Baſil in Eſa. II. and Aſcet. Reg. I. condemning all that is done without Scripture, takes place upon no other terms than theſe. Not as Cartwright and our Puritanes after him imagine, that a man is to have a text of Scripture, ſpecifying every thing which hee doth, for his warrant; For, as it is in it ſelf ridiculous to ima­gine, that all caſes which fall out, can be ruled by expreſſe text of Scripture, our Chriſtianity being concerned infinite wayes, of which, it is evident, that the Scri­pture had no occaſion to ſpeak; So, if the words of the Scripture be lodged in a heart, where the work of them dwelleth not, (a thing which wee ſee too poſ­ſible to come to paſſe) it is the ready way, to make the Word of God a color for all unrighteouſneſſe, not onely to others, but to the very heart of him who hath that cloke for it. It is therefore enough, that the reaſon of every thing which a Chriſtian doth is to be derived from that doctrine which the Scripture decla­eth. And, where a man proceedeth to do that, for which hee hath not ſuch a reaſon ſo grounded, as reaſonable men uſe to go by, then cometh that to paſſe which S. Baſil chargeth Aſcet. Reg. LXXX. That, What is not of faith is ſin. It is true, according to that ſenſe which hitherto I have uſed, after many Church Writers, the Rule of Faith extendeth not to all the Scriptures, but onely to that, which it is neceſſary to ſalvation to believe and to know; Which, every man knowes, that all the Scripture is not. For, though it be neceſſary to ſalvation to believe, that all the Scripture is true, yet is it not neceſſary to ſalva­tion to know all that the Scripture containeth. And, the reaſon why I uſe it in this ſenſe is, to diſtinguiſh thoſe things contained in the Scriptures, which Tradition extendeth to, from thoſe to which it extendeth not; For, upon theſe terms, is the ſenſe of them limitable to the common Faith. But, I quarel not [Page] therefore the opinion of them that maintaine, the whole Scriptures to be the Rule of Faith, acknowledging that, whatſoever it containeth is neceſſarily to be believed, by all that come to underſtand it: And whatſoever it containeth not, though the Scripture alone obligeth not to believe the truth of it, is not ne­ceſſarily to be obſerved, for any other reaſon, but that which the Scripture de­clareth. As for S. Baſil, making it apoſtaſy, to bring that which is not written into the Faith; It is a thing well known, that the Arians were charged by the Church, for bringing in words that were not in the Scriptures, ſaying  [...]; There was a time when Chriſt was not; And,  [...]; That hee was made of nothing; On the other ſide, after the Council of Nicaea, the Arians charged the Church, for bringing in the word  [...], of the ſame ſubſtance. Where then lay the difference, between the Inndelity of the Arians, and the Faith of the Church? Theodoret ſhowes it Hiſt. Eccleſ. I. 8. out of Athanaſius de Actis Concil. Niceni:  [...], ſaith hee; They were condemned by written words piouſly underſtood. But how appears this piety? For, I ſuppoſe the Arians would not have granted it. Hee addeth, that the word  [...], had been uſed by the Fathers, (which, had it been inconſiſtent with the ſenſe of the Church, could not have been indured, in a ma­ter concerning the Rule of Faith) whereas their terms were contrary to that which is found in the Scriptures. Now S. Baſil acknowledgeth that hee had elſe­where, dealing with Hereticks, uſed terms not found in the Scriptures; to ex­clude their ſenſe contrary to the Scriptures, (as, you ſhall finde by the Authors alleged, that the Council of Nicaea had done) but to thoſe who deſired informa­tion with a ſingle heart, hee reſolves to reſt content with the Scriptures; The terms whereof, his meaning is that the Hereticks did not reſt content with, be­cauſe they had a minde to depart from the Faith. Upon the ſame terms, Tertul­lian pronounces the Wo that belongs to them which adde to Gods Word, upon Hermogenes, becauſe his error concerned the Article of our Creed, that God made heaven and earth. And S. Auſtine preſumes, the reaſon why there is no clear Scripture for the original of the ſoul, to be becauſe hee preſumes that it concerns not the ſubſtance of Faith. Beſides theſe Obſervations, ſome of thoſe paſſages which are alleged may concern Chriſtianity, rather than the Scriptures. The Word ſhines upon all, and is hid to none, ſaith Clemens to the Gentiles. But it is enough for his purpoſe, that they may be convinced of Chriſtianity, whether the Scriptures contain it clearly to all underſtandings or not. Tertul­lian preſcribeth, that, when once wee believe, wee are to believe that wee have nothing elſe to believe; becauſe the Gnoſticks pretended ſecrets, which our common Chriſtianity, they confeſſed, contained not. Claudius Apollinaris is afraid that our common Chriſtianity might be thought unperfit, if hee ſhould write againſt Montanus. And does not Chriſtians writing one againſt another caſt a mark of imperfection upon it, in the opinion of unbelievers, though Chriſtians ought to know that God is not tyed to prevent offenſes? Aſſuredly, the Goſpel of which hee ſpeaks, is neither any one Goſpel nor all four: Nor can the word Goſpel ſignifie, either the New Teſtament alone, or the Old and New both: Nor could hee be thought to adde to them, by expounding them, and thereby maintaining the Church. Therefore, hee inferrs a good conſequence, that, becauſe it is forbidden to adde to, or take from the Law, therefore, our com­mon Chriſtianity is not unperfit, nor ought wee to do that, whereby it may ſeem unperfit. Now, as for the ſayings alleged out of S. Auſtine, that import as much as the words which wee had afore; Ego Evangelio non crederem—having ſhow­ed what is the effect and intent of them, I ſhall not be very ſolicitous to ſhow, how all that is ſaid to the ſame effect is anſwered. For, as there is no head ſo hard, that cannot diſtinguiſh, between the authority of the Church, as it is a vi­ſible Body of men, that could never have been cozened into the beliefe of Chri­ſtianity upon pretended motives (whether ſufficient or not) and, as it is ſuppo­ſed by Chriſtians, to be a Body founded by God; So is there no heart ſo hard­ned with prejudice, as to refuſe this demand: That the authority of the Church as the Church preſuppoſes the truth of Chriſtianity, and therefore proves it not; [Page] And, by conſequence, no truth, that Chriſtianity either containeth or inferreth. Which being admitted, if any thing be aſcribed to the Church, which ſeems not to ſuppoſe any part of Chriſtian truth, it muſt be referred to the authority and credit of the Church, as a viſible Body of men, moving others to imbrace the Chriſtian Faith. For, though this credit contribute to the making of thoſe men Chriſtians, which are won to the Church already ſetled, and ſo the Church is the Church before they are Chriſtians; Yet is the ground and reaſon which makes the Church a Body founded by God, to wit, the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, more ancient in order of reaſon and nature, than the being of the Church. And up­on ſuppoſition of this ground, (that is, that the Church hath true reaſons, as well as ſufficient, to believe) proceeds all that authority of the Church, which S. Au­ſtine allegeth to the Manichees, upon ſo high terms, that hee would not believe, were hee not moved by it to believe. Neither was it the authority of the Church, veſted in the reſt of the Apoſtles, that gave S. Paul the authority of an Apoſtle over the Church; (though I have ſaid afore, that all the authority which the Church can ever have, was in the Apoſtles and diſciples of our Lord, for the time. And though it is manifeſt, that S. Paul could not have had the Authority of an Apoſtle over the Church, had he not been owned by the reſt of the A­poſtles) but the Authority of our Lord Chriſt in the Apoſtles, of the ſame effect, in obliging the Church to receive S. Paul for an Apoſtle, as, to receive that which they preached, for the Faith. Nor is the mater much otherwiſe, in the receiving of any Scripture for Canonital. For, neither can any mans writing be owned for Canonical Scripture, not ſuppoſing his perſon owned by the Apoſtles. And his authority, being ſo owned, is neceſſarily before any authority of the Church, and the very being of it. That ſome Scriptures may be received in ſome Chur­ches, and not in others, is not becauſe any Church can have authority to reject that which another is bound to receive; but becauſe ſome Church may not know, that ſome Scripture comes from a man ſo owned by the Apoſtles, (though ano­ther may know it) and yet be a Church, and ſalvation be had in the communion of it, ſuch knowledg depending meerly upon evidence in point of fact; And therefore, the act of the Church in liſting the Scripture hath no authority but that which the preſumption of ſuch evidence createth. As for the reſt of that which is alleged for the authority of the Church, if S. Jerome reſolve to ſtand to the Church of Rome, it is not becauſe hee takes the ſentence thereof to be in­fallible; but becauſe hee had reaſon to preſume, that it were in vain for an An­gel in heaven to preach any other Faith to it, than that which once had been re­ceived. Nor doth S. Cyprian make the not believing the Popes infallibility the ſourſe of all Hereſie and Schiſm, but, the neglect of authority derived from the Apoſtles, upon the Heads of particular Churches, in the conſent of whom, the viſibility of the true Faith, and Church both, conſiſteth. For, it is meer ſlight of hand, to take the Rock which the Gates of Hell vanquiſh not, in S. Auſtine, for the Church of Rome, becauſe hee ſpoke of it in the words next afore; Be­ing meant of the Vine which hee had ſpeech of a little afore that; to wit, the Chriſtianity which our Lord Chriſt preacheth. For, in S. Bernards time, I grant, the ſtile was changed, and it might paſſe for good doctrine to ſay; That the Faith cannot ſuffer any failleur in the Church of Rome. As for all thoſe paſſages of the Fathers, which are alleged in recommendation, whether of Tradition for the Rule of Faith, or of Traditions which are the Lawes of the Church, they are all mine own; They cannot ſerve the turn of any opinion but that which I pre­tend; That the Tradition of the Church, (witneſſed and evidenced by the con­tinual exercice and practice of the Church, extant in the records of the Church, not conſtituted and created by any expreſſe act of thoſe that have authority in be­half of the Church) as it giveth bounds to the interpretation of the Scripture, in ſuch things as concern the Rule of Faith; So it diſcovereth what Lawes the Church received from the Apoſtles, and, by conſequence, what is agreeable and conſequent to the intent of the ſame in future times, according to the difference between that and the preſent ſtate of the Church. Let thoſe things therefore which have been produced here, be added to that which I alleged in the begin­ning, [Page] to make evidence for the Corporation of the Church, from the Lawes given it by the Apoſtles. Irenaus ſhall ſerve, both for the authority of the Scri­pture antecedent to the authority of the Church, and for the Tradition of the Church bounding the ſenſe of it. For, if the ſame Faith which firſt was prea­ched, was afterwards committed to writing by the Apoſtles, (and, how ſhould thoſe Chriſtians which had not the uſe of leters, be ſaved otherwiſe?) then was it the authority of the Apoſtles, acknowledged by them that found themſelves tyed to be Chriſtians, which made the Faith to oblige, whether delivered by writing, or without it; The conſent of all Churches, in the ſame Rule of Faith, ſerving for evidence of the Apoſtles act, in delivering the ſame to the Chur­ches. Nor can any further reaſon be demanded, why that knowledg, which the Gnoſticks prerended to have received by ſecret wayes ſhould be refuted, than the want of this. And therefore it is in vain to allege, that, as they ſcorned the Scripture, ſo they alleged Tradition for this ſecret knowledge; The Tradition which they alleged being ſecret, and ſuch as could not be made to appear; But no leſſe contradictory to the Tradition of the Church, than to the Scriptures, both infallibly witneſſed by the conſent of all Churches. And hereupon, I leave the ſayings of S. Auſtine, ſetting aſide the authority of the Council of Nicaea, and affirming, that former General Councils may be corrected by later, without anſwer; As alſo the ſayings of them who affirm, the Faith which our Lord hath taught to be the rock, upon which the Church is built. For, if no building can lay that foundation, upon which it ſtandeth, then cannot the Church make mater of Faith, being founded upon it. And that authority which may be ſet aſide, or corrected, can be no infallible ground of Faith. It is true, it is pleaded, that, though, in the Church of Rome there be ſome, that do believe, that the Church is able to make new Articles of Faith; (that is, to make ſuch determinations in maters of Faith, as ſhall oblige all men to believe them, as much as they are obliged to believe all that which comes from our Lord by his Apoſtles) Others, that do believe onely, that the Church is able to evidence what the Apoſtles delivered to the Church, and that this evidence is the ground whereon particular perſons are to reſt, that, whatſoever is ſo evidenced, was in­deed ſo delivered by the Apoſtles; yet both theſe agree in one and the ſame rea­ſon of believing, both of them alleging the Tradition of the Apoſtles to the Church, for the ground of their Faith. But this is more than any man of reaſon can believe, unleſſe wee allow him that affirms contradictories, to ground him­ſelf upon one part of the contradiction, which the other part of it deſtroyes. For, ſeeing that there muſt be but one reaſon, one ground, upon which we believe all that we believe, and that it is manifeſt, that, thoſe Articles of Faith which the determination of the Church creates, (being not ſuch by any thing which that de­termination ſuppoſes) are believed to be ſuch, meerly in conſideration of the au­thority of the Church that determines them; By conſequence, the Scripture, and whatſoever is held to be of Faith, upon any ground which the authority of the Church createth, is no mater of Faith, but by the authority of the Church, de­termining that it be held for ſuch. On the other ſide, hee that allowes Tradi­tion to be the reaſon why hee believes the Chriſtian Faith, neceſſarily allowes, all that hee allowes to be mater of Faith, not onely to be true, but to be mater of Faith, before ever the Church determine it. So that, allowing him to ſay, that hee holds his Faith by Tradition, hee muſt allow mee, that hee contradicts himſelf, whenſoever hee takes upon him to maintain, that the Church creates new Articles of Faith, which were not ſo, the inſtant before the determination of the Church.

CHAP. XXXII. Anſwer to an Objection, that choice of Religion becomes difficult upon theſe terms. This reſolution is for the Intereſt of the Reformation. Thoſe that make the Church Infallible cannot, thoſe that make the Scripture clear and ſufficient may own Tradition for evidence to determine the meaning of the Scriptures, and Controverſies of Faith. The Intereſt of the Church of England. The pre­tenſe of Ruſhworthes Dialogues, that wee have no unqueſtionable Scripture, and, that the Tradition of the Church never changes.
[Page]
AS little ſhall I need to be troubled at any reaſon that may be framed a­gainſt this reſolution, having anſwered the prejudice that ſeems to ſway moſt men to apprehend, that God muſt have been wanting to his Church, if all things neceſſary to ſalvation be not clearly laid down in the Scriptures. For, it is very manifeſt, that the very ſame preſumption poſſeſſes the mindes of the adverſe party, that God muſt needs have provided a viſible Judge infallible in de­ciding all Controverſies of Faith; Whether the Church, or any perſon or per­ſons authorized in behalf of the Church, for the preſent all is one. I ſhall there­fore onely demand, that it be conſidered, firſt, that God was no way tied either to ſend our Lord Chriſt, or to give his Goſpel; which, becauſe it comes of Gods free grace, is therefore called the Word of his Grace, and the Covenant of Grace. Then, that hee hath not found himſelf obliged to provide effectual means, to bring all mankinde to the knowledge of it; reſting content to have provided ſuch, as, if men be not wanting to their own ſalvation, and the ſalvation of the reſt of mankinde, may be ſufficient to bring all men to the knowledg of it. And, when it is come to knowledg, all diſcreet Chriſtians, notwithſtanding, muſt acknowledg, that the motives thereof fully propounded, though abundantly ſuf­ficient to reaſonable perſons, yet do not conſtrain thoſe that are convicted by them, to proceed according to them, as neceſſary reaſons conſtrain all under­ſtandings that ſee them, to judg by them. For, how ſhould it be a trial of mens diſpoſitions, if there were no way to avoid the neceſſity of thoſe motives that in­force it? Now, if any knowledg can be had, of truth in maters of faith that become diſputable, it muſt all, of neceſſity, depend upon the ſufficiency of thoſe motives, which convict men to imbrace the Chriſtian Faith. And if there be any ſuch skill as that of a Divine among Chriſtians, of neceſſity, all of it pro­ceeds upon ſuppoſition of the ſaid motives, which, not pretending to ſhow the reaſon of things which they convict men to believe, convict them notwithſtand­ing to believe, that they are revealed by God. For, what conviction can there be, that this or that is true, unleſſe it may appear to fall under thoſe motives, as the means which God hath imployed, ſo to recommend it? Therefore can it not be reaſonable, to require a greater evidence, to the truth of things diſputable a­mong Chriſtians, than God hath allowed Chriſtianity it ſelf; which being ſuppo­ſed on all hands, it remains queſtionable, whether this or that be part of it. Therefore can it not be preſumed, that God hath made the Scriptures clear in all points neceſſary to ſalvation, to all underſtandings concerned; or, that hee hath provided a viſible Judg, infallible in determining Controverſies of Faith; either becauſe originally his goodneſſe requires it, or becauſe wee cannot ſuppoſe that men can be obliged to imbrace the Goſpel upon other terms. It is ſufficient, that, having given the Scriptures, hee hath over and above provided the Commu­nion of the Church, to preſerve the Rule of Faith, and the Laws of the Church, in the ſenſible knowledg and common practice of all Chriſtians; that the means of ſalvation might be ſufficient, and yet men remain ſubject to trial, whether they would render them uneffectual or not, to themſelvs and the reſt of mankinde. I confeſs indeed, it would be much for the eaſe of the parties, and would ſhorten their work very much, if it might be admitted for a preſumption, that all things neceſſary are clear in the Scriptures, or, that the Church is an infallible Judg in Controverſies of Faith. For then, the ſuperficial ſound of the words of Scri­pture, [Page] repeated by rote, in the Pulpit or out of the Pulpit, would ſerve to knock the greateſt queſtion on the head, without any adviſe, what difficulties remain behind, undecided, upon no leſſe appearances in Scripture; On the other ſide, a decree of the Council of Trent would ſerve to put the Scripture to ſilence, without any proffer to ſatisfie the conſcience that is moved with the authority thereof, equally obliging with our common Chriſtianity, with the ſenſe of the Church on the ſame ſide to boot. Thus much is viſible, that they whoſe buſineſſe it is, in England, to reconcile ſouls to the Church of Rome, finde their work ready done when they have gained this point; and men, all their lives afore grounded upon contrary reaſons, in the particulars which are the ſubject of the breach, change their profeſſion without any coutrary reſolution in thoſe particu­lars, that is, their former grounds remaining in force. Surely nothing were more deſirable, than a ready and ſhort way to the truth, in things ſo concerning. But, to pretend it upon a ground, which, if any thing can be demonſtrative in this kinde, is demonſtratively proved that it cannot be true; To wit, the authority of the Church decreeing, without means to derive that which it decreeth, from the motives, that ſhould evidence it to be revealed by God; This, I ſay, to pretend, is no better than an Impoſture.
And if this be true, I remain ſecure of that which every man will object a­gainſt the reſolution which I advance, that, whereas, the meaning of the Scri­pture alone is a thing too difficult for the moſt part of men to compaſſe, I re­quire further, that it be aſſured by the records of the Church, which are endleſſe, and which no mans induſtry can attain to know; So that, the meer deſpair of finding reſolution by the means propounded, will juſtifie to God, him that fol­lowes probabilities, as being all one in that caſe, whether there be no truth, or whether it cannot appear to thoſe whom it concerns. This Objection, I ſay, I do not finde ſo heavy upon mee, that I have any cauſe to mince, but rather to aggravate the difficulty of it, having ſhowed, that the means provided by God, to make evidence of the Faith to the conſciences of particular Chaiſtians, is not any gift of infallibility veſted in any perſon or perſons on behalf of the whole Church, but the Unity of the whole Church, grounded upon the profeſſion of the ſame Faith as the condition of it. For in all reaſon, what Unity bindes, that Diviſion deſtroyes. And, whatſoever Unity contributes to the aſſurance of a Chriſtian, that hee is in the way to ſalvation, ſo long as hee continues in the U­nity of the Church; that the Diviſion of the Church neceſſarily derogates from the ſame aſſurance, in him that cannot continue in that Unity which is once diſ­ſolved, and yet, believing the Scriptures and our common Chriſtianity to be in­fallibly true, cannot believe the parties to be infallible, as they are. And, what hath hee that deſireth the Unity of the Church to do. but to aggravate that dif­ficulty of attaining ſalvation, which the diviſion thereof produceth? I do there­fore grant, and challenge as for mine own Intereſt, that it is very difficult for unlearned Chriſtians to diſcern the truth in thoſe Controverſies, about which a ſettled diviſion is once formed, as now in the Weſtern Church; At leaſt upon ſo true and ſo clear grounds, as may aſſure them, that they make their choice up­on no other intereſt than that of Gods truth. But I do not therefore yield to that which this difficulty, it ſeems, hath wrung from Vincentius Lerinenſis, with whom agreeth the Opus imperfectum in Mat. as you have them quoted afore; That there is no means but Scripture to convince inveterate Hereſies: The rea­ſon whereof, the later of thoſe authors renders; Becauſe thoſe Hereſies have their Churches, their Paſtors, and the ſucceſſion of them, and their Communion, as well as Catholick Chriſtians: For hee ſuppoſeth Paſtors lawfully conſtituted to have fallen away to thoſe Hereſies. And truly, the caſe of this difficulty was put, when the Arian Faction had poſſeſſed ſo great a part of the Church, that S. Gregory Nazianzene, in the place afore quoted, acknowledges, that the true Church could not be judged by numbers; With whom S. Hilary, libro de Syno­dis, agreeth. But if the ſame Nazianzene ſcorn them that value the Church by numbers, Liberius, in the place afore quoted out of Theodoret, revies it upon him, in ſaying, that the cauſe of the Faith could not ſuffer, though hee were alone. [Page] For, not onely the Scriptures continue alwaies the ſame, but, though the preſent Church fail, it follows not, that the Tradition of the Whole Church muſt fail with it. So long as the original ſenſe of the Whole Church may be evident, by the agreement thereof with the Scripture, wee may diſcern what is Catholick, without the ſentence of the preſent Church: And, that which is not ſo to be diſcerned for Catholick, wee may preſume, that our ſalvation requires us not to believe it. And therefore Vincentius and his fellow are ſo to be underſtood, that it is difficult indeed, to make evidence to private Chriſtians, of Tradition contra­ry to that which they ſee received by Hereſies; (And therefore, that for the convicting of them in the truth, recourie is to be had to the Scriptures) But Vincentius, who, as I ſhowed you, acknowledges evidence for Tradition, from written records of the Church, need not have ſaid, that there is no means to convince inveterate Hereſies, but the Scriptures. Be this difficulty then the evi­dence, how much it concerns the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, that the Unity of the Church be reſtored; That the choice of private Chriſtians, in maters con­cerning their ſalvation, be not put upon the ſentencing of thoſe diſputes, the rea­ſons whereof they are not able to manage. For, being reſtored, upon agreement in thoſe things, which, it is ſufficient for all Chriſtians to believe, it will neither be eaſie for private Chriſtians, to frame to themſelves opinions, deſtructive to their particular ſalvation, within that compaſſe, neither will their fall be impu­table to the Church, but to themſelves, if they do. But, neither ſhall this diffi­culty be ſo great an inconvenience in our common Chriſtianity, nor ſo inſupe­rable as it ſeems to thoſe, that are loth to be too much troubled about the world to come. For, I never found that God pretendeth to give, or that it is reaſon hee ſhould give thoſe means, for attaining that truth by which wee muſt be ſaved, which it ſhould not lye within the malice of man to render difficult, for them to compaſſe, whom they concern. I finde it abundantly enough for his unſpeak­able goodneſs, and exactly agreeable with thoſe means whereby hee convicteth the world of the truth of Chriſtianity, that hee give thoſe whom it concerns, ſuch means to diſcern the truth of things in debate, as, being duly applyed, are of themſelves ſufficient to create a reſolution as certain, as the weight of the mater in debate ſhall require. And ſuch I maintain the Scripture to be, contain­ing the ſenſe of it within thoſe bounds, which the Rule of Faith, and the Lawes given the Church by our Lord and his Apoſtles do limit. For, what is more ob­vious, than to diſcern, what the whole Body of the Church hath agreed in, what not, what is manifeſtly conſequent to the ſame, what not? what is agreeable to the ground and end of thoſe Lawes which the Church firſt received from our Lord and his Apoſtles, what not? Let prejudice caſt what miſts of difficulties it can, before the light which God hath given his Church, to diſcover the truth, hee that ſtands out of their way, ſhall diſcern, much more art uſed to obſcure than to diſcern it. Neither is there any reaſon why it is ſo hard to make it diſ­cernable to all that are concerned, but the unreaſonable prejudices, either of the force of humane authority in mater of Faith, and the extent of Tradition be­yond the Rule of Faith, or, that the conſent of the whole Church may as well come from Antichriſt as from the Apoſtles. If the records of the Church were handled without theſe prejudices, leſſe learning than this age ſhows in other ma­ters, might ſerve to evidence the conſent of  [...] Church in more controverſies than wee have, to thoſe that would be content to reſt in the Scripture expounded ac­cording to the ſame. But, if the Church, that is, thoſe that uave right in be­half of the Church, being perſwaded of a ſacrilegious privilege of Infallibili­ty, ſhall take upon them to determine truths in debate, to limit Lawes to the Church, without reſpect to this Rule, (which, if they reſpect, they manifeſtly renounce the privilege of their Infallibility) I mervail not that God ſuffers his people to be tried with ſuch difficulties, whoſe ſins I doubt deſerve this tryal; But then I ſay further, that it is not the providence of God, (that is, the means which hee hath provided to reſolve men in debates of Chriſtianity) but it is the malice of man, that makes that means uneffectual, which God hath made ſuffi­cient.
[Page]
I muſt now anſwer an envious objection, that this reſolution is not according to the poſitions of thoſe, that profeſſe the Reformation with us: To which I will ſpeak as freely as to the reſt, having profeſs'd my ſelf utterly aſſoiled of all facti­on and reſpect of mens perſons, to way againſt the means of finding the truth, and, for that reaſon, deveſted even the Fathers of the Church, of all authority, which their merits from Chriſtianity have purchaſed, to hear what their teſtimo­nies argue in point of Hiſtorical truth. I ſay then firſt, that may ſaying no way prejudices the intent and intereſt of the Reformation, whatſoever inſufficience it may charge the expreſſions of Reformers with. I know the worſt that can be alleged in this point is, that Luther, in appealing from the Pope and Council called by him, to a Council that ſhould judg meerly by the Scriptures, firſt fra­med this Controverſie between the Scriptures and the Church, which ſince hath been alwaies in debate; ſo that hee which will not be tried by the Scriptures a­lone, plainly ſeems to quit the party, and give up the game. Who has this ima­gination, though never to apparent, let mee deſire him to go a little higher, to the firſt commencing of the plea about Indulgences. For, there can be nothing more manifeſt than this; That, when thoſe that undertook that cauſe againſt Luther found, that the preſent practice of the Church could not be derived from any thing recorded in the Scripture, they were forced to betake themſelves to the authority of the Church, not that which conſiſteth in teſtifying the faith once delivered, but in creating that which never was of force, untill the exercice of it. Here, let all the world judg, (for, I am confident, the caſe is ſo plain, that all the world may judg in it) whether Luther had any Intereſt to demand, that the Scripture alone ſhould be heard, in oppoſition to the Tradition received from the beginning by the Church, tending (as I have ſaid) to nothing, but to limit the meaning of the Scripture; Or, that his Intereſt required him to proteſt, that the truth for which hee ſtood, was not to be liable to the Sentence of the pre­ſent Church. And therefore, when, afterwards, hee appealed to a Council which ſhould pronounce by the Scriptures alone, if this tend to exclude thoſe means which are ſubordinate to the attaining of the meaning of the Scriptures; I do utterly deny, that it can be underſtood ſo to be meant, by any man that would not defeat his own enterprize: And therefore, that it muſt be underſtood, to ex­clude onely the authority of the preſent Church, ſo farre as it proceeds not up­on ſuppoſition of thoſe grounds, whereupon the Church is to pronounce. For, what hinders the ſentence of the Church to be infallible, not of it ſelf alone, but as it proceeds upon thoſe means, which, duely applied, produce a ſentence that is infallible? And truly, were not his plea ſo to be underſtood, all his Fol­lowers, Melancthan, Chemnitius, and others, who have written Volumes to ſhow, how their profeſſion agrees with that of the Catholick Church, ſhould have taken pains to commit a very great inconſequence. For, as I have argued, that thoſe who maintain the Infallibility of the preſent Church, do contradict themſelves, whenſoever they have recourſe, either to the Scripture, or to any Re­cords of the Church, to evidence the ſenſe of the Scripture, in that, which, other­wiſe, they profeſſe, the authority of the Church alone infallibly to determine; So, thoſe that will have the Scripture alone to determine all Controverſies of Faith, and yet take the pains to bring evidence of the meaning thereof, from that which hath been received in the Church, may very well be ſaid to take pains to contradict themſelves. Some of our Scottiſh Presbyterians have obſerved, that the Church of England was reformed by thoſe, that had more eſteem of Me­lancthon than of Calvin, and therefore affected a compliance with the ancient Church. And truly it is fit it ſhould be thought, that they complied with him, becauſe hee complied with the Catholick Church; for by that reaſon, they ſhall comply with the Church, if in any thing hee comply not with it. But it is a great deal too little for him to ſay, that will ſay the truth for the Church of Eng­land. For it hath an Injunction, which ought ſtill to have the force of a Law, that no interpretation of the Scripture be alleged, contrary to the conſent of the Fathers; Which had it been obſerved, the innovations which I diſpute a­gainſt could have had no pretenſe. If this be not enough, hee that [Page] ſhall take pains to peruſe, what Dr. Field hath writ hereupon, in his work of the Church, ſhall find, that which I ſay to be no novelty, either in the Church of England, of in the beſt learned Doctors beyond the Seas. And ſure the Refor­mation was not betrayed, when the B. of Sarum challenged all the Church of Rome at S. Pauls Croſſe, to make good the points in difference, by the firſt DC years of the Church. Always it is eaſie for me to demonſtrate, that this reſolution; That the Scripture, holding the meaning of it by the Tradition of the Church, is the onely means to decide controverſies of Faith; is neerer to the common terms, that the Scripture is the onely Rule of Faith, than to that Infallibility which is pretended for the Church of Rome; Having demonſtrated, that, to de­pend upon the Infallibility of the preſent, and the Tradition of the Catholick Church, are things inconſiſtent, whereas this cannot be inconſiſtent with that Scripture, which is no leſſe delivered from age to age than Tradition is, though the one by writing, the other by word of mouth, and ſerving chiefly to deter­mine the true meaning of it, when it comes in debate. And if prejudice and paſſion carry not men headlong to the ruine of that Chriſtianity which they pro­feſſ [...], it cannot ſeem an envious thing, to comply with the moſt learned of the Church of Rome, who acknowledge not yet any other Infallibility in the Church then I claime, rather than with the Socinians, the whole Intereſt of whoſe He­reſie conſiſts, in being tryed by Scripture alone, without bringing the conſent of the Church into conſequence, and that, ſuppoſing all mater of Faith muſt be clear in the Scripture, to all them that conſult with nothing but Scripture.
But I cannot leave this point, till I have conſidered a ſingular conceit advan­ced in Ruſhworthes Dialogues, for maintaining the Infallibility of the Church, upon a new account. The pretenſe of that Book is, to eſtabliſh a certain ground of the choice of Religion, by the judgement of common ſenſe; To which pur­poſe I pretend not to ſpeak in this place, thinking it ſufficient, if this whole work may inable them who are moved with it, duely to make that choice for themſelves, and to ſhow thoſe that depend on them, how to do the like. But, in as much as no man will deny, the choice of Religion to be the choice of truth before falſhood, in thoſe particulars whereof the difference of Religion conſiſts; It is manifeſt, that the means of diſcerning between true and falſe in mater of Faith, which I pretend, cannot ſtand with that which hee advanceth. It conſiſts in two points; That the Scripture is not, and that Tradition is the certain means of deciding this truth. Which, if no more were ſaid, will not amount to a contradiction againſt that which I reſolve. For, hee that ſayes, the Scrip­ture is not the onely means, excluding that Tradition which determines the meaning of it, doth neither deny that Tradition is, nor ſay that the Scripture is the certain means of deciding this kind of truth. But the iſſue of his reaſons will eaſily ſhow, upon what termes the contradiction ſtands. Hee citeth, then, com­mon ſenſe to witneſſe, that wee cannot reſt certain, that wee have thoſe Scrip­tures which came, wee agree, by inſpiration of God, by reaſon of the manifold changes, which, common ſenſe makes appearance, muſt come to paſſe in tran­ſcribing upon ſuch a ſuppoſition as this; That, ſo many Columns as one Book cont [...]ins, ſo many Copies, at leaſt, are made every hundreth years, and in every Copy ſo many faults, at leaſt, as words in one Column: Upon which account 15 or 16 times as many faults having been made in all copies, as there are words, it will be ſo much oddes, that wee have no true Scripture in any place; Abating onely for thoſe faults, that may have fallen out to be the ſame in ſeveral copies. And, if Sixtus V Pope, cauſing 100 copies of the Vulgar Latine to be compared, found two thouſand faults, ſuppoſing two thouſand copies extant, (which may be ſuppoſed a hundred thouſand in any Language) what will remain unqueſtion­able? It is further alleged, that the Scripture is written in Languages now cea­ſed, (which ſome call Learned Languages, becauſe men learn them, to know ſuch Books as are written in them) the meaning whereof, not being ſubject to ſenſe, dependeth upon ſuch a gueſſing kind of skill, as is ſubject to miſtake, as experience ſhowes in commenting of all Authors: But eſpecially the Hebrew, and that Greek in which wee have the Scriptures; That having originally no [Page] vowels to determine the reading of it, wanting Conjunctions and Prepoſiaions to determine the ſignification of him that ſpeaks, all the Language extant being contained in the Bible alone (the Jews Language differing ſo much as it does from it) the Language of the Prophets conſiſting of ſuch dark Tropes and Figures, that no skill ſeems to determine what they mean: This, ſo copious, and by that means ſo various in the expreſſions of it (though wanting that variety of Conju­gations by which the Hebrew and other Eaſtern Languages vary the ſenſe) that, to determine the meaning of it, is more than any ordinary skill can compaſſe. Adde hereunto the manifold equivocations, incident to whatſoever is expreſſed by writing, more incident to the Scripture, as pretending to give us the ſenſe of our Lords words (for example) not the very ſyllables; Adde the uncertainties which the multiplicity of Tranſlations muſt needs produce; and all this muſt needs amount to this reckoning; That God never meant the Bible for the means to de­cide controverſies of Faith, the meaning whereof requires many principles which God alone can procure, becauſe ſo indefinite. Which, the nature of the Book argueth no leſſe, as I obſerved, being written in no method of a Law, or a Rule, nor having thoſe deciſions that are to oblige diſtinguiſhed from mater of a farre diverſe, and almoſt impertinent nature. Upon theſe premiſes it is inferred, as evi­dent to common ſenſe; that the Scripture produces no diſtinct reſolution of con­troverſies, though, as infinitely uſefull for inſtruction in virtue, ſo, tending to ſhow the truth in maters of Faith in groſſe: and being read, rather to know what is in it, than to judge by it; by the ſummary agreement of it with that which is held and practiſed, convincing where the truth is, and on which ſide, eſpecially if wee content our ſelves with what is probable from it, expecting from Traditi­on what is definite and certain.
For, ſuppoſing ſo great a Congregation as the Church to take this for the ground of their Faith; that, nothing is to be believed, for revealed truth, but what they have received from hand to hand from the Apoſtles; it muſt be grant­ed; Firſt, that they had the ſame perſwaſion from the beginning; Becauſe, having never declared to their ſucceſſors, what are the particulars they are to receive, ei­ther they had from the beginning this principle, to diſtinguiſh mater of faith from that which is not, or could never introduce it without groſſe impoſture: And beſides, that, holding this perſwaſion, they could never admit any thing as re­ceived from their Fore-fathers which was not ſo indeed; Becauſe, whole Nati­ons can never agree ſo to deceive, in a mater ſubject to ſenſe, as to ſay, that they received this or that from their Fore-fathers, when they did not, the reaſon being the ſame in all ages ſince Chriſt, as in our own. For, the Chriſtian Faith being ſo repeated, ſo inculcated by the preaching of the Apoſtles; how long ſoever wee ſuppoſe the remembrance of their doctrine to have remained certain in the Church, ſo long wee may inferre, that age which had this certain remem­brance muſt convey it as certain, in a ſenſible diſtance of time, and, by the means of ſuch diſtances, that it muſt needs come no leſſe certain to us. Neither can any breach have been made upon the Faith, without conteſting the common principle of Tradition in the firſt place: and ſecondly, the conſequence and cor­reſpondence which the Articles of Chriſtianity have one with another, by means whereof, hee that queſtioneth one, muſt needs, by conſequence, prejudice o­thers. And, Religion being a bond, by obſerving which, people are perſwaded they ſhall attain happineſſe; the ſame motives to enter into this bond in general, the ſame grounds of embracing Chriſtianity in particular remaining; how ſhould wee imagine, any part of it ſhould be either loſt or changed, which neceſſarily muſt concurre to the effect of the whole? For, being diſperſed, as from the be­ginning it hath been, over ſo many Nations, whoſe authority can be a ſufficient reaſon, to perſwade them all, that which hee ſayes to have been received from the Apoſtles, not that which they were poſſeſſed of afore? Who is able to move them with hopes and fears, anſwerable to thoſe which wrought them to imbrace it, either to ſilence or to change it? And yet, ſo long as it can appear, that the contrary was received, ſo long time muſt the change require to prevaile, and ſo much more to leave the truth forgot, and yet ſubject to be evidenced by any Re­cords [Page] that may remain. So that there is no appearance, that the principles pro­ducing ſuch a change, ſhould ſo long time prevail as thoſe motives, that firſt evi­denced the truth. And further, upon all this appearance in point of fact, it is argued à priori, and as it were in point of Right; That, God having provided ſo many poſſibilities to make the preſervation of Chriſtianity ſo eaſie, the effect muſt needs have followed, leſt the means ſhould have been provided in vain, if no effect ſhould inſue: All poſſibility being to no purpoſe when no effect fol­lowes, and no effect but this anſwering the means that render it ſo poſſible.

CHAP. XXXI. That the Scriptures which wee have are unqueſtionable. That miſtakes in Copying are not conſiderable to the ſenſe and effect of them. The meaning of the He­brew and Greek, even of the Prophets, determinable, to the deciding of Contro­verſies. How Religion delivered by Tradition becomes ſubject to be corrupted.
THis is the ſumme of this new account, which, to my underſtanding, main­tains the Infallibility of the preſent Church, upon as high terms, as thoſe that reſolve the reaſon of their Faith into it; and yet, not upon any gift of Infal­libility, intailed upon any viſible act of any perſons, however qualified on behalf of the Church; but upon a pretenſe of evidence made to common ſenſe, that thoſe who acknowledge Tradition, cannot receive any thing, not onely which they believe to be, but which is indeed inconſiſtent with it. Wherein I ſhall proteſt in the firſt place, that I have nothing to do with the terms of great error, or Chriſtianity, ſo as to ſay here, that, either Chriſtianity, which hee calleth Chriſts Law, or any part of it, either hath been, or may be renounced by them, that pretend to admit nothing as revealed truth, but what they believe was re­ceived from the Apoſtles, and that ſo great an error as this may have crept into the Church. For, the preſent purpoſe being general, to try how any thing in debate may be tryed, whether agreeable to the Faith or not; I ſhould count it a great impertinence, and the ruine of all that I deſign to infer, upon ſufficient principles (which, I pretend, thoſe which I reject, not to be) to be ingaged to ſhow, how great any error may be, before I have a ground to inferre, whether it be an error or not. But, if I may proceed to ſettle ſuch a ground, I ſhall make no doubt to convince all, that remain convict of the truth thereof, how great the error is which it convicteth. It ſhall therefore ſuffice mee, for the preſent, to ſtate the oppoſition which I make to this pretenſe upon theſe termes; That the common ſenſe of all Chriſtians determineth, thoſe who pretend to admit nothing as of Faith but what they receive from our Lord and his Apoſtles, to be ſubject nevertheleſſe, under that pretenſe, to receive things really inconſiſtent with it, and, which may be diſcerned ſo to be, by the means which wee have to decide ſuch queſtions; The Scriptures interpreted by the Original and Catholick Tradition of the Church. The evidence of this poſition neceſſarily conſiſts in that, which is to be ſaid for Scripture and Tradition joyntly, as the onely ſuffici­ent means to evidence Chriſtian truths; that is to ſay, that, having ſhowed, the arguments made againſt Scripture alone, and for Tradition alone, to be ineffect­ual and void; That which remains for the truth will be this, that the Scripture, with Tradition to determine the meaning of it, do both together make a ſuffici­ent means, to determine the truth of any thing queſtioned concerning Chriſtia­nity.
I ſay then, in behalf of the Scripture, which this plea ſo undervalueth, as not to acknowledge any ſuch thing, but in favour to them whom they diſpute with; that it is a mervail to ſee, how the greater difference with common enemies is forgot, upon leſſe quarrels among our ſelves. For, if there be any ſuch men as Atheiſts, that deny the beginning of the world, and the marks of Gods provi­dence, expreſſed in the government of it (as I would there were none) I de­mand, how they could be more gratified, than by making it beleeved, that we are no more tied to beleeve Moſes writings that we have to come from God, [Page] than we pleaſe? For, if it be fifteen or ſixteen to one, that the words which we have are not from God, what reſpect can oblige us to do more? And would Pagans and Idolaters think themſelves leſſe bound to us, if we could perſwade them, that, whatſoever is pretended in Scripture, of a Covenant made by God with Abraham and his poſterity, to acknowledge and worſhip him alone for the true God, may be denied, ſo farre, as by ſaying, that no man can ſay we have any Record of it? As for the Jews, what a favour were it to them, to quit them all that can be alleged againſt them out of Moſes and the Prophets, by ſaying; That we cannot be aſſured that it is their writing? For, if it be ſaid, that, what­ſoever the Church hath intereſt to uſe againſt Atheiſts, Pagans and Jews, will be admitted upon Tradition, having renounced Scripture; can it be imagined, that, having granted, that the whole narration, upon which Chriſtianity ſteppeth in, may have been counterfeited in writing, any man can undertake to ſhow the truth of the ſame, unqueſtionable, by word of mouth? Surely it may well a­ſtoniſh a man void of prejudice to ſee it ſo carefully alleged, how many ambi­guities and equivocations neceſſarily fall out in expreſſing mens mindes by wri­ting; never conſidering, that the ſame may fall out, in whatſoever is delivered by word of mouth, ſo much more uncureably, as a man writes upon more delibe­ration than hee ſpeaks: and, poſterity can affirm with more confidence, that which is delivered by writing to have been ſaid, than that which is onely ſo re­ported. For, let common ſenſe judg, by what is uſually done by men, for the preſerving of evidence concerning their eſtates, whether it be more effectual to have it in writing, or onely by word of mouth. For, whatſoever can be pretend­ed to come by Tradition from the Apoſtles, muſt firſt have been delivered in the Ebrew language; (at leaſt that language which they ſpake, and was ſo near the Ebrew of the Old Teſtament, that in the New Teſtament it is called by that name) Thence, being turned into Greek or Latine, it muſt have come after­wards into the now vulgar languages of Chriſtendom. Neither can any man i­magine, how the profeſſion of Chriſtians ſhould be conveyed by Tradition, and not by word of mouth. Where, though they that heard the Apoſtles certainly underſtood their meaning; (which there can be no queſtion of, when the intent is, familiarly to teach it) yet, the terms wherein it was delivered not remaining upon record, as much difference may creep in, as there may be difference in ſe­veral mens apprehenſions, ſaving that which the communion of the Church de­termineth, And will any common ſenſe allow, that the meaning thereof ſhall be more certain than the words are? more certain, than the meaning of written words, which are certain, though obſcure, and yet not without competent means, to bring the intent of them to light? But I muſt not preferr any thing of this nature before any thing wee have in the Scriptures, ſo long as both ſides acknow­ledg it. I demand then, whether the precept of the Law, which injoyned the Iſraelites to teach it their children, concerned the written Law or not. The Prophet David Pſalm LXXVIII. 1-8. ſhewes the practice of it, and ſo do other paſſages of the Old Teſtament; and ſurely there can be no doubt made, that Moſes himſelf did deliver and inculcate the ſenſe of the precepts to his hearers: But will any common ſenſe allow, that hee forgot his text, when hee expounded the meaning of it? Our Lord commands the Jews to ſearch the Scriptures, hee remits Dives in the Parable to Moſes and the Prophets. S. Paul preſſes, that all things that are written are written for our learning, that wee, through patience and comfort of the Scriptures might have hope: That all Scripture in­spired from God is profitable—and a great deal more to the ſame effect; and ſhall wee, open the mouth of Atheiſm with an anſwer, that this concerns not us, who no way ſtand convict, that wee have the words of Moſes and the Pro­phets, of our Lord and his Apoſtles? Let this therefore paſſe for a deſperate at­tempt, of making a breach, for Atheiſm, Heatheniſm, Judaiſm, to enter in, provided that the Reformation ſhould have nothing to ſay againſt the Church of Rome. But, let it be demanded, whether any of thoſe that writ for the Church againſt Hereſies were maſters of the common ſenſe of men or not? And let it be demanded, when they alleged the Scriptures againſt them, whether they [Page] thought the meaning of them determinable or not. It is true, Tertullian pre­ſcribed againſt Hereticks that the Church was not tied to diſpute with them out of the Scriptures, and certainly had juſt reaſon ſo to do; Becauſe, though they admitted the Apoſtles to have Gods Spirit, yet they admitted not, that Spirit to have declared to them the bottom of the truth, as to themſelves, and therefore made uſe of the Scriptures as the Alcoran doth; ſo farre onely, as they agreed with the Traditions of their own Maſters, whom they ſuppoſed to have the fal­neſſe of the truth: Whereas it is manifeſt, that Chriſtianity admits no diſpute from the Scriptures, but from them, that acknowledg no gifts of Gods Spirit, that ſuppoſe not Chriſtianity and the Scriptures. Therefore, thoſe that diſputed againſt the Hereſies that grew up afterwards, and acknowledged no revelation, but that which had brought on Chriſtianity, what did they diſpute upon? For e­vidently they neither had, nor uſed that preſcription, which Tertullian inſiſted upon againſt his Hereticks. But, as Tertullian might, (though not bound to ſo much) uſe the Scriptures againſt ſuch Hereticks, as well as againſt Jews and Infi­dels; did they who ſucceeded onely uſe it againſt ſucceeding Hereſies that own no further revelation than that which Scripture came with, not as neceſſity, but to ſhow the advantage they had? for, this they muſt do, if nothing but proba­bility is to be had from the Scriptures, but the peremptory truth, is, without Scripture, evident in the determination of the preſent Church, which was firſt viſible in ejecting Hereticks? Certainly, ſuch a breach upon common ſenſe can­not be admitted, as, for them that have evidence for the truth, to compromiſe it to a diſpute of probabilities. Here therefore, I do appeal to the common ſenſe of all men, that ſee, how all the diſputes that have been made from the begin­ning, for the Faith againſt Hereſies, do conſiſt of Scriptures drawn into conſe­quence againſt them, though in behalf of that which they profeſſed to hold from the Apoſtles; whether all this pains was taken to ſhow, what was probable, or what was true upon the evidence of the true ſenſe of Scripture, falling within the compaſſe of that which they held from the Apoſtles.
The ground then of that account, which pretends, that wee have no Scri­pture, is very frivolous. For, if common ſenſe be valued by the experience of thoſe, that handle written Copies, not by the imagination of them that do not; the faults, which it is probable all Copies carry from their makers, cannot en­danger the truth of the Scripture, but in that one caſe which hee alloweth to a­bate his account, that is, when the ſame fault falls out in ſeveral Copies; which is a rare chance. For, where diverſe Copies agree in the ſame fault, it behoveth, that there ſhould be ſome occaſion of committing the miſtake, capable to induce ſeveral men into the ſame, the conſent of whoſe Copies may in time create a doubt what is true. But, to imagine, that a fault committed at large by a Co­pyer, which, it is ſo great odds, that none elſe ſhall fall into; (The truth being one, errors infinite) ſhould indanger the true reading of any writing, is not to appeal to common ſenſe, but to renounce it. For, neither in that one caſe, where, it is confeſt there may be danger, are wee left without cure; the conſe­quence of the ſenſe, either alone, or with the help of ſome Copy, alwaies out­waying the credit of Copies liable to ſo many miſtakes. Hee that ſees not what benefit all records of learning have received, even from negligent Copies, induſtriouſly handled, to the preſervation of all records, may pretend ignorance in this point. But, for the Scriptures, as common ſenſe bears, that there is more occaſion of making faults than in other writings, becauſe more multiplying of Copiesl ſo, common ſenſe ſhowing, that there is ſo much more means of correct­ing them, the danger of changing the text is vaniſhed. Which, if all this were not, common ſenſe, that ſees the preſent text of Scripture make a ſenſe ſo reaſonable, ſo agreeable, will as much ſcorn as a reaſonable man will ſcorn to ad­mit, that this beautifull order of the world comes from the caſual interfering of atomes: For, is it not the ſame caſe, when it is ſaid, that ſo conſtant ſenſe ariſes from the contingence of errors? And therefore I mervail, that the va­rieties of readings recorded in Sixtus V his Bible ſhould be alleged to this pur­poſe; Which, though they are the records of errors, yet they are the argu­ments [Page] of truth; The true reading, by the credit of them, over-balancing all miſtakes. And truly, hee that ſhall not up a juſt account, of the hinderance, which the variety of reading in the Scripture, gives the reſolution of truth, ſhall finde three or four texts queſtionable for their reading, by the enemies of the Trinity; In other things, though diverſe readings queſtionable, yet none of conſequence to any point in debate: And thoſe I ſpeak of, ſo queſtionable, that that either they make no conſEquence, there being evidence ſufficient without them, or there remains evidence enough to waigh the true reading down.
Now, the ceaſing of the Languages, in which the Scripture was written, is indeed a difficulty to the attaining of the ſenſe of them, as it is a difficulty to the attaining of the Language: But, either wee ſuppoſe the skill of the Lan­guage attained when it is not, or, being attained, wee muſt ſuppoſe, that which wee have upon record in it, as well underſtood, (to wit, as to the Language) as men underſtand one another in their mother tongue. And therefore, the E­brew and Greek have hard fortune, to lye under contrary charges: As to ſay, that the Ebrew is obſcure becauſe it is ſcarce, and the Greek is obſcure becauſe copious; and, the Scripture being written in the one and in the other, is there­fore obſcure. Certainly, thoſe that ſpoke Ebrew, and thoſe that ſpoke Greek had means, to underſtand one anothers meaning, or elſe thoſe Languages were uſeleſſe to the end of all Language: And, ſhall wee imagine, that they deter­mine not the meaning of the ſpeaker in writing, but when they are ſpoken, well and good? No. To them that know not the Language, there is no ſuffi­cient mark to determine the meaning of what is ſaid in it. It is no mervail: On Gods name, let them learn a little further, and they may diſcern the marks, whereby the force of ſignifying is ſtamped upon the Languages. And truly, the ſcarceneſſe of that Language lies rather in the ſloth of learners, (who ſave a great deal of pains, by perſwading themſelves, that they know that Language, when they have learned what is to be found in the Scriptures) than in want of words to expreſſe all conceits. It is an eaſie thing to imagine, that the writings of later Jewes are not good Ebrew, and indeed it may appear, that, after the Captivity, the Vulgar did not ſpeak it. But, by the Traditions, whereby they determine the exerciſe, of Moſes Law (which, the Jews of Paleſtine reſident at Tiberias agreed to put in writing, about the Emperor Antoninus his time) it appears plain enough, that the Language was preſerved alive among the Lear­ned, and extends farr further, than that which is found onely in the Scripture, though with ſome little difference: Which, that excellent Maſter of humane learning Joſeph d'Eſcale ſeems to mee, very properly to diſtinguiſh, by the names of the Ebrew and Jewiſh Languages; Becauſe this difference may well ſeem to have begun, from the times of Eſdras, when the Tribe of Judah, (with the apperrenances of it) with the recovery of their ancient inheritance, took upon them the ſtudy of their Law. And, I appeal to the common ſenſe of all, that have found by reading, with what eaſe and property, that Language ſerves to ex­preſs all the conceits of their Philoſophers and Divines, how beggarly, how unable to determine the meaning of mans minde, wee are to account it. As for the Greek, be it never ſo defective in thoſe expreſſions, which the variety of Conjugations in Eaſtern Languages do produce, hee that knows both the one and the other, ſhall finde the force of thoſe expreſſions, ſignified by other means, in the Greek, and other Languages; Be it never ſo copious otherwiſe, hee that will husband his paines to the learning of the Scriptures, ſhall finde means enough to attain the meaning of them, without undertaking to overcome all that is written in that Language. As for the figurative ſpeech that is uſed, eſpe­cially by the Prophets, and other writings of a Poetical ſtile, (as the Pſalms, Job, the Canticle, and the like, if you reckon them not among the Prophets) as it is not to be denyed, that the ſtile of them is obſcure by that means, ſo, when wee ſee the meaning of them determined by the writings of the Apoſtles, wee muſt either grant, that means to be ſufficient for that effect, or, that the Apo­ſtles have alleged them upon no juſt ground, to no juſt purpoſe. Now, that our Lords and the Apoſtles words are ſet down in ſuch expreſſions as the Evangeliſts [Page] and S. Luke thought meeteſt; I ſuppoſe, hee that hath a due reſpect for them, will not think to be any argument, that hee who hath the meaning of the Pen-man, hath not the meaning of him that ſpoke. And if all theſe be difficulties to the attaining of the true meaning of the Scriptures, ſure, the multiplicity of tranſ­lations, (thoſe eſpecially, which are the moſt ancient) by thoſe who underſtand them, is duely eſteemed a help to that end, and not a hinderance. For, as the turning of them into ſo many Languages prevents all errors of Copiers, and aſſures the true reading, ſo, the comparing of the tranſlations with the original (ſhowing how it was underſtood anciently, by thoſe who were better and nearer acquainted with the mater of them, than wee are, who muſt have it from them) makes up a commentary of the meaning of the ſame, and how farr it extends. I do therefore here appeal to the common ſenſe of all them, that have been at charge, or at pains, to procure and compaſſe the Edition of all tranſlations of the Bible, eſpecially the ancient, in particular the Spaniſh, Anwerpe and Paris, (which, it is hoped, is now improved to the ſame purpoſe here at London) and do challenge all men to ſay, firſt, whether the deſigne be commendable or not, then, whether it can be commendable, if it contribute not to preſerve the true reading, to determine the true meaning of the Scriptures.
As for that, which, I conceive, I have ſufficiently inſiſted upon, in behalf of the truth, that the writings of the Apoſtles preſuppoſe a Rule of Faith, received by thoſe to whom they addreſſe, together with certain Rules, limiting their communion in the ſervice of God, upon ſuppoſition of that Rule; I am here to claim the effect of it, that the ſenſe of the Scripture is to be limited to that, which common ſenſe may diſcover, by the records of the Church, to have been the ſenſe and intent of the ſame, But, that this ſhould argue an intent in God, not to have given the Scriptures to determine debates that might ariſe a­mong Chriſtians concerning the common faith; and that, upon, onely the viſi­ble profeſſion of the Church, all arguments to the contrary from the Scriptures, all clamors of conſcience are to be ſilenced, without reconciling them to the primitive Faith and practice of the Church, (to which, it is evident, that, if the Church be not wanting to their duty, they are reconcileable) this is that which I muſt and do proclaim to be utterly brutiſh and unreaſonable. And therefore, to proceed to the next point, I grant, and inſiſt, that, nothing but that, which is received from our Lord Chriſt & his Apoſtles, can, by any means ſeem receivable to any Chriſtian: But, whereas it may be received either by writing alone, or by word of mouth alone, or by both; I ſay, that the receiving of Chriſtianity by word of mouth alone cannot be pretended, (the power of the Church to create articles of Faith, which was never heard of till the quarel with Luther was on foot, being excluded) but ſuppoſing it evident to common ſenſe, that the act of the preſent Church, is the act of the Catholick Church from the A­poſtles; Which, ſo farr as I know, was never heard of till Ruſhworths Dialog ues came forth. The Chriſtianity, that was from the beginning received by word of mouth, conſiſts in the profeſſion, of believing a certain Rule of Faith, and un­dertaking a certaine Rule of life, as the Law and condition, whereby all Chriſtians hope to attain everlaſting life. Beſides, all Chriſtians being, upon this profeſſion, admitted to communicate with the Church in the ſervice of God, aci­cording to ſuch Rules as determine the circumſtances thereof, firſt brought in by the Apoſtles; Theſe Rules may alſo be ſaid to be received by word of mouth, becauſe the practice of them holds by cuſtome from age to age, though the expreſſe knowledg and profeſſion of them is not the means to ſave particu­lar Chriſtians, further than it is the means, to maintain the ſervice of God in the unity of his Church, which is the means of it. Here are then two heads of things received by word of mouth, which, hee that will ſpeak expreſly in this point muſt diſtinguiſh. And, according to this diſtinction I ſay, that, onely the Rule of Faith, which is the Law of attaining everlaſting life, and the communi­on of the Church, is delivered by word of mouth; though, when I ſay ſo I under­ſtand, that the true intent and meaning thereof, and what it importeth to com­mon ſenſe, cannot be excluded. Beſides which, there is, of neceſſity, infinite [Page] mater of diſcourſe, concerning things conſequent, or impertinent, or repugnant to the ſame, ſome whereof, obtaining credit in ſome times and ſome parts of Chriſtendom, comes, by tradition of word of mouth, nevertheleſſe, to other a­ges and places, which therefore do truly bear the name of Tradition; Though not as delivered from the beginning by the Apoſtles, further then, as, by them the means is delivered, whereby it may appear, which of them is conſequent, which of them repugnant, which of them impertinent to that which they have delivered indeed. As concerning the Laws of the Church, ſo certain and ſo ma­nifeſt as it is, that there were Rules delivered by the Apoſtles, to have the force of Law, in directing the communion of Chriſtians in the publick ſervice of God, to the Unity of the Church; So certain and manifeſt is it; Firſt, that the ſame Laws are not capable to regulate the communion of the Church in all e­ſtates of it, which the change of times ſhould produce; And yet ſecondly, that, whatſoever ſhould be changed, or taken away, or added to the ſame, ought to tend to the ſame intent, which, it is viſible, thoſe of the Apoſtles did purpoſe. Let any underſtanding, that is capable, but conſider the difference that needs muſt ariſe, by the Secular Power undertaking the protection of Chriſtianity, be­tween the Church afore and the Church afterwards; If hee ſay, the ſame Laws will ſerve to maintain the communion of the Church in both eſtates, (ſuppoſing the ſociety thereof to be the ſame, upon the premiſes) I ſhall then confeſſe, that it is to no purpoſe to appeal to any diſcourſe of reaſon in this whole diſ­pute. I ſay further, that, among thoſe who profeſſe, that nothing ought to be received for revealed truth, but that which was firſt delivered by our Lord and his Apoſtles, nothing ought to have the force of Law, but that which tendeth to the ſame purpoſe, with that which they inacted; Nothing hindreth, things to be received into belief and practice, that are really, not onely impertinent to, but inconſiſtent with that which indeed they have delivered to us. The appeal is to common ſenſe, therefore let diſcourſe and experience ſatisfie common ſenſe.
Religion indeed is a bond, by the condition whereof wee perſwade our ſelves of peace with God; of attaining the good and avoyding the ill, which be­longs to thoſe that are ſo or otherwiſe. And thus farre, it is certain, that Religi­on is a thing bred in mans nature, which it is impoſſible for him to ſhake off or renounce. But is it impoſſible for him to become perſwaded hereof upon un­due terms? Whence then comes all falſe Religion, whether of Jews or Pa­gans? For, we ſhall not need here to conſider Mahumetanes, whoſe Religion ſuppoſeth Chriſtianity, as the corruption of it. Surely, he that conſiders not amiſs, will finde, that it was a great eaſe to them, that were convinced to acknowledg a God above them, to imagine the name and honor of this God to reſt in ſome­thing of their own choice, or deviſing; which being ſet up by themſelves, reaſon would, they ſhould hope to pleaſe, and have propitious, by ſuch obedience and ſervice as they could allow. Correſpondently, God, having given the Jewes a Law of ſuch precepts, as might be outwardly performed without inward obe­dience; whoſoever believe, the moſt difficult point of Gods ſervice to be, the ſubmiſſion of the heart, will finde it a gain, that hee can perſwade himſelf of Gods peace, without it, whatſoever trouble, whatſoever coſt hee be at, for that perſwaſion, otherwiſe. If then there be in mans nature, a principle of Paganiſm and Judaiſm, notwithſtanding that men cannot be at quiet, till, by imbracing a religion, they think they are at peace with God; Is it a ſtrange thing, that they who have attained the truth of Chriſtianity ſhould entertain a perſwaſion of peace with God, upo [...] terms, really inconſequent to, or inconſiſtent with the true intent of it? Surely, if wee reflect upon the motives of it, and the motives of them, it cannot ſeem ſtrange. I have ſaid, and it is manifeſt, that the nature of Chriſtianity, though ſufficient, yet were purpoſely provided not to be con­ſtraining, that the effect of them might be the trial of thoſe diſpoſitions, that ſhould be moved therewith. And, is it a mervail, that, means to perſwade thoſe that have received Chriſtianity, that things inconſiſtent with that which was firſt delivered, are indeed conſequent to the ſame, ſhould be left, among thoſe that profeſſe, that they ought to receive nothing, but what was firſt delivered by our [Page] Lord and his Apoſtles? I ſay nothing now of renouncing Chriſtianity, while men profeſſe this; for, I confeſſe, and inſiſt, that, while men do believe, that there is a ſociety of men viſible by the name of the Church, it will not be poſſible for them to forget their whole Chriſtianity, or to imbrace the contrary of it. But I ſay, that, notwithſtanding the profeſſion of receiving Chriſtianity from our Lord and his Apoſtles, the preſent Church may admit Lawes, (whether of be­lief or of Communion) inconſiſtent with that which they received at firſt. I al­lege further, that, ſo long as all parts of the Church held free intercourſe and correſpondence with one another, it was a thing either difficult, or altogether impoſſible, to bring ſuch things, either into the perſwaſion or practice of all parts of it, according to the difficulty, of bringing ſo great a body to agree in any thing, againſt which any part might proteſt with effect. And this held, not onely before the Church was ingraffed into the State of the Romano Empire, but alſo, ſo long after, as this acceſſory help of Chriſtianity did not obſcure, and in the end extinguiſh the original intercourſe and correſpondence of the Church. For then, it grew both poſſible, and eaſie for them, who had the Secular Power on their ſide, to make that, which the authority thereof was imployed to main­tain, to paſſe for Tradition in the Church: Seeing it is manifeſt, that, in the or­dinary language of Church Writers, Tradition ſignifies no leſſe, that which the Church delivers to ſucceeding ages, than that which it received from the A­poſtles. Adde hereunto the opinion of the authority of the Church, truly pre­tended originally, within the true bounds, but, by neglecting the due bounds of the truth of Chriſtianity which it ſuppoſeth, infinitely extended to all States, wch, Powermay have intereſt to introduce. For, if it be not impoſſible to perſwade thoſe, who know they have received their Chriſtianity upon motives provided by God, (to convince the judgments and conſciences of all that ſee them, to im­brace thoſe things, to which the witneſſe of them may be applyed) that they are to imbrace whatſoever, either the expreſſe act, or the ſilent practice of the Church inforces, whether the motives of Faith be applicable to them or not; Then is it not impoſſible to perſwade them any thing, which this Power ſhall think to be for their Intereſt to perſwade: For, no mans Intereſt it can be, to go about to perſwade the world, that expreſſe contradictories are both true at once. And if it were not impoſſible, that the imaginations of moſt of them, that diſpute Controverſies for the Church of Rome, ſhould be ſo imbroyled with the equivocation of this word Church, as not to diſtinguiſh the Infallible autho­rity thereof, as a multitude of men, not to be deceived in teſtifying the truth, from the authority of it, as a Body conſtituted upon ſuppoſition of the ſame; Shall it not be eaſie for thoſe, who can obtain a reputation of the World, that their act is to oblige the whole Church, to obtain of the ſame, to make no difference, between that which is preſently decreed, and that which was originally delive­red by the Apoſtles; The ſaid difference remaining diſputable, not onely by any text of Scripture, but by any record of hiſtorical truth, teſtifying the con­trary to have paſſed for truth, in any other age or part of the Church.
Upon theſe premiſes, I do appeal to the common ſenſe of all men to judge, whether the Church, profeſſing to hold nothing but by Tradition from the Apo­ſtles, may not be induced to admit that, as received from the Apoſtles, which indeed never was delivered by the Apoſtles. For, when the Socinians pretend, that the Faith of the Trinity, of the Incarnation and Satisfaction of our Lord Chriſt, not being delivered by the Apoſtles in their writings, crept into the Church as ſoon as they were dead, they ſtill maintain, that nothing is to be ad­mitted, but what comes from our Lord and his Apoſtles; But, upon their ſup­poſition, that Antichriſt came into the Church as ſoon as they were dead, are ob­liged to renounce all that can be pretended to come by Tradition, and in that very next age. Which, I yield and inſiſt, that, whoſoever ſhall conſider the in­tercourſe and correſpondence viſibly eſtabliſht by the Apoſtles, between all parts of the Church, ſhall eaſily perceive to be a contradiction to common ſenſe. But, when ſo much difference is viſible, between the State of the Church in ſeveral ages, and, what change hath ſucceeded in things manifeſt, to inferre [Page] what may have ſucceeded in things diſputable; Hee muſt have his minde well and thoroughly poſſeſſed with prejudice, to the utter renouncing of common ſenſe, that can indure, a demand ſo contrary to all appearance, to be impoſed upon his common ſenſe. The ſame I ſay to the other demands, of certain and ſenſible diſtances of time, which, they that ſee the end of may be certainly aſ­ſured, what was received at the beginning of them, and ſo, by mean diſtances, this age, what was held by the Apoſtles; Of the like time, for blotting out the remembrance of the truth, as for introducing falſhood. For it is evidently true, that the motives of Chriſtianity could never have prevailed to introduce it into the belief and profeſſion of all Chriſtendom, had they not been true; But it followeth not therefore, that, Chriſtianity beeing ſettled, and a Power to con­clude the Church lawfully veſted in ſome members of it, in behalf of the whole, within due bounds; The act of this Power tranſgreſſing the due bounds, ſhall not be able to produce, in ſo great a Body, an opinion of the like obliga­tion, upon the expreſſe act of this Power, as upon Tradition truly derived from the Apoſtles. For, the truth of Chriſtianity profeſſed, called in queſtion mens lives and fortunes, which they were not therefore ſo ready to ingage, upon an impoſture. But, if when Soveraigns own the act of that Power which conclu­deth the Church, hee that acknowledges it not, calls in queſtion his eſtate and reputation, or whatſoever good of this world the protection of the Church in­gageth. Upon this account, then, it is poſſible that innovation ſhould come into the Church, without calling in queſtion the common principle, that no­thing is to be admitted which comes not from the Apoſtles. Nay, without cal­ling in queſtion other points of Chriſtianity, ſo received; Becauſe no­thing hinders, things inconſiſtent with, or at leaſt impertinent to that which the Apoſtles have delivered, to be received, as conſequent to that, which indeed they have delivered, though not as expreſly contained in the ſame. And, becauſe I would not ſpeak without inſtance, in a buſineſſe ſo general, I demand of thoſe that hold this opinion, whether they believe, that the Greek and Latine Church, at ſuch time as the Schiſm fell out between them, did both believe Tradition as well as Scripture: And, when it appears, that there was no viſible difference between them in that regard, at that time, I ſhall deſire them to tell mee, what they think of their demand, that all Sectaries have alwayes left Tradition, to betake themſelves to Scripture alone. For, though I pretend not to ſuppoſe ei­ther the one party or the other guilty of Schiſm or Hereſie in this place; yet I pretend it viſible to common ſenſe, that they who pretend to receive nothing but from the Apoſtles, may think that which is not, to be received from the Apoſtles, unleſſe contradictories may be both true at once. Another inſtance I will give that learned Gentleman Tho. White, who profeſſeth to put Ruſhworths Dialogues into the world as his ward, and an Orfane, out of the book which hee hath publiſhed of the mean ſtate of ſouls between death and the general Judg­ment, to ſhow; that there is a Tradition of the Church, that the greateſt part of the ſouls of Chriſtians that are not damned, continue in a ſtate of joy or grief, proportionable to the affection they had to this world while they were of it, to be purged thereof at the general Judgment, but are not tranſlated, by any pray­ers of the Church, to the kingdom of heaven from Purgatory pains. For, I de­mand of him that believes this, whether it be received now or not, how hee will defend his Ward, that maintains the preſent Tradition to be alwaies the ſame. For, if it be ſaid, that it is not decreed by the Church, though generally believed and practiced accordingly; I will ſay that my buſineſſe is done, when the moſt votes, by ſo many degrees, are conſenting to that, which, hee maintains, is con­trary to the Tradition of the Apoſtles, his vote, and perhaps two or three more in the communion of the Church of Rome, not hindring that which is received in practice, to be a more effectual Law in force, than abundance of things in­acted in writing that will never come to effect. A third inſtance I will give, in the difference between the Reformation and the Church of Rome, concerning the Canon of Scripture; Suppoſing, that the late Scholaſtical Hiſtory thereof hath made evidence, that thoſe books belonging to the Old Teſtament, which [Page] the Council of Trent maketh Canonical Scripture, were never received for ſuch from the Apoſtles: In as much as it is evident, that there were, in all ages of the Church, that did not take them for Canonical Scripture. For, this being ſuppo­ſed, what queſtion can remain, that this decree cannot be taken to proceed from Tradition of the Apoſtles; But from a miſtake in the Power of the Church, as grounded upon a gift of infallibility, tyed by God upon the viſible act of per­ſons inabled to decree in Council? Otherwiſe, men of reaſon would not have taken upon them, to make that Canonical Scripture, which, there is evidence, that they never received for Canonical Scripture. And indeed, I, who have no more to demand here, but, that, ſomething may be thought, by the Church, to come from the Apoſtles, which, in truth, it never received from the Apoſtles, do ſeek no more by the premiſes but this; That no general preſumption, from the preſent Church, be receivable againſt evidence of hiſtorical truth, in the records of by-paſt ages: That men will not take that, for the Tradition of the Catho­lick Church, which ſome part of the Church, they ſee, hath not owned for ſuch: That they will abate of the generality of their poſition, as the particulars, out of which the induction muſt riſe, may require. I take not upon mee to ſay here, that any foundation of Faith, neceſſary to the ſalvation of all, hath been, or can have been extinguiſhed by Tradition of the preſent Church. But I ſay here, that ſomething may be taken by the preſent Church to come from the Apoſtles, which, in truth, comes not from the Apoſtles. And, ſo long as that is true, I ſay, that the choice of Religion cannot be prejudged by common ſenſe, without taking into conſideration the weight of thoſe truths which may appear to be held otherwiſe by the preſent Church then, originally, they have been received from the Apoſtles.
Now, to that which is ſaid, that, unleſſe Chriſtianity continue as it was deli­vered, the poſſibilities provided by God to that end will be in vaine; Though it be a diſpute as unſeaſonable here, as to little purpoſe, yet, becauſe it requires no more than common ſenſe to judge; I ſay, that the ends of Gods creatures and works are none of Gods ends. My meaning is, that it is one thing to ſay, God would have this to be the end of his creature; (happineſſe, for example, to be the end of man) another thing to ſay, that hee made man to bring him to happineſſe: The difference being the ſame in the works of his providence, whether it be ſaid, that hee provided ſuch means, as, of their nature tended to propagate the truth of Chriſtianity preached by the Apoſtles to all poſterity; or, that hee intended thereby to propagate the ſame: In a word, whether it be ſaid to be Gods end, or the end of his works. And truly, hee that ſayes it was Gods end, conſequently ſayes, that God falls ſhort of his end, if it come not to paſſe. But hee that will ſpeak of God with reverence, muſt not imagine, that hee hath any end but himſelf, nor, that hee doth any thing to any other end, than to exerciſe and declare his own perfecti­ons. If hee do ſundry things, which, of their nature have neceſſarily ſuch an end as they attain not; it is to be ſaid, that Gods end never fails, in ſo much as, by failing of the end to which they were made, they become the ſubject of ſome other part of that providence, wherein his perfections are exerciſed and decla­red. Seeing then, that all Controverſies concerning the Faith, have viſibly their original from ſome paſſages of Scripture, which, being preſuppoſed true before the foundation of the Church, ought to be acknowledged, but cannot be conſti­tuted by it; And ſeeing that no man, that, out of the conſcience of a Chriſti­an hath imbraced all that is written, can deny that, which hee may have cauſe to believe, to be the ſenſe of the leaſt part of the Scripture, without ground to take away that belief; It remains, that the way to abate Controverſies, is, to reſt content with the means that God hath left us, to determine the ſenſe of the Scripture, not undertaking to tye men further to it, than the applying of thoſe means will inferre. And truly, to imagine, that the authority of the Church, or the dictate of Gods Spirit, ſhould ſatisfie doubts of that nature, without ſhow­ing the means by which other records of learning are underſtood, and ſo reſol­ving thoſe doubts which the Scriptures neceſſarily raiſe, in all them that believe [Page] them to be true, and the word of God; is more than huge cart-loads of Com­mentaries upon the Scriptures have have been able to do. Which, being written, upon ſuppoſition of certain determinations pretended by the Church, or certain po­ſitions, which, tending to reform abuſes in the Church, were taken for teſtified by Gods Spirit; have produced no effect, but an utter deſpair of coming to re­ſolution, or, at leaſt, acknowledgment of reſolution, in the ſenſe of the Scri­ptures. Whereas, let men capable of underſtanding, and, managing the means heretofore mentioned, think themſelves free, as indeed they ought to be, of all prejudices, which the partialities on foot in the Church may have prepoſſeſſed them with, and come to determine the meaning thereof, by the means ſo pre­ſcribed, and, within thoſe bounds which the conſent of the Church acknow­ledges; They ſhall no ſooner diſcern, how the primitive Chriſtianity, which we have from the Apoſtles, becomes propagated to us, but they ſhall no leſs clearly diſcern the ſame in their writings. And, if God have ſo great a bleſſing for Chri­ſtendom, as the grace to look upon what hath been written with this freedom; there hath been ſo much of the meaning of the Scripture already diſcovered, by thoſe that have laid aſide ſuch prejudices, and ſo much of it is in the way to be diſcovered every day, if the means be purſued, as, is well to be hoped, will, and may make partizans, think upon the reaſon they have, to maintain partialities in the Church. If God have not this bleſſing in ſtore for Chriſtendom, it re­mains, that, without or againſt all ſatisfaction of conſcience, concerning the truth of contrary pretenſes, men give themſelves up to follow and profeſſe that, which, the protection of ſecular Power, ſhall ſhow them means to live and thrive by. In which condition, whether there be more of Atheiſm or of Chriſtianity, I leave to him, who alone ſees all mens hearts, to judge.

CHAP. XXXIV. The Diſpute concerning the Canon of Scripture, and the tranſlations thereof, in two Queſtions. There can be no Tradition for thoſe books that were written ſince Propheſie ceaſed. Wherein the excellence of them above other books lies. The chief objections againſt them are queſtionable. In thoſe parcels of the New Teſtament that have been queſtioned, the caſe is not the ſame. The ſenſe of the Church.
HAving thus reſolved the main point in doubt, it cannot be denied notwith­ſtanding, that there are ſome parts, or appertenances, of the Queſtion, that remain as yet undecided. For, as long as it is onely ſaid, that the Scripture, interpreted by the conſent of the Church, is a ſufficient mean to determine any thing controverted in mater of Chriſtian truth, there is nothing ſaid, till it ap­pear, what theſe Scriptures are, and in what records they are contained. And truly it is plain, that there remains a controverſie, concerning the credit of ſome part of thoſe writings, which have been indifferently copied and printed for the Old Teſtament, commonly marked in our Engliſh Bibles, by the title of Apo­crypha; And no leſſe, concerning the credit of the Copies wherein they are re­corded. For, though it is certain and evident, that the Old Teſtament hath been derived from the Ebrew, the New from the Greek, in which at firſt they were de­livered to the Church; Yet, ſeeing it appeareth not of it ſelf impoſſible, (ſuch changes may have ſucceeded in the Copies) that the Copies, which the Jews now uſe, of the Old Teſtament, are further from that which was firſt delivered, than the Vulgar Latine, as alſo the Copies of the Greek Teſtament now extant; It is a very plain caſe, that, this doubt remaining, it is not yet reſolved, what are the principles, what the means to determine the truth in maters queſtionable concerning Chriſtianity. I muſt further diſtinguiſh two queſtions that may be made in both theſe points, before I go further: For, it is evidently one thing to demand, whether thoſe writings, which, I ſaid, remain queſtionable, are to be counted part of the Old Teſtament or not; Another, whether they are to be read by Chriſtians, either for particular information, or for publick edification at the aſſemblies of the Church. And likewiſe, as concerning the other point, it is one thing to demand, what Copy is to be held for authentick, another thing [Page] to diſpute, how every Copy is to be uſed and frequented in the Church; To wit, whether tranſlations in mother languages are to be had, and into what cre­dit they are to be received. For, it is manifeſt, that the one ſenſe of both queſti­ons demands, what the body of the Church either may do, or ought to do, in propoſing or prohibiting the ſaid writings or Copies, to be uſed by the members thereof, for their edification in Chriſtian piety; But the other, what credit they have in themſelves, upon ſuch grounds, as are, in nature and reaſon, more ancient than the authority of the Church, and which, the being and conſtitution there­of preſuppoſeth. And, as manifeſt as it is, that theſe are two queſtions, ſo ma­nifeſt muſt it needs remain, that the one of them, to wit, that which concerns the authority of the Church, and the effect of it, does not belong to this place, nor come to be decided, but upon ſuppoſition, of all the means God hath given his Church, to be reſolved of any truth that becomes queſtionable. As for the other part of both queſtions, though it hath been, and may be, among them that will not underſtand the difference between principles and concluſions, (becauſe it is for their turn, that differences in religion ſhould be everlaſting) the ſubject of great Volumes written for and again; Ye, to them that are content to ſet aſide that which cannot here be decided, I am confident, there remains ſo little to be ſaid, that the reſolution of them will appear to be meer conſectaries and inferences from that truth, which hitherto hath been premiſed. For, ſuppoſing that which common ſenſe is able to inform, that the writings which wee call A­pocrypha, are more ancient than the Church of Chriſt; And that, whether they were written by inſpiration from God, as wee believe the Law and the Pro­ph [...]s to have been, the Church never had any expreſſe revelation, beſide the cre­dit upon which it received them from the Synagogue; it remains, that, whether they were received by the Synagogue as inſpired by God, is all that can remain queſtionable; Seeing it is not within the compaſſe of common ſenſe to imagine, that, being not inſpired by God at the beginning, when they were penned, they can become inſpired by God, by virtue of any act of the Church, inducing them to be received for ſuch.
Here then is to be ſeen the uſe of that diſtinction, which was made, between the Church, as a Society of men, viſible to common ſenſe, and the ſame Church, as a Society of men founded by God, and viſible onely to the faith of Chriſtians. For, the belief of this later, preſuppoſes the truth of Chriſtianity, the motives whereof, without more ado, muſt evidence the truth of the Scriptures: And ſo this queſtion muſt be decided by ſuch means, as are more evident than the being of the Church in this later ſenſe, to wit, by the being thereof in the former ſenſe. And this is that which I ſaid, that the teſtimony of the Synagogue, in maters of this nature, is, every whit, of as much force, as the teſtimony of the Church; Both of them proceeding upon the ſame evidence, which, the viſible conſent of ſuch a company of men advanceth to common ſenſe. In fine, if it may appear, that the writings in queſtion, were, from the beginning, admitted by the Synagogue in the nature of writings inſpired by God, there will remain no cauſe why they ſhould not be received into the ſame credit with other wri­tings, whereof the Old and New Teſtament conſiſteth; If it may appear to the contrary, it will be utterly in vain to allege any act of the Church, to inforce that, which is, as evidently beyond the Power of the Church, as it is evident that there is ſuch a thing as the Church. Neither can there be any queſtion, whether theſe writings were ever received by the Synagogue, in this nature, ſee­ing it is evident, that they do not receive any Prophets after Malachi. I will not undertake, that they do not believe, that any body, after that time was in­ſpired by God to foretell things to come; For, that is not all that belongs to thoſe, whoſe writings are to be received as inſpired by God. It muſt appear further, that they are ſent by God to his people, with commiſſion to declare his will to them; There muſt be evidence, that they are moved to ſpeak by the Holy Ghoſt, and by conſequence, the people of God, to whom they are moved to ſpeak, obliged to receive them: How elſe ſhould the gifts of Gods Spirit, and the commiſſion upon which they that have it are ſent, challenge, of duty, the [Page] acknowledgment of Gods people? I reade in Joſephus, of divers things, fore­told with truth, after this time, nor I do I finde my ſelf obliged to maintain, that the motions were not from God. But, in as much as they were not furni­ſhed with ſuch means as God appoints, to manifeſt unto his people, whom hee ſends on his meſſage, they are not to receive them as ſent from God; whatſoe­ver his ſecret purpoſe may be, in ſending ſuch motions; but ſhall alwaies remain obliged, to govern themſelves according to his will otherwiſe declared. Now, there is nothing more manifeſt, than the declaration of Joſephus, intending to acquaint the Gentiles with the Faith and Laws of the Jews; That, untill the time of Artaxerxes that ſucceeded Xerxes, (being, in his opinion, the time whereof I ſpeak) the Prophets had written the relation of their own times: But after that time, things were written indeed, but not with the like credit, be­cauſe there was no ſucceſſion of Prophets. Cont. Ap. I. And what can be more agreeable to the concluſion of the Prophet Malachi, IV. 4—where, having war­ned them to give heed to the Law of Moſes, the Statutes and Ordinances which God by him had given Iſrael; Behold, ſaith hee, I ſend you Elias the Prophet, before the great and terrible day of the Lord come, and hee ſhall turn the hearts of the Fathers to the children, and of the children to the Fathers, leaſt I come and ſmite the Land with a curſe: Which, the Goſpell tell us, was fulfilled, in ſend­ing John the Baptiſt, to make way for the Chriſt, the Chief, and end of all the Prophets, Luke I. 17. Mat. XI. 14. XVII. 12. according to the ſaying of the ancient Jews, that the Chriſt is to be annointed, that is, ſolemnly inveſted in his Office, by Elias. And for this reaſon, when Judas Maccabeus purged the Temple, and the queſtion was, what ſhould be done with the ſtones of the Al­tar that had been polluted, it is ſaid 1 Mac. IV. 46. And they laid up the ſtones in a fit place, in the Mount of the Temple, untill a Prophet ſhould come and give anſwer concerning them. And, ſpeaking of the perſecution after the death of Ju­das, it is ſaid, 1 Mac. IX. 27. And there fell out ſo great tribulation in Iſrael, as had not been, from the day that no Prophet had been ſeen in Iſrael. And this time it is, whereof it is either ſaid, or propheſied; Pſal. LXXIV. 10. Wee ſee not our to­kens, there is no Prophet any more, neither any that underſtandeth any thing. Now it is manifeſt, that, in the Scriptures, as well as in the Jews writings, the name of Prophet is not underſtood onely of foretelling things to come, but of utte­ring things unknown to humane underſtanding. And ſo, the Law and the Pro­phets contains all the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament. If therefore there were no Propheſie from thoſe times to the coming of our Lord, and John the Baptiſt, it followeth, that there is no Scripture inſpired by God left us by thoſe times, according to the words of Euſebius in his Chronicle at the XXXII year of this Artaxerxes; Hucuſque Hebraeorum divinae Scripturae, annales temporum continent. Hither to the divine Scriptures of the Hebrews contain the annals of the times. And the Synagogue in S. Jerome, in Eſ. cap. XLIX. lib. XIII. Poſt Aggaeum, & Zachariam, & Malachiam, nullos alios Prophetas uſque ad Joannem Baptiſtam videram. From Haggai, Zachary, and Malachy to John the Baptiſt, I had ſeen no other Prophets. And ſo S. Auſtine de Civ. Dei XVII. 24. Toto ille tempore ex quo redierunt de Babyloniâ, poſt Malachiam, Aggaeum, & Zachariam, qui tunc prophetaeverunt, & Eſdram, non habuerunt Prophetas uſque ad Salvatoris adven­tum. All that time from their return from Babylonia, after Haggai, Zachary, and Malachy, who then propheſied, and Eſdras, they had no Prophets till the Savi­ors coming: Excepting thoſe whom wee finde mentioned in the Goſpels. And truly it is manifeſt by hiſtorical truth, that there was a part of that Nation, that gave themſelves to uſe the Greek Language in there diſperſions, whereas, thoſe that returned into the Land of Promiſe, as well as thoſe that remained in Baby­lonia, had learned the language of that Countrey, being very near their own, which was retained onely amongſt the book-learned. Seeing then, that it is manifeſt, that theſe books were committed to writing in the Greek, for the moſt part at leaſt, it cannot in reaſon be imagined, that the whole Nation acknow­ledged them, as Scriptures inſpired by God muſt have been acknowledged; which, no man can ſay, that ever they came generally to be uſed by the whole [Page] Nation, or could come to be uſed, being onely in Greek. Wee ſhall not finde much of them tranſlated, for the uſe of them that converſed in the Ebrew, un­leſſe it be Tobit. For, Eccleſiaſticus, it is true, was firſt written in Ebrew, and but tranſlated into Greek; When the Old Teſtament was tranſlated into Greek, then, and among them that uſed it, were they added to the writings of the Prophets, and ſo received by the Church, that received thoſe Scriptures from them in Greek, in the ſame nature, and upon the like credit, as it was viſible they held them, from the time that firſt they were received.
It is now no mervail, to ſee ſome men, upon the truth of theſe reaſons, quite renounce all the advantage which Chriſtianity hath, by the witneſſe, which theſe writings, being impartial, as uttered before it came into the world, do render it; becauſe they are unduely advanced by others, to the rank of thoſe that are inſpired by God. For, the ſpirit of contradiction naturally carries weak men, to overſee, to deſtroy their own Intereſt, ſo they may be farr enough from thoſe whom they deſire to bear down. So, wee are content to yield the Socinians all the advantage, which the conſent of the Church gives us againſt them, upon condition, that the differences wee have with the Church of Rome, may be de­cided by Scripture alone; And ſo are wee content to betray the Church, to fight, without the armes that are to be had out of theſe books, that wee may be free of them, when they ſeem to croſſe ſome prejudice, wherein wee have inga­ged our ſelves. But, if that which hath been ſaid, of the fulfilling of the Pro­phets in the literal ſenſe, at this time, between the return from Captivity, and the coming of our Lord, be not premiſed amiſſe; Without doubt, all the world could not recompenſe the loſſe of the books of Maccabees, and the uſe of them; to the underſtanding of the Prophets, ſo ineſtimable is the benefit of them to that purpoſe. And truly, I ſhould not ſtick to the reaſons which I have premi­ſed, if I ſhould not obſerve here, that, when that people began to be perſecu­ted for their Religion, by the Gentiles, it pleaſed God ſo to order the mater, that, for their comfort, and reſolution in adhering to it, the truth of the Reſurrecti­on, and Judgment, and the World to come, ſhould be openly and clearly recei­ved and profeſſed; which, though never queſtioned, yet had been ſparingly and darkly preached by the Prophets themſelves. Wee ſee it in the exhortations of the mother of the Maccabees to her children, 2 Mac. VII. 23. 29. and in their own proteſtations; according to the words of the Apoſtle, Heb. XI. 35, 36. that they ſuffered in conſideration of the world to come. And, it is as well to be ſeen in thoſe viſions, whereby the Reſurrection is figured out to the Prophets Daniel and Ezekiel. (for in their time began the perſecution of Gods people) And, as in their time thoſe revelations were granted, ſo, by their doctrine, and the doctrine of the Prophets their ſucceſſors, were the people of God fortified againſt Apoſtaſy, by the aſſurance of the reſurrection and the world to come. And by this means alſo, and upon this ground, that inward and ſpiritual obedi­ence, which the myſtical intent of the Law requireth, in order to everlaſting life, is ſo clearly and ſo plentifully expreſſed in thoſe moral writings, of the Wiſedom of Solomon, and Eccleſiaſticus; that it is a great mervail, to ſee thoſe, who are ſo eager to perſwade Chriſtian poople, to be informed in the Law of Moſes and the Prophets, (though many times, not knowing the reaſon upon which the obligation of the Law ceaſeth, they are not onely ſcandalized thereby with Jewiſh opinions, but loſt, and ſeduced to be circumciſed) ſo violent to pro­hibite them the information, which, from hence, they may have in their Chriſtianity. For, ſo ſure as the Apoſtle, in the eleventh to the Ebrews, ſhows, that all the Fathers were ſaved upon the ſame terms as Chriſtians are; ſo ſure as the Fathers of the Church, as I have elſewhere alleged, convince the Jews; that the Fathers before the Law were ſaved as Chriſtians, and not as Jews, ſo ſure an advaatage hath Chriſtianity, fro [...] all that is written before it came in force. Whether, becauſe it could not have been received by the Synagogue, had it con­tained things contrary to that rule of piety, and means of ſalvation, which, in the Synagogue, (within which, it is acknowledged on all ſides, that, means of ſalvation was found) was in force; Or whether, becauſe, being written by the [Page] immediate ſucceſſors of the Prophets, they had, as it were, the ſound of that doctrine ſtill in their ears, which they had received from them by word of mouth. For, hee that would make a queſtion, that the doctrine of the world to come, is more plentifully and clearly delivered in theſe writings, than in the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament inſpired by God; And, by conſequence, that inward and ſpiritual obedience, which becomes due in order to the ſame, more plentifully here deſcribed; hath no more to do, but to turn over the books, and compare them, which will not fail to juſtifie what I affirm. As for the book of Judith, (though perhaps, ignorant people may ſcandalize themſelves at it) yet I ſhall profeſſe to think it no diſparagement to the credit, or to the right and due uſe thereof, if the conceit which Grotius hath publiſhed, and confirmed by ſeveral circumſtances, obſerved in the tenor of the book, ſhould hold, both in it, and in the book of Tobit: To wit, that it was not written for a hiſtory, nor requireth hiſtorical faith, that ſuch a thing was ever done, but as an allegory, or figure, de­ſcribed by way of Romance, to expreſſe the malice of Satan under the ſhadow of Nebuchadneſar againſt Jewry, ſignified by Judith a widow and fair, exerci­ſed by his Deputy Holofernes, in the perſon of Antiochus Epiphanes, but truſting in God for deliverance; The reſt ſerving to fill up the relation. I will not ſay ſo much of the book of Tobit, becauſe it is ſo farr from creating any difficulty in point of time, that it helps very much to diſſolve thoſe difficulties which are made otherwiſe. But this I will confidently ſay, that, ſuppoſing it to be a meer parable, relating what hapned to a true Iſraelite in whom was no guile, continuing faithfull to God and to his people, in a difficult time of perſecution; it will be of no leſſe conſequence, to the animating of Chriſtians in the like courſe, then, ſuppoſing the thing related to have come to paſs. As for the Hiſtory of Suſanna, what pains Origen hath taken to perſwade the learned Julius Afri­canus, (for to him, as wee learn by S. Jerome in Catalogo, his leter of this ſub­ject is directed) that it is a true ſtory, every man that will take the pains to per­uſe that leter may ſee. Some ſay, that the Jews have the ſame ſtory, differing in the relation of it, in that they make the two Elders to be puniſhed by Nebu­cadnezar, not by their own people. And, though Origen is witneſſe that the Jews had the Power of the Sword ſometimes in their diſperſions; Yet under the Chaldeans, when they were lately tranſplanted, it is like enough they had it not. For theſe two Elders, the Jews, they will have to be Ahab and Co­laiah, of whom you reade Jer. XXIX. 21. And truly there is appearance, that this relation, being delivered from hand to hand among the Jews, was at length penned by ſome of them that uſed the Greek, and ſo added to the Greek Bible; For, you have in the Great Bible, two ſeveral Editions of it in the Syriack, much differing one from the other in litle circumſtances; Though one of them gives the two Elders other names than the Jews do. Which, as it will not allow the Writing to be inſpired by God, ſo will it inforce as much edification from it, not detracting from the truth of it. For what doth it detract, that hee that writ it uſeth an alluſion from the names of Trees under which they accuſe her to have committed uncleanneſſe, which the Greek onely bears? Daniel anſwering to him that ſaw her under a Holm tree, in Greek  [...], to him that ſaid, under a Maſtick tree,  [...]; This is indeed an argument, that hee who penned it in Greek, was willing to bring in a figure, to ſet forth a conceit, which the Ebrew would not bear, (for Origen cannot perſwade mee, that there can have been thoſe names for theſe trees in the Ebrew, though now un­known to us, vvhich hold the ſame alluſion; a chance of ten thouſand to one) but is the writing of ever the leſſe effect and conſequence, to the incouraging, and vvarning of Gods people to vvalk in his Lavv? I vvill here adde the conſidera­tion of that, vvhich, I obſerve to be common to many of them, and, in my o­pinion ſerves to ſhovv, hovv much there is in them of the ſenſe of the Nevv Te­ſtament, and of the doctrine of our Lord and his Apoſtles. This conſideration riſes thus. S. Jerome in his Preface to the Books of Solomon ſaith, that ſome an­cient Church Writers aſcribe the Book of Wiſedom to Philo the Jevv: Not meaning, (as hee expreſly addeth) that Philo that lived under Caligula, vvhoſe [Page] works wee have, but another that lived under Onias the High Prieſt. Therefore, whatſoever may have been ſaid ſince S. Jerome, of the author of this book, can­not make it to be of the age of Caligula. S. Auguſtine de Civ. Dei XVII. 20. ſaith, that Eccleſiaſticus and it both have been aſcribed to Solomon (as S. Jerome alſo in Dan. IX. ſaith, that Eccleſiaſticus was then called Solomons Wiſedome) propter nonnullam eloquii ſimilitudinem: Becauſe there is ſome reſemblance between the frame of Solomons ſtile and that which they uſe. Which as it is moſt true, ſo is it manifeſt, that there is no maner of reſemblance between the ſtile of them, and of our Philo. As for the mater of the work, the addreſſe which hee ma­keth to the Kings and Princes and Judges of the earth, I. a. VI. 1, 2-10, 22. ma­nifeſteth, that it is intended for an exhortation to the Gentiles, under whoſe power Gods people was, not to perſecute them for ſerving the onely true God, but rather, to learn the knowledg and worſhip of him themſelves. This is the occaſion of ſetting forth the Wiſedom of God, from whence the Law, (in which the wiſedom of the Nation conſiſted, according to Moſes Deut. IV. 6, 7.) came, and which dwelt afterwards, as in Solomon, ſo in the reſt of the Prophets and Patriarchs from Adam downwards, as you may ſee, from that ſixth Chapter, in the proceſſe of the Book. This is the intent of that which is ſaid, concern­ing the wiſedom of that people coming from God, in the Book of Baruch III. 12-38. For, intending to exhort them, to ſtick faſt to God, and not to fall a­way to the Idols of the Nations, in the Captivity, as the Prophets Eſay and Je­remy had done, (which is the cauſe, why it is aſcribed to Baruch) hee puts them in minde, that it was none but God, that could diſcover that way of wiſedom, which the Law taught Iſrael; Which wiſedom, ſaith hee, afterwards was ſeen on earth, and converſed among men: For ſo I conſtrue the words, not to mean, that God was ſeen on earth and converſed among men (not becauſe it is not true, but becauſe it is not ſo plainly ſaid in the writings of the Prophets) but the wiſedom of God was ſeen on earth, and converſed among men; to wit, in the Prophets who ſpoke by the word and wiſedom of God. In like maner, when the three Squires of the Body to King Darius undertook to plead, what is of moſt force; the third, having named women to be the ſtrongeſt, addeth, that Truth prevaileth over all; Meaning, that the truth which God, by his Law, had declared to his people, ſhould prevail over all that is ſtrong in this world; And ſo incouraging the King, to pro­tect it, by countenancing the building of the Temple: As you may ſee in the third of Eſdras II. III. 34-40. Which, I ſuppoſe here, to be a piece that comes from the Egyptian Jews, being firſt read in the Greek Bible, and not in any record of the Jews otherwiſe. Finally, Eccleſiaſticus, commending the Wiſedom which hee pretendeth to teach, and, for the mater of his commenda­tion, having recourſe to the original of it, deſcants indeed upon Solomons plain ſong, in the VIIIth and IXth of the Poverbs, (and therefore delivers no new re­velations, but the right intent of that Prophets doctrine) but recommends the Wiſedom of his Nation, farr beyond all that can be ſaid of any Wiſedom of the Gentiles, as coming from that Wiſedom, by which God made the world, and governs it ever ſince, Eccleſiaſticus I. XXIV. from which alſo the Law and the Prophets came. Now Eccleſiaſticus, though firſt penned in Ebrew, yet was tranſlated into Greek in Aegypt, as the Prefice witneſſes. Suppoſing then, the intereſt of Chriſtianity againſt Judaiſm to conſiſt in that which the Fathers of the Church do plead; That the ſame Word and Wiſedom of God, which firſt dealt with the Patriarchs, which gave the Law to Moſes, and afterwards ſpoke by the Prophets, in after time dwelt in our Lord Chriſt Jeſus and delivered the Go­ſpel; I demand, what could have been ſaid, more to the purpoſe of Chriſtianity againſt Judaiſm, by thoſe that lived under Moſes Law? There is a queſtion, whether the Apoſtles, S. Paul, and whoſoever it was that writ the Epiſtle to the Ebrews, do allege theſe Books, and allow them for their Authors, when they call our Lord Chriſt the Image of God, 2 Cor. II. 4. the Image of the inviſible God, Col. I. 15. the reſplendence of the glory of God, and the expreſs image of his ſubſtance. Ebr. I. 3. the Power of God and the Wiſedom of God, 1 Cor. I. 24. When they ſay, that all things in heaven and earth were created by him, and to [Page]him, and ſubſiſt through him, as the firſt-born of the whole creature, Col. I. 16, 17. that the world was made by him, and, that hee ſuſtaineth and moveth all things by his powerfull word, Ebr. I. 2, 3. For, how like are theſe things to thoſe which wee reade in Eccleſiaſticus I. 1, 4. All wiſedom cometh from the Lord, and is with him for everlaſting. Wiſedom was made before all things, and the underſtanding of prudence from everlaſting. And XXIV. 14.  [...]. Before the world, from the beginning hee made mee, and for ever I fail not; Having ſaid, in the beginning of the Chapter, according to the Latine Copy; Ego ex ore Altiſſimi prodivi, primogenita ante omnem creaturam. I came forth of the mouth of the moſt High, the firſt born before every creature. And again, Eccleſiaſticus I. 9, 10. The Lord himſelf made her, and ſaw, and numbred her, and poured her upon all his works. With all fleſh ſhee is, according to his gift, and hee furniſheth her to them that love him. And XXIV. 5-9. I came out of the moſt High, and covered the earth like a miſt. I dwell in the higheſt, and my throne is in the pilar of cloud. I alone compaſs the circumference of heaven, and walk in the bottom of the deep. In the waves of the ſea, and in all the earth, in every people and nation is my inheritance; Adding, that, ſeeking reſt among men, ſhee found it no where but in Iſrael. And in the book of Wiſedom VII. 22.-27. For there is in Wiſedom an underſtanding ſpirit, holy, onely begotten, mani­fold, ſubtile, thinn, nimble, perſpicuous, undefiled, plain to be underſtood, inviolable, loving goodneſs, quick, not to be hindred, beneficent, loving to men, firm, ſure, not ſo­licitous, that can do any thing, that ſurvayeth all things, and paſſeth through the pureſt and fineſt underſtanding ſpirits. For Wiſedom is nimbler than all motions, and attaineth and paſſith through all things becauſe of her pureneſs: For it is a vapor of the power of God, and a ſincere effluence of the glory of the Almighty, therefore no pollution can happen to it. For it is the reſplendence of the everlaſting light, the unſpotted mirror of Gods working, and the image of his goodneſs: Which being one can do all things, and remaining in her ſelf reneweth all things, and paſſing into pious ſouls in all ages, makes them friends of God, and Prophets. And IX. 9, 10, 11. And with thee is Wiſedom that knoweth thy works, and was preſent when thou madeſt the world, and knoweth what is pleaſing in thine eyes, and right in thy com­mands. Send her from thy holy heavens, and from the throne of thy glory, that ſhee may aſſiſt and labor with mee, and I may know what is pleaſing before thee. For ſhee knoweth and underſtandeth all things, and will guide mee wiſely in my doings, and keep mee in her glory. Can any man reade theſe things, and not remember the beginning of S. Johns Goſpel; In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. The ſame was in the beginning with God. All things were made by it, and without it was nothing made that was made? Can any man conceive, that, the Apoſtles ſhould call our Lord Chriſt, the Word, the Power, and the Wiſedom of God, that made all things in heaven and in earth, it ſelf being brought forth before all creatures, ſupporting and moving all things, which was with God from everlaſting, that hee is the image of God, the ſhine of his glory, the cha­racter of his ſubſtance; That the ſucceſſors of the Prophets ſhould deſcribe the Wiſedom of God, to be the Word of God that dwelt in the Prophets, and the Power of God that made all things, being it ſelf brought forth before all things, that ſuſtaineth and governeth all things; to dwell by the throne of God, as the ſhine of his light, the miror of his works, the breath and vapor of his power and glory, and from thence to come and take poſſeſſion of the ſouls of Prophets; and not acknowledg all this to come from the ſame fountain? Eſpe­cially, being perſwaded afore, as all that are not Jews muſt be perſwaded, that the ſame Spirit and Word of God, (qualified as Wiſedom deſcribeth it) which, poſſeſſing the ſouls of righteous men, in that meaſure whereof each of them was capable, made them Gods Prophets; dwelt in Chriſt without meaſure, ac­cording to the fulneſſe of the Godhead, as the Apoſtles have told and ſaid, John I. 14, 16. III. 34. Col. II. 9, 10. Truly, if any man ſay, as I know it is ſaid, that the ſame ſenſe may be derived by the Apoſtles, from the glory of God in Ezek. I. 28. from the attributes of the Meſſias Pſal. II. 7. 2 Sam. VII. 14. Eſa. IX. 6. from the making of the world by Gods wiſedom, recorded Pſal. XXXIII. 5. [Page] CXXXVI. 5. Jeremy LI. 15. X. 12. eſpecially from that which Solomon hath written of Wiſedom, being preſent with God from everlaſting, and doing all his works, Prov. VIII. 11-31. I will not contend with him about it; Though, in my own judgment, ſeeing it cannot reaſonably be denied, that theſe writings, being extant long afore, went then with the reſt of the Greek Bible; And, ſeeing the texts that are alleged do not direct us to underſtand, how the Word and Spi­rit and Wiſedom of God, by which the Law and the Prophets ſpoke, dwelleth for ever in our Lord Chriſt, as theſe paſſages of their Succeſſors do; I do firmly believe, that they ſignifie their allowance of them, whoſe doctrine they uſe. But, it is enough, that it may hereby appear, as it muſt needs appear, that they give us good and ſound commentaries upon ſo high a point of the Prophets do­ctrine, their predeceſſors, when the Apoſtles, that follow them, hold ſuch cor­reſpondence with them in it. Onely hereupon, I will from hence draw the rea­ſon, why, the inward obedience to God in Spirit and truth which the Goſpel re­quireth, is ſo plentifully preached in all thoſe writings which wee call Apocry­pha; Whereas, in our Saviors and his Apoſtles time, and much more afterwards, they promiſed themſelves the kingdome of heaven, upon the righteouſneſſe of the Scribes and Phariſees; That is, upon the outward and carnal obſervation of Moſes Law, and preciſeneſs in all thoſe little niceties, which their Maſters had fenſed it with. For, it is no mervail, that they, who, under perſecution, promi­ſed themſelves a part in the reſurrection of the righteous, cleaving to God and his Law; ſhould finde themſelves tyed to that obedience, in ſpirit and truth, which God, who is a Spirit, ſees and allows. But leſſe mervail it is, that, having attai­ned the carnal promiſes of the Law, in the poſſeſſion of the Land of Promiſe, they ſhould fall away from the like zeal, and yet promiſe themſelves the world to come, upon that form of godlineſs which they obſerved, being deſtitute of the force and power of it.
As an argument, that this conſideration is well grounded and true, I will here adde the authority and practice of the primitive Church, preſcribing theſe books to be read by the Catechumeni; or, thoſe that profeſſed to believe the truth of Chriſtianity, and offered themſelves to be inſtructed in the mater of it, in or­der to Baptiſm, and being made Chriſtians. For, ſeeing theſe might be as well Jews as Gentiles, this ſignifies, that the doctrine of them was held by the Church, a fit inſtruction towards Chriſtianity, even for thoſe, that were already acquainted with the doctrine of the Prophets. S. Athanaſius then, in Synopſi, teſtifieth, that theſe books were read to the Catechumeni. To the ſame purpoſe it is read in the Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles, though the place is not at hand at preſent. And that which the laſt Canon of the Apoſtles preſcribes, that, beſides the Canonical Scriptures, the book of Eccleſiaſticus be read by the youth, ſeems to tend to the ſame purpoſe. To the ſame purpoſe Dionyſius de div. Nom. cap. IV. calls the Book of Wiſedom an Introduction to the divine Oracles. But, let no man think to inferr, that the Apoſtles took theſe Books for Scripture inſpi­red by God, becauſe I grant that they borrowed from them in their writings; Origen hath met with this objection, Prol. in Cant. where hee obſerveth; That the Apoſtles have borrowed ſome things out of Apocryphal Scriptures, (as S. Jude out of the books of Enoch, and the departure of Moſes) and yet addes, that wee are not to give way to the reading of them, becauſe wee muſt not tranſ­greſſe the bounds which our Fathers have fixed. Where, you ſee, hee diſtinguiſh­eth thoſe books which the Church did not allow to be read, under the name of Apocrypha, from thoſe which it did allow to be read, and are therefore more properly called Eccleſiaſtical Scriptures, (which name hath particularly ſtuck, by way of excellence, upon the Wiſedom of the ſon of Sirach) though I contend not about names, when wee call them Apocrypha, becauſe I ſee that S. Jerome hath ſometimes done it. And, if S. Paul have alleged Aratus, Menander and Epimenides, heathen Poets, hee did not thereby intend to allow the authors, but the mater which hee allegeth.
If theſe things be ſo, I ſhall not deſire to abridg any mans liberty, from ar­guing againſt the mater of theſe Books, to prove them not inſpired by God, be­cauſe [Page] not agreeing with thoſe, which, wee know, and agree to have been inſpired by God: But I ſhall warn them that take upon them thus to argue, firſt to look about them, that they bring not the unqueſtionable parts of Scripture into an undue ſuſpicion, for agreeing in ſomething, for which they have conceived a pre­judice, that theſe Books are not to be received. The deſign of Judith, and her proceeding in the execution of it, is charged not to agree with Chriſtianity, nei­ther is it my purpoſe here to maintain that it doth. But, I am more than afraid, that thoſe who object this, do not know how to diſtinguiſh it from the fact of Jaell the wife of Heber the Kenite, in the book of Judges, which the Spirit of God in Deborah the Propheteſſe ſo highly extolleth. The like is to be ſaid of the like paſſages, queſtioned in the book of Tobit and the Maccabees, and name­ly, the fact of Razias, killing himſelf, leaſt hee ſhould fall into the hands of per­ſecutors, which ſeemeth to be related with much approbation, 2 Mac. XIV. 41-46. For, to diſtinguiſh this fact from Samſons, it will not ſerve the turn to ſay, that Samſon did it by inſpiration of Gods Spirit, ſuppoſing afore, that it was contrary to Gods declared Law to do it. The difficulty being greater, in ſaying, that the declared Law of God is violated by the motion of Gods Spirit, when as, the Spirit of God is not granted to any man, but upon ſuppoſition of ac­knowledging Gods declared Law. For howſoever Saul, or Caiaphas, or Balaam may be moved by the Spirit of God, to ſpeak ſuch things, as, by the Scriptures inſpired by God, wee learn that they did ſpeak; Yet, that God ſhould imploy upon his own Commiſſion, (as the Judges, of whom it is ſaid, that the Spirit of God came upon them, were manifeſtly imployed by God) whom hee favored not, is a thing which cannot agree with the preſumption which all Chriſtians have, of the ſalvation of the Fathers. As for the paſſage of Eccleſ. XLVI. 23. which ſeems to ſay, that it was the ſoul of Samuel the Prophet, and not an evil Spirit aſſuming his habit, that foretold the death of Saul; I do not underſtand, why all this may not be ſaid, according to appearance, not according to truth: For, it will ſtill make for the honor of Samuel, that the King, whatſoever opinion hee had of this means of fore-knowledg, ſhould deſire to ſee Samuel, as him, whom, in his life time, hee found ſo unqueſtionable. But, if it be ſaid, that this can­not ſatisfie the leter of the Scripture, yet can it not be ſaid, that, as Saul, a wic­ked man, did believe, that hee might ſee Samuel, ſo, a good man at that time might not have the ſame: Being then no part of the truth, which true piety ob­liged all men to acknowledg. In the book of Tobit, there are ſeveral things beſides, queſtionable. But, they that imagine conjuring, in the liver of a fiſh, to drive away an unclean Spirit, do not conſider thoſe exorciſms, whereby, it is evi­dent, both by the Goſpels and Acts of the Apoſtles, beſides divers of the moſt ancient Fathers of the Church, that the Jews, both in our Lords times and af­ter, did caſt out unclean Spirits. For, what force could they have, but from the appointment of God, from whom, at firſt, they were delivered, for a teſtimony of his reſidence among his people? Which makes me ſtick to condemn that relation of the Jews in the Talmud, extant alſo in Suidas, that there were admirable re­medies delivered by Solomon, which hee cauſed to be writ upon the walls of the Temple; though they commend King Ezekias for cauſing them to be done out, when it appeared, that the virtue of them was ſuch, that the people forgot their recourſe to, and dependence upon God, becauſe they knew ſo ready help elſe­where. And truly it is nothing ſtrange to mee, that the Jews, living under the Perſian Empire, and ſeeing, that there were ſeven chief Princes which had the great credit in it next the King, the ſucceſſors of the ſeven  [...], (that is, thoſe ſeven that killed him that uſurped after the death of Cambyſes as ſome­times I have conceived; who, having the privilege of perpetual acceſſe to the King, as Herodotus teſtifieth, are therefore ſaid to ſee the Kings face, Eſther I. 10, 14—Eſther VII. 14.) I ſay it ſeems not ſtrange, that, expreſſing and think­ing of God as of a great Prince, (as doth the whole Scripture, ſpeaking in thoſe terms that men are moſt apt to conceive) they ſhould attribute unto him the like attendance of ſeven Angels, as his principal Miniſters, the book de Mundo un­der Ariſtotles name, comparing him alſo with the King of Perſia. And yet I [Page] will not grant, that the ſeven Spirits before the Throne of God in the Revela­tion I. 4. IV. 5. V. 6. are thoſe ſeven Angels, becauſe there are ſeven virtues of Gods Spirit recounted in Eſay XI. 2, 3. which the ſeven Spirits before Gods Throne may well ſerve to expreſs; The ſeven Angels that blow the ſeven Trum­p [...]ts, Revel. VIII. 2. being onely that number of Angels, (whether the prin­cipal of Gods Miniſters or not) who appear ſeven, to repreſent the plagues of the Trumpets and Vials in ſeven, as the ſeals of the Book afore. Neither is there any hope or fear, that any mater of hiſtorical truth can be diſcovered in them, which may juſtly charge them with impoſture; as if the authors of them could be thought ignorant of the ſtate of Gods people, living, as they did, ſo high in time. In vain it is to imagine, that, when Judith VIII. 6. is ſaid to have kept, not onely the Sabbaths, New-moons, and Feſtivals of the Law, but alſo the dayes afore, which, by the Talmud Doctors wee know, were afterwards in uſe a­mong the diſperſions of the Jews; Hee who writ this book forges, when hee ſayes they were ſo anciently in uſe. For, either hee muſt propheſie, or they muſt have been in uſe when the book was writ: And whether in uſe or not, when the ſtory is ſaid to have come to paſſe, will be of no conſequence to him that believes it to be of no conſequence, whether a Parable or not. As for the pretenſe of ſuperſtition, which, the credit thereof may be ſaid thereby to maintain; if it be no ſuperſtition, for the people to whom our Lord preached to obſerve all that the Scribes and Phariſees injoyned them, becauſe they ſate in Moſes his chair, much leſſe ſhall it be ſuperſtition for Judith, or for thoſe that lived when the book of Judith was penned, to have ſerved God two dayes, by the appoint­ment of thoſe that ſate in Moſes chair, when as Gods Law named but one. And ſo, when the hiſtory of Suſanna ſaith, that the Jews were allowed in their di­ſperſions, to judge maters of life and death among themſelves; though this per­haps was otherwiſe under the Chaldeans, and, that, hee who penned it miſtook in that circumſtance; yet juſtly and certainly might it have been preſumed, (though Origen had never interpoſed to juſtifie a thing, which, upon better, be­cauſe anciente [...] credit of this author, had been juſtified before) that ſuch a power had been exerciſed at ſome times by the Jewes, in their diſper­ſions.
Before I go further, it will be requiſite to anſwer an objection, which, I muſt confeſs to be material, but withall, apprehended for more dangerous than it need; To wit, that ſome part now received for Scripture of the New Teſta­ment, (the Epiſtle to the Ebrews, and that of S. James, by name, the Revelati­on of S. John, and ſome other ſmall pieces) have been ſometimes queſtioned, and ſince are received, in that nature. And what, then, ſhould hindet thoſe books that ſometimes have been queſtioned, whether of the Old Teſtament or not, to be now received for ſuch upon the decree of the Council of Trent? I ſay then, that is manifeſt to him, that will take the pains to conſider it, that the writings of the Apoſtles were firſt depoſited with thoſe parts of the Church, upon occaſion, and for uſe whereof they were firſt penned; As, for the pur­poſe, their Epiſtles, with thoſe Churches to which they were ſent, (where Ter­tullian, in his preſcription againſt Hereticks, teſtifies, that the authenticks and originals of them were extant) and the Revelation of S. John with the ſeven Churches. Nei [...]her is it to be imagined, that the Collection, which now wee call the New Teſtament, was then any where extant. Nay, it is manifeſt by the beginning of S. Luke, there went about certain Goſpels, which Origen, and S. Ambroſe upon that place, following him, ſayes, were afterwards diſallowed. Adding, that the gift of diſcerning Spirits, mentioned by S. Paul 1 Cor. X. 10. was then extant in the Church, (as in the Synagogue, when it was to be diſcer­ned whether true Prophets or not) that the Church might reſt aſſured of the writings of thoſe whoſe commiſſion had been ſo verified. It is therefore reaſo­nable to think, that thoſe writings, that had been received by ſome Churches, upon the credit of their Authors, known to have been inſpired by the Holy Ghoſt, gave others an umbrage of ſomething not agreeable with Chriſtianity; (as the Epiſtle to the Ebrews, of refuſing Penance, the Revelation, of the King­dom [Page] of a thouſand years) when they came firſt to know them, which from the beginning they had not done, much leſſe, the doubt, whether inſpired by God or not. Neither is the caſe otherwiſe, excepting terms of ſcorn which may have been uſed, either in Luthers refuſing S. James his Epiſtle, or, when the Epiſtle to the Ebrews is queſtioned by Eraſmus, or Cardinal Cajetane; as that of S. Jude of late by Salmaſius. But there is alwayes means to redreſſe any part of the Church, or any Doctor of it, in any ſuch miſtake, ſo long as there remains means to certifie them, from what hand they have been received, to wit, from perſons, in whom the Church was certified, that the Holy Ghoſt ſpoke. Which being certified, reaſon would, that, not onely particular perſons, but Churches lay down their jealouſies, by underſtanding ſuch words as cauſe jealouſies, ſo, as they may beſt agree with the common Chriſtianity. But what is all this to the wri­tings of thoſe, who can by no means be ſuppoſed to have written by the Holy Ghoſt? Shall any act, any decree of the Church, create them the credit of wri­tings inſpired by Gods Spirit, which before that act they had not? And there­fore, the caſe is not the ſame which the writings, which, we know, never could nor can be received, ſtanding the evidence, that no evidence can ever be made, that they were inſpired by Gods Spirit, or, that the authors thereof ever ſpoke by the ſame. And, with this reſolution, the teſtimonies of Eccleſiaſtical writers will agree well enough, if wee conſider, that, to prove them to have the teſtimony of the Church, to be inſpired by God, it is not enough to allege, either the word or the deed, either of Writers or Councils, alleging the authority of them, or calling them Holy, Divine, or Canonical Scriptures; Nothing but univerſal con­ſent making good this teſtimony, which, the diſſent of any part creates an ex­ception againſt. For, if thoſe, to whom any thing is ſaid to be delivered, agree not in it, how can it be ſaid, to be delivered to them, who proteſt, not to have received it? Wherefore, having ſettled this afore, that no decree of the Church inforceth more, than the reaſon of preſerving unity in the Church can require; wee muſt, by conſequence ſay, that, if the credit of divine inſpiration be de­nied them, by ſuch authors, as the Church approveth, no decree of the Church can oblige to believe them for ſuch; though, how farr it may oblige to uſe them, I diſpute not here. It ſhall therefore, ſerve my turn to name S. Jerome in this cauſe. Not as if Athanaſius in Synopſi, Melito of Sardis in Euſebius, S. Gregory Nazianzene, abundance of others both of the moſt ancient Writers of the Church, and of others more modern, who juſtly preferr S. Jerome in this cauſe, did not reject all thoſe parts, or moſt of them, which the Church of England re­jecteth: But becauſe, were S. Jerome alive in it, there could be no Tradition of the Church for that, which S. Jerome, not onely a member, but ſo received a Do­ctor of the Church, refuſeth. For, it will not ſerve the turn to ſay, that hee writ when the Church had decreed nothing in it; who, had hee lived after the Coun­cil of Trent, would have writ otherwiſe: The reaſons of his opinion ſtanding, for which no Council could decree otherwiſe. Hee would therefore have o­beyed the Church, in uſing thoſe books, which it ſhould preſcribe; But, his be­lief, whether inſpired by God or not, hee would have built upon ſuch grounds, the truth whereof, the very being of the Church preſuppoſeth. Nor will I ſtand to ſcan the ſayings of Eccleſiaſtical Writers, or the acts of Councils, concerning the authority of all and every one of theſe books, any further in this place. There is extant of late, a Scholaſtical Hiſtory of the Canon of the Scripture, in which this is exactly done; And upon that I will diſcharge my ſelf in this point, referring my Reader, for the conſent of the Church, unto it. And what impor­teth it, I beſeech you, that they are called Sacred or Canonical Scriptures? As if all ſuch writings were not holy, which ſerve to ſettle the holy Faith of Chriſti­ans. And though it is now received, that they are called Canonical, becauſe they contain the Rule of our Faith and maners, and perhaps are ſo called in this notion, by S. Auguſtine, and other Fathers of the Church; Yet, if wee go to the moſt ancient uſe of this word Canon, from which the attribute of Canoni­cal Scripture deſcendeth, it will eaſily appear, that it ſignifieth no more, than the liſt or Catalogue of Scriptures received by the Church. For, who ſhould make [Page] or ſettle the liſt of Scriptures receivable, but the Church that receiveth the ſame? it being manifeſt, that, they who writ the particulars knew not what the whole ſhould contain. And truly, as I ſaid afore, that the Church of Rome it ſelf doth not, by any act of the force of Law, challenge, that the decrees of the Church are infallible; So is it to be acknowledged, that, in this point of all o­ther, it doth moſt really uſe in effect that power, which, formally and expreſly it no where challengeth; Proceeding to order thoſe books to be received with the like affection of piety, as thoſe which are agreed to be inſpired by God, which, it is evident by expreſſe teſtimonies of Church writers, were not ſo received from the beginning by the Church. So that, they who made the decree, renouncing all pretenſe of revelation, to themſelves in common, or to every one in parti­cular, can give no account, how they came to know that which they decree to be true. So great inconveniences, the not duely limiting the power of the Church contrives even them into, that think themſelves, therefore, free from miſtake in managing of it, not becauſe they think they know what they do, but becauſe they think they cannot do amiſſe. It remaineth therefore, that, ſtanding to the proper ſenſe of this decree, importing, that wee are to believe theſe books, as inſpired by God, neither can they maintain, nor wee receive it: But if it ſhall be condeſcended, to abate the proper and native meaning of it, ſo as to ſignifie onely, the ſame affection of piety moving to receive them, not the ſame object, obliging Chriſtian piety to the eſteem of them; it will remain then determina­ble, by that which ſhall be ſaid, to prove, how theſe books may or ought to be recommended or injoyned by the Church, or, received of and from the Church.

CHAP. XXXIII. Onely the Original Copy can be Authentick. But, the truth thereof may as well be found in the tranſlations of the Old Teſtament, as in the Jewes Copies. The Jewes have not falſified them of malice. The Points come neither from Moſes, nor Eſdras, but from the Talmud Jewes.
AS to the other point, it is, by conſequence, manifeſt, that the Church hath nothing to do to injoyn any Copy of the Scripture to be received as authentick, but that which it ſelf originally received, becauſe it is what it is, be­fore the Church receive it. Therefore, ſeeing the Scripture of the Old Teſta­ment was penned firſt, and delivered in the Ebrew Tongue, (for I need not here except that little part of Eſdras and Daniel, which is in the Chaldee, the ſame reaſon holding in both) that of the New in the Greek; there is no queſtion to be made, but thoſe are the authentick Copies. Neither can the decree of the Council of Trent bear any diſpute, to them who have admitted the premiſes, if it be taken to import, that the Church thereby ſettleth the credit of Scripture, inſpired by God, upon the Copy which it ſelf advanceth, taking the ſame away from the Copy which the author penned; That credit depending meerly upon the commiſſion of God, and his Spirit, upon the which the very being of the Church equally dependeth. But it is manifeſt, that it cannot be ſaid, that the ſaid decree neceſſarily importeth ſo much; becauſe it is at this day free for every one to maintain, that the Original Ebrew and Greek are the Authentick Copies, the Vulgar Latine onely injoyned, not to be refuſed in act of diſpute, or que­ſtion; which hindreth no recourſe to the Originals, for the determining of the meaning which it importeth. Hee that will ſee this tried, need go no further, than a little book of Sorbonne Doctor called Valerianus de Flavigny, Profeſſor of the Ebrew in the Univerſity of Paris, written in oppoſition to an opinion, ven­ted in the Preface to the great Bible lately publiſhed there, in diſparagement of the Ebrew Copy of the Old Teſtament. Where hee ſhall ſee that opinion re­futed with that eagerneſſe, and the contrary atteſted by the opinions of ſo many Divines, of ſo great note in the Church of Rome, ſince that Council, that no man that ſees them can deny, that, notwithſtanding the decree, it is free for every [Page] man to maintain, the original Copies to be authentick. And truly, hee that ſhould affirm, the credit of the Scripture to ſtand upon the decree of the preſent Church, or upon the teſtimony of the Spirit; muſt, by conſequence, have recourſe to the ſame viſible decree, or to the ſame inviſible dictate, whenſoever it ſhall be neceſſary to accept or refuſe the reading of any text of Scripture, with that faith, which, if it be falſe, the whole truth of Chriſtianity will be forfeit. What Ruſhworth and his poſſeſſion would do, to evidence, what reading of the Scri­pture is indeed authentick, when as it doth not appear what is the reading which the Church is truly in poſſeſſion of, let him adviſe. For, in that caſe hee muſt ex­preſly avow the conſequence of his poſition, that the Scripture is not conſidera­ble in reſolving Controverſies of Faith: Becauſe the Church is not in poſſeſſi­on of the certain reading of any Scripture. For, if hee ſay, hee hath made ſhort work in that queſtion, having diſcharged the Scripture of being neceſſary to the Church, and therefore acquitted himſelf of any neceſſity to ſhow, how wee may come by true Scripture; and in ſtead thereof, and all other means of deciding Controverſies in the Church, eſtabliſhed the tradition preſently in poſſeſſion; Firſt, it will be eaſier for mee, to verifie the ſhort Rule of Faith, by the Scri­ptures interpreted according to that, which, by records, may appear to have been from the beginning of force in the Church, than it will be for him to ſhow, what is the Tradition which the Church is in poſſeſſion of at preſent: And that, this being ſhowed, I ſhall not need to fear any great danger that hee may ob­ject, from the variety of reading which may be found in ſeveral Copies, the ne­ceſſity of ſalvation being ſecured. And then, in the next place, to ſay; That the Scripture is not neceſſary, though not for the ſalvation of every Chriſtian, yet, for the ſalvation of the Body of Chriſtians, which is the Church; Though, that faction which ſeparation ingenders will ſuffer no opinion to be plauſible, but thoſe which are in extreams. Yet I hope, the malice of Satan hath not yet debauched the ears of Chriſtians to indure. And thus, as afore it was ſettled, that the whole Scripture is received for the word of God, upon the credit of Tradition; ſo, of every part and parcel of it, wherein the credit of ſeveral Co­pies conſiſteth, it is conſequently to be ſaid, that nothing can oblige the faith of a Chriſtian, to receive it, unqueſtionably for the word of God, the Tradition whereof is not unqueſtionable.
But, thus m [...]ch being ſettled; That, what was originally delivered in Greek and Ebrew, is to be received for the authentick Word of God; What was o­riginally delivered in Greek and Ebrew, may ſtill remain queſtionable. That is to ſay, this being agreed, it may ſtill remain queſtionable; what Copies they are, that do contain that, which was originally delivered in Greek and Ebrew. How probable it is, I need not yet ſay; but, any man of common ſenſe muſt ſay, that it is poſſible, through the changes that time is able to produce, that the tranſlations ſhall prove better than the originals, and that the Scriptures ſhall be truer read among thoſe that have received, than among thoſe that delivered them. And this is indeed the true ſtate of the queſtion, which is now come to be diſputed, upon due terms, as it ſeems; To wit, whether the Ebrew Copies which now wee have from the Jews, and the Greek Copies of the New Teſta­ment now extant, contain that Scripture, which all Chriſtians are bound to re­ceive upon their Chriſtianity, not onely in oppoſition to the Vulgar Latine, which the Council of Trent injoyneth, and to the authority of the preſent Church, (thinking that it is concluded in that decree) but in oppoſition to that Tradition, which other ancient Copies, either original or tranſlated, may and do contain and evidence. In which point, I ſhall in the firſt place profeſſe, as con­cerning the Old Teſtament, that I finde it no inconvenience, but a great deal of reaſon to grant, that, at what time thoſe books were made up into a Body, and conſigned unto the Synagogue, the reading which wee have received from them was not delivered as unqueſtionable, (ſo that it ſhould be any prejudice to the Law of God to ſuſpect it) but as the moſt probable, and, by admitting whereof, no prejudiee to the ſaid Law could follow. And, the ſafety of this poſition, both Jews and Chriſtians will witneſſe with mee. For if the Jews rruly ac­knowledg, [Page] and inſiſt, that their Judaiſm is ſufficiently grounded and witneſſed by the leter of the Old Teſtament which wee have; the Chriſtians, that their Chriſtianity is as ſufficiently to be evidenced, by the Copies wee have, as Chri­ſtianity was intended to be delivered by the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament; Is it poſſible, that it ſhould be a mater of jealouſie for mee to admit, that, in that Body of the Old Teſtament which the Chriſtians have received from the Jews, there may be found ſome paſſages, the reading whereof was not received as un­queſtionable, when the Body of the Old Teſtament was conſigned to the Sy­nagogue, from whence the Church receiveth it? I ſay not when this time was, nor would I have that which I affirm here, to ſtand upon a circumſtance ſo diſ­putable. I do believe the Jews, when they tell us of the men of the Great Synagogue, after the return from the Captivity; from whom, and by whom, the Scriptures, they believe, were ſettled and delivered to their poſterity. I do alſo believe, that this Aſſembly might and did indure, whileſt the Grace of Pro­phets had vogue, and was in force among Gods people. For, if I believe them when they tell mee, that there was ſuch a company of men; I cannot disbelieve them, that the Prophets Haggai, Zachary, and Malachi, the Scribe Eſdras, (the ſame with Malachi, as they tell us, for any thing I know; for why ſhould I not believe, Malachi, being appellative, and ſignifying my meſſenger, to be Eſdras his ſurname, given him from that which is propheſied Mal. III. 1?) Mordecai, Nehemias, Joſue the ſon of Joſedok, and many others of that time were of it. But, ſhall I believe, that their Prophetical grace was imployed to decide the true reading of the Scripture? ſhall I believe, that a new revelation was given, to notifie how every leter and ſyllable was to be read, when, neither the conſequence of the mater required it, and, ſufficient means had been given to certifie common ſenſe how to proceed? I know the good Father S. Irenaeus was made to believe, that the Scriptures were quite loſt during the Captivity of Ba­bylonia; and, that the Copies wee have, contain onely that, which Eſdras, by in­ſpiration of Gods Spirit, writ anew for the books of the Old Teſtament. I doubt not there are enow that finde this unreaſonable, which cannot hear with­out a great grain of jealouſie, that Eſdras, (ſuppoſing him the man, that made up and conſigned the Body of the Old Teſtament to the Synagogue) ſhould de­liver any thing, but upon ſuch credit, that, if any ſyllable of it ſhould be admit­ted queſtionable, the Law of God it ſelf muſt become queſtionable; To wit, becauſe Eſdras is ſuppoſed to have been indowed with Gods Spirit, though it cannot be ſuppoſed to what purpoſe. For, otherwiſe, why ſhould it ſeem ſo dangerous to believe, that there are faults in the reading of the Jews Copies of the Old Teſtament which wee uſe? That excellent Humaniſt Joſeph Scali­ger hath maintained, that there are corrupt readings in the Copies that wee uſe, more ancient than Eſdras. Ludovicus Capellus at this day maintaineth, that the Ebrew Copies may be mended, not onely by other texts of the Old and New Teſtament, but by the Tranſlations which have been made, before thoſe corru­ptions might prevail. I can neither pretend here to maintain, nor to deſtroy that which either of them hath ſaid. I will ſay further to the ſame purpoſe. The Syriack of the Old Teſtament, which is a tranſlation made by Chriſtians, out of the Original Ebrew, ſeemeth to have followed another reading than that which wee finde in our Ebrew Copies, and that many times conſiderable. I will give you a few inſtances. Gen. II. 2. It hath been thought ſo ſtrange, that God ſhould finiſh the work that hee had made upon the ſeventh day, who is ſaid elſe­where to have made heaven and earth in ſix dayes; That the Jews have repor­ted, that the Greek tranſlates it the ſixt day, leaſt the Gentiles ſhould ſtumble at it. But, when wee ſee the Samaritane and the Syriack follow the Greek, ſhall not the credit of them balance the credit of the Ebrew Copies? Gen. XLIII. 28.—wee are brought in, that hee may roule himſelf upon us, or, fall upon us.  [...] is read many times in the ſenſe of caſting down a mans ſelf proſtrate. That it can ſignifie ſimply, falling, I do not believe any Ebrew can ju­ſtifie. Reade but with the Syriack  [...], changing onely  [...] into  [...], and the ſenſe will be as proper as the Ebrew, to put tricks upon us. Num. XXXI. [Page] 28-47. according to the Ebrew, the ſpoil being divided in two, the army are commanded to conſecrate one of five hundred to God, the Congregation, one of fifty: In the Syriack, both, one of fifty. And the numbers ſpecified after­wards, differ accordingly. Now, whereas theſe are conſecrated to God as the firſt-fruits of the ſpoil; it is manifeſt, that one of fifty was the legal rate of firſt-fruits, which, any man might exceed, but no man was to go leſſe: As S. Jerome upon Ezekiel, agreeing with the Talmud, witneſſeth. Which is the rea­ſon why I muſt account this reading conſiderable, notwithſtanding the Ebrew. 1 Sam. XVII. 12. And the man went among men for an old man, in the dayes of Saul. Tranſlate; And the man in the dayes of Saul was old and ſtricken in years; Reading with the Syriack  [...], not with the Ebrew  [...]; And then, let any man that underſtands Ebrew and ſenſe tell mee, which is the more proper Ebrew, which is the more proper ſenſe. 2 Kings X. I. Jehu writ and ſent leters to Samaria, to the Princes of Jezreel, the Elders, and to thoſe that brought up Ahabs children. Here is a great queſtion, which all that maintain the Ebrew to be without fault will have much ado to anſwer; How ſhould Ahab, ſending to Samaria, ſend to the Elders of Jezreel? And the Syriack aſſoils it not, accord­ing to the Paris Copy. But, in the readings of the Great Bible it is noted, that our Copies reade it not. And truly hee that would ſay, that wee are to reade the Elders of Iſrael for the Elders of Jezreel, might have much to ſay for himſelf. But that the Elders of Samaria ſhould be the Elders of Jezreel cannot be rea­ſonable. 2 Kings XVIII. 27. Rabſhakeh ſaid unto them; Hath my maſter ſent mee to ſpeak theſe words to thy maſter and to thee, or to the men that ſit upon the wall, that they may eat their dung and drink their piſs with you? So wee reade it. But, in conſcience, were it not farr better ſenſe to reade it with the Syriack; That they may not eat their dung and drink their piſs with you? For, how could hee have ſaid a fitter reaſon to make the people mutiny, then by telling them, that his maſter had ſent them that good counſail, that they might not, by ſtand­ing out the ſiege, be put to eat their own dung and drink their own piſs, with Ezekiah and his Counſail? I might have brought more than theſe, but it is a work by it ſelf, for him that would try what that Tranſlation would afford, and this may ſerve for an Eſſay. And therefore, to mee it ſeemeth farr ſafer to yield that it may be ſo, than utterly to ruine the credit of Gods Law, in the opi­nion of thoſe men, who, being told, that no tittle thereof can be queſtionable, without granting that it came not from God, do nevertheleſſe finde ſenſible reaſon, to doubt of the reading of ſome paſſage.
This being ſaid, in the next place, I ſhall as freely profeſſe, that I finde no rea­ſon in the world to ſuſpect, that the Ebrew Copies which wee now have from the Synagogue, are maliciouſly corrupted and falſified by the Jews. I grant, that precious Saint of God Juſtine the Martyr did ſo believe, and ſo charges them Dial. cum Tryphone: and Euſebius Eccl. Hiſt. IV. 18. is bold to pronounce, that the Jews were convinced by him in this point. But without diſparagement to the great merit, wherewith that bleſſed Martyr hath obliged Chriſts Church, it may and muſt be yielded, which I ſaid before; that a perſon ſo curious in all things which hee could inquire out, tending to the advantage of Chriſtianity, hath ſuffered himſelf to be impoſed upon, in divers particulars of hiſtorical truth, concerning that purpoſe. And, that this is one of them, I ſhall, for proof, need no more, but to ſend them to the place, and deſire them to conſider, whe­ther thoſe paſſages which hee alleges to have been falſified by the Jews, were indeed ſo read as hee recites them, in the true Greek Copies of the Old Teſta­ment, at that time: Or, whether hee was impoſed upon to believe, that they were true Copies which reade them as hee does, though indeed they were not. Neither do I finde, that the Chriſtians after him have thought themſelves obli­ged to follow that reading, which hee, as falſified by the Jews, profeſſeth to re­ſtore. And truly, though (in regard of the bloudy hatred of the Jews, which the Chriſtians, at that time, when their departure was freſh, might juſtly impute the greateſt perſecutions to, that they indured) no ſuſpicion upon them but may ſeem juſt; yet I would have this limited, ſo farr as there appears reaſon to be­lieve [Page] that it may be true. For, from the time that the ſtudy of Gods Law was in requeſt among them, that is, as I conceive, from the return from Captivity, (where, it ſeems, they were ſettled in a deep deteſtation of Idols, and took in hand the teaching and learning of the Law, as God had commanded in it) I ſay, from that time, they ſeem to have been poſſeſſed with a diſeaſe on the other hand, of a ſuperſtitious eſteem of the very leters and tittles of it. Which r [...]n­ders it a thing no way credible, that they ſhould make it their deſign, to fal [...]fie thoſe which they held in ſo ſuperſtitious a reverence. And truly, hee that con­ſiders, how neceſſary the preſerving of the Old Teſtament intire muſt needs be, to the propagation of Chriſtianity which God had deſigned; will eaſily ſay, that this perverſe zeal of a thing to the leter of the Law, was purpoſely imployed by the providence of God, to work his Goſpel the freer paſſage, by preſuming the leter of the Law unqueſtionable. S. Auſtine therefore calleth the Jews capſarios Eccleſiae, as thoſe that keep the records, and carry thoſe books for the Chriſtians, which ſerve to cut their own throat. And, had it been their deſign to falſifie the Scriptures, would any reaſon allow, that they ſhould practice it in ſuch places, as concerned Chriſtianity little or nothing, rather than in thoſe which they chal­lenge moſt intereſt in? For, without doubt, it is hard to name any place contro­verted between the Jews and Chriſtians, for the reading of it, that is of conſe­quence to the truth of Chriſtianity. I confeſſe the reading of the Chriſtians Pſal. XXII. 17.  [...] is true, and not that of the Jews  [...]; for what good ſenſe can they make of it? But I do not therefore ſee they intended to falſifie the true reading of it, who have, of themſelves, ſet a mark of a doubtfull rea­ding upon the place. So, in Eſa. IX. 5. the modern  [...]brew reads  [...] the Latine ſeems to have read  [...]: but, any man that knows the Ebrew will allow mee, that the firſt reading will bear the ſenſe of the later, and his name ſhall be called: So farr there is no evidence of falſifying, as the end of it appears not to be obtained, by admitting that reading, which you pretend for­ged. How farr it concerns either the credit of S. Paul, or the truth of Chriſti­anity, that Pſal. XIX. 5. wee reade  [...] as Rom. X. 18. not, as wee have it this day in our Copies  [...] I am willing to referr unto judgment; Knowing that, whatſoever be decreed will not be of force, to conclude ſo great a preſum­ption as wee have in debate. For, ſuppoſe wee, that they had never ſo much minde to do ſuch a wickedneſſe; and conſider on the other ſide, that the ſepara­tion of Chriſtians from Jews was not made in a moment, but that, ſo long as there was hope to winn the Jews, they conformed themſelves to ſerve God with them, and without doubt, carried a greater or a leſſe party in all Syna­gogues, where Chriſtianity found entrance, (which, how ſoon it found entrance into the whole Empire, the very writings of the Apoſtles may ſerve to aſſure us) I ſay ſup [...]oſing all this, wee cannot doubt, that, at the ſeparation, the Chri­ſtians were poſſeſt of Copies which the Jews warranted, in ſo many parts of the Empire. And will any common ſenſe allow, that it ſhould be poſſible for them, to corrupt their own Copies, whether in Ebrew or in Greek, and the Chriſtians not convict them of it? knowing them both able, and willing, and obliged ſo to do.
Seeing then wee muſt conclude, that, what fault ſoever may have come in­to the Copies which the Jews at preſent ſend us, it cannot be preſumed to have come upon prepenſed malice, but upon ſuch caſualties, as the propagating of all records is ſubject to; it will be fit, as a furzher ſtep to our proceeding, to in­quire in the next place, whether the points, ſignifying the vowels whereby the ſenſe of the Old Teſtament is now determined, are from the Spirit of God, or invented by man, and allowed by the Synagogue. A conceit as eagerly maintained by ſome, that would magnifie their profeſſion of the Ebrew, as if the credit of the Scripture, and by conſequence of Chriſtianity, were to ſtand or fall with every jot or tittle of the Jews Copies, as, of the Law, our Sa­viour ſaith it doth. Which, hee that conſidereth the intent of the Old Teſta­ment to ſerve principally for a motive, to introduce Chriſtianity, (but, to deter­mine the mater of it, no otherwiſe, than firſt the meaning thereof ſhall be de­termined [Page] by the New) will never grant; Though freely allowing the utmoſt of our Saviours meaning, that every tittle of the Law continues in force under the Goſpel, to the effect whereto it was intended, not of the Leter, but of the Spirit. Thoſe that would have theſe points to carry the credit of Gods Word, do faintly maintain that, which the Jews as familiarly  [...]ffirm, as they do believe all their Conſtitutions to be Gods Law by word of mouth; to wit, that they were delivered to Moſes in Mount Sinai. But they ſeem to inſiſt peremptorily, that, if not delivered by Moſes, at leaſt they were ſettled by Eſdras, and his companions of the Great Sy [...]gogue, or Aſſembly, which I ſpoke of ſo lately. And truly, there is no queſtion to be made, but this muſt have been done while the Spirit of God was among them: But this being granted, hee that ſhould thereupon preſume, that the Spirit was given to this effect, of ſettling the mea­ning of the Scriptures, muſt demand it gratis, or rather for leſſe than nought, conſidering what appearance I have made, that the Copies were ſettled, not by inſpiration of the Holy Ghoſt, but by Tradition of hiſtorical truth. Yet, not inſiſting upon this, I muſt profeſſe, I cannot but mervail, what probability any man can imagine, that this method of determining the reading and ſenſe of the Ebrew of the Old Teſtament, which, according to the nature and cuſtome of the Eaſtern Languages, originally conſiſts of conſonants onely; ſhould be as ancient as Eſdras his time. I make no queſtion, that there muſt be a certain method of reading things written by conſonants onely, otherwiſe, they had not, in that eſtate, means to underſtand one another in writing. But this, in maters of common ſenſe and effect, the meer uſe of ſpeaking would eaſily fur­niſh all that had practice of writing and reading with. For, what great difficul­ty could remain in reading that, which was of it ſelf underſtood? The neceſ­ſity of this method in writing, is the difficulty of underſtanding; that is to ſay, a capacity of being determined to ſeveral ſenſes, in thoſe writings, to which it is applyed. Suppoſe now, that to be true, which I ſhowed afore to be proba­ble, that, from the Captivity, the ſtudy of the Law, came in requeſt according to the Law; From that time it muſt be known amongſt them, how the Scri­ptures were to be read. And truly, from that time, the Scribes were much more in requeſt; though I have ſhowed elſewhere, that their profeſſion began under the Prophets, being nothing elſe but their Diſciples, which wee reade of in their writings. I have alſo ſhowed, that the profeſſion extended from the Judges of the Great Conſiſtory, to School-maſters that taught children to reade, and No­taries that writ Contracts. Theſe mens profeſſion conſiſting in nothing elſe but the Scriptures, (for what learning had they in writing beſides?) is it ſtrange, that children could be taught by Tradition to reade it, though the vulgar language was ſomewhat changed? This ſuppoſition indeed will inferr, that the reading could not be ſo preciſely determined, for all to agree in the ſame: But it will alſo inferr, that, the more the ſtudy was in uſe, the more preciſe determination they muſt needs attain. Now I deſire the indifferent Reader to conſider two points, both of them certain, and reſolved in the Tradition of the Jews; The firſt, that this method of points is part of the Law delivered by word of mouth; as appears by the Tradition in the Gomara, that hee that hath ſworn, that ſuch a one ſhall never be the better for him, may teach him the Scriptures, becauſe that they may be done for  [...]ire, but hee may not teach him the points, becauſe the Law by word of mouth, muſt not be taught for hire. The ſecond, that it was never held lawfull to commit this civil Law to writing, till the time of R. Juda, that firſt writ their Miſnaioth, or repetitions of the Law, upon a reſolution ta­ken by the Nation, that, the preſervation of the Law in their diſperſions did neceſſarily require, that it ſhould be committed to writing; as Maimoni, the Key to the Ta [...]mud, in the beginning, and divers others of the Jews do witneſs. Hee that would ſee more to juſtifie both theſe points, let him look in Buxtor­fius his anſwer to Capellus I. 2. where hee hath ſhowed ſufficient reaſon to reſolve againſt his own opinion; That, all the Jews ſay of the points delivered to Mo­ſes in Mount Sinai, is to be underſtood, of the right reading and ſenſe of the Law, which muſt be delivered from hand to hand, but was unlawfull to be com­mitted [Page] to writing before the beginning of the Talmud by R. Juda: To wit, with authority; For, it was lawfull for Scholars to keep notes of their leſſons. Up­on theſe premiſes I inferr, that there were no points written in the Jewes Bi­bles before this time; and that, upon this decree, they began to buſie themſelves in finding a method by points, and applying the ſame to the Scripture; though, it is moſt agreeable to reaſon, that it ſhould have been ſome ages before it was ſetled, and received by a Nation ſo diſperſed as they were. And herewith a­greeth all the evidence which the records of that Nation can make. Though I repeat not here the teſtimonies in which it conſiſteth, having been ſo effectually done already in books for the purpoſe.

CHAP. XXXIV. Of the anci [...]n eſt Tranſlations of the Bible into Greek firſt; With the Authors and authority of the ſame; Then into the Chaldee, Syriack, and Latine. Ex­ceptions againſt the Greek, and the Samaritane Pentateuch. They are helps ne­vertheleſs to aſſure the true reading of the Scriptures, though with other Co­pies; whether Jewiſh or Chriſtian. Though the Vulgar Latine were better than the preſent Greek, yet muſt both depend upon the Original Greek of the New Teſta [...]ent. No danger to Chriſtianity by the differences remaining in the Bible.
THe firſt turning of the Bible into Greek, the common opinion ſaith, was done by the authority of the High Prieſt and heads of that people reſi­d [...]nt at Jeruſalem, and by men ſent on purpoſe, (VI of every Tribe, in all LXXII, called therefore by the round number for brevities ſake, the LXX Tranſ­lato [...]s) to Ptolomee Philadelphus. But this relation ſuffers many difficulties, that have been made of late years, and indeed, ſeems to come from a writing pre­tending the name of Ariſteas, a Miniſter of the ſaid Prince, from whence Phi­lo and Joſephus ſeem to have received the credit of it; Who, being of thoſe Jews that uſed the Greek tongue, may very well be thought to cheriſh that re­port which makes for the reputation of their Law, with them that ſpoke it. Jo­ſephus, wee know, in other points, hath related Legends or Romances, for hi­ſtorical truth; as that of the acts and death of Moſes, and that of the third of Eſdras, concerning the diſpute of the three Squires of the Body to King Da­rius. As for Philo, wee have S. Jerome, who hath made ſport of the legend, hee  [...]ells of this buſineſſe: To wit, how that, being ſhut up every man in a ſeveral room, at the end of ſo many dayes, they gave up every man his Copy, tranſlated all in the ſame words to a tittle. Which rooms, Juſtine the Martyr, couzened by the Jews of Alexandria, reports, were extant in his time, and that hee had ſeen them; in his diſpute with Trypho the Jew. But the particulars are too many to finde a room in this ab [...]idgment. Thoſe that would be further informed in this point, may ſee what Scaliger hath ſaid againſt this Tradition, in his Annotations upon Euſebius his Chronicle, and what Morinus and others have ſaid for it. But, though wee grant the book of Ariſteas to be a true Hiſtory, not a Romance, which  [...]w will do that reade it, (for the roughneſſe of the Greek makes it ra­ther the language of ſome obſcure Legendary, then of a Courtyer at Alexan­dria) though wee grant, that there were LXXII ſent from Jeruſalem to Phila­delphus, and did tranſlate him the Law; becauſe, beſides the agreement of all other Jews and Chriſtians, Ariſtobulus a learned Jew of Alexandria, writing to P [...]olomee Philometor, (in Euſebius de Praepar. Evang. XIII. 7.) an expoſition of the Law, ſome CXXX years after, averrs it; yet will not that ſerve the turn, to make this Copy which wee have their work. Becauſe the ſame Ariſtobulus, together with Joſephus and Philo, the Talmud Jews beſides, and S. Jerome among the Chriſtians, do agree, that thoſe LXXII that came from Jeruſalem tranſlated one­ly the five books of Moſes, as you may ſee them alleged in a late diſcourſe of the late Lord Primate of Ireland, de LXX. Int. Verſione, Cap. I. Now it is moſt evident, that the Copy which wee have is all of one hand, and, that it can by no [Page] means be thought, that the five books of Moſes, which are part of it, were tranſ­lated by any body, but by him that tranſlated the reſt. Therefore, wee are as much to ſeek for the author of this Tranſlation, as if wee did not grant, that e­ver the Law was tranſlated by LXXII perſons ſent from Jeruſalem to Philadel­phus. And therefore, I make no difficulty to grant, that this Tranſlation, (which cannot be aſcribed to thoſe LXXII) was made by the Jews of Alexandria, or Aegypt, where the Jews injoyed great liberties from the firſt Ptolomees time, flouriſhing in learning, and neglecting their own language for the Greek, where­upon they were called  [...], that is to ſay, Jews that ſpoke Greek. But I ſay withall, that I do not underſtand, why the reputation of this Tranſlation ſhould be ever a whit the worſe, than if it had been made by LXXII ſent from Jeruſa­lem to Alexandria on purpoſe, ſuppoſing it to have been done by the Jews of Alexandria. The reaſons why I think it was made by the Jews of Alexandria, ſuppoſing the tranſlating of the Law by the LXX, I confeſſe are but probabili­ties, but which, finding the truth ballanced by the difficulties premiſed, ſeem to way down on that ſide. Firſt, in Caninius his Helleniſmus, at the Imperfect Tenſe,  [...] Boeoticè & Chalcidicè  [...]. Quae forma LXX Int. frequens. Nam Aſianis etiam vernacula. Lycophron,  [...]. For  [...], the Boeotick and Chalcidick ſaith  [...], which form the LXX Tranſlators frequent. For it is the Aſiaticks mother language. Lycophron uſes  [...]. That which hee ſaith of the Aſiatick Greeks I have not yet found. All that uſe this dialect, ſo farr as I have obſerved, are the Greek Bible, the books wee call Apocrypha, and Epiphanius; Excepting Lycophron, who was born at Chalcis in Euboea, ſtanding upon the confines of Boeotia; but lived at Alexandria: And therefore, I conceive, Canini [...]u ſhould have counted it Alexandrian, and not Boeotick or Chalcidick. The like I ſay, when, for  [...] in the ſecond Aoriſt, or indefinite tenſe, hee makes the Boeotick to ſay  [...]. For, in the ſame authors, namely, the Greek Bible, the Apocrypha, Epiphanius, and Lycophron, you ſhall finde the like, and in ſome of them, if my memory fail mee not,  [...] for  [...], and  [...] for  [...]; which dialect, Caninius alſo alleges, out of ſome Grammarians. Now I have not found this Greek uſed by any author that lived in Paleſtine, where Epiphanius, though hee converſed much, yet cannot well be thought to have learned his Greek. And therefore it is to mee a mark, that an Alexandrian rather than a Paleſtine Jew ſhould make it. Secondly, whereas by Joſephus Antiq. III. 9. by S. Jerome, Heſychius, and many others, it is manifeſt, that the Jews Shekel was equal to the Attick tetradrachme, or piece of four drachmes, it is alwayes tranſlated by them  [...], or piece of two drachmes. A thing which hath bred ſtrange opinions in ſome mens fanſies, and cauſed whole books to be written, that the Jews uſed two Shekels; and, that the Shekel of the Sanctuary was double the vulgar. Whereas all this difficulty va­niſhes, if wee ſay, that they tranſlate it  [...], by the Alexandrian drach­ma, becauſe that was indeed double the Attick. For firſt, Julius Pollux Onomaſt. IX. 6. affirmeth, that the Talent of every Greekiſh State conſiſted of VI M drachmes, of the ſame coin, as the Attick Talent contained VI M. Attick drachmes. Then, Feſtus in the word Talentum ſaith, that the Alexandrian Ta­lent contained XII M. Attick drachmes. Which cannot otherwiſe be true, un­leſſe the Alexandrian drachme be double the Attick. Now, it is no leſſe impro­bable, that Paleſtine Jews, though tranſlating at Alexandria, ſhould tranſlate according to the value of that coin which was current at Alexandria, (all other Writers teſtifying, that in Paleſtine they accounted otherwiſe) then it is pro­bable, that Alexandrian Jews ſhould do it. So long then, as I am peremptorily barred, from believing, the Tranſlation which wee uſe to be the work of any LXXII ſent from Jeruſalem, I ſhall accept of theſe inklings of hiſtorical truth, that intitle the Egyptian Jews, who firſt took up the Greek, to it. For, as for the difference of Copies, which, I grant, is very great, in the Greek Bible, I ſuppoſe, no man in his right ſenſes will argue, that it is derived from any other Copies than one, which, by the wantonneſſe of Copyiſts having ſuffered ſome [Page] change in leſſe maters, diſcovers the ſame plainſong, by variety of deſcants that are framed upon it.
As for the credit of this Tranſlation, why ſhould it be thought ever a whit the worſe, coming, from the Egyptian Jews, than, thoſe of Paleſtine? My reaſon is; I demand what there is to be found in all the writings of that Nation ſince the Prophets, of like conſequence to Chriſtianity, with that which the Jews of Aegypt have tranſmitted to us: Why the Greek Bible ſhould not be as well thought of, coming from them, as if it came from LXXII men ſent from the High Prieſt at Jeruſalem. For, here I ſet aſide all prejudicate fanſies, and reports of inſpiration, by which it is ſaid, that there LXXII all tranſlated the Law in the ſame words, as meer fables. I go to iſſue, upon evidence of that which ap­pears in this tranſlation, compared, both with the preſent Jews Copy, and o­ther tranſlations which the Church uſeth of many ages. Onely I queſtion, why it ſhould not be of as good credit, coming from the Jews of Alexandria, as from LXXII ſent from Jeruſalem. The prejudice that is alleged againſt it, is an addition to the Book of Eſther in the Greek, which ſayes thus;  [...] In the fourth year of the raign of Ptolomee and Cleopatra, Dojitheus, calling himſelf a Prieſt and Levite, and Ptolomee his ſon, brought the foreſaid leter of Phrurim, (which you have in the Greek Bible, after Eſther VIII. 12.) tranſlated, as they ſaid, by Lyſimachus ſon of Ptolomee, of Jeruſalem. This Ptolomee and Cleopatra are thoſe, by whoſe per­miſſion, Onias and Doſitheus, (whether hee that is here named, or another of that name) Jews, having faithfully ſerved them in their warrs, built a like Temple to that of Jeruſalem, in the Country of Heliopolis in Aegypt, as Joſephus contr. Ap. II. & Ant. XIII. 6. teſtifieth; Incurring thereby the like crime of Schiſm, as the Samaritanes had committed, in ſetting up their Temple on Mount Geri­zim; and undertaking to ſerve God there, after Jeruſalem was lawfully choſen, for the place to which the Law confined Gods ſervice. And ſo, this tranſlation is ſuppoſed to come from the Jews of Aegypt, when they were under that Schiſm, and the ſacrilege of it. To which I anſwer, that, neither it doth appear by this addition to Eſther, (which, in one of theſe two Copies, which the late Lord Primate of Ireland hath publiſhed out of the Earl of Arundels Library, appeareth not at all) that, therefore, the whole tranſlation was made then, when it ſaith this leter came; Nor that, if it were then made, it had any relation to, or dependance upon their Schiſm, or the ſacrilege of it. For, though Joſephus ſayes, that Onias found Prieſts and Levites of his minde to ſerve God there; and though hee ſayes elſewhere, that Onias did this out of contention, which hee had with the Jews at Jeruſalem, having baniſhed him; Thinking to draw the multitude from them, to the Temple which hee had built de Bello Jud. VII. 37. yet, theſe are rather arguments, that the Body of the Jews at Alexandria did not ſubmit to his premiſes whatſoever, his credit with the King might ob­lige them, to permit particular men to do. And Joſephus Ant. XIII. 6. imme­diately after the building of this Temple, telleth us of a trial between the Sa­maritanes and Alexandrian Jews, before the ſame Philometor, whether the Tem­ple at Jeruſalem, or that on Mount Gerizim were according to Gods Law. And that thoſe Jews were ſo zelous in the cauſe, that they conſented, what ſide were caſt, thoſe that pleaded for it to be put to death; Which, accordingly, was ex­ecuted upon Sabbaeus and Theodoſius, that pleaded for the Samaritanes. Now, though Joſephus ſay not, that this, which hee relateth preſently after the build­ing of the Temple, came to paſſe after it in time; yet it is utterly incredible, that thoſe, who had ſhowed ſuch zeal for the Temple at Jeruſalem, ſhould, the next day as it were, that is, in the ſame Kings raign, run into the ſame crime, whereof they had convicted the Samaritanes. Certainly, when the addition to Eſther ſaith, that the leter which hee had inſerted was tranſlated into Greek by Lyſima­chus ſon of Ptolomee a Jew of Jeruſalem, it is no ſign, that there was any pre­tenſe [Page] of Schiſm, between the Jews of Jeruſalem and thoſe of Alexandria, on foot. And therefore, this aſperſion takes away nothing from the credit of the Greek Bible.
I am further confirmed in this opinion, by conſidering the writings of Philo the Alexandrian Jew, though I am not moved by them to think hee was a Chri­ſtian, but onely to conclude, that hee cannot be convinced to be no Chriſtian. Three things I allege out of him, as ſteps which hee hath made, beyond the reſt of the Jews, towards a Chriſtian. The firſt; That hee hath followed the Go­ſpels, in reproving the Tradition of the Elders, for which they neglected to ho­nor their parents, as the Law commandeth. The Tradition was this, as wee finde by him, in his book  [...]; If a man vow, that his Father or Mother ſhall never be the better for any thing that is his, it ſhall not be lavv­full for him to maintain them out of his goods. For, Korban ſignifies anathema; And, hee that ſaid, Be it Korban, whatſoever thou maieſt be the better for, of mine; In his anger, to Father or Mother; ſaid in effect; Be it ana [...]hema; That is, be hee accurſed that touches it. In this point then, Philo follovvs the doctrine of Chriſt, againſt the Tradition of their Elders. The ſecond is his expoſition of Deut. XXVIII. 46. The ſtranger that is within thee ſhall get above thee more and more: And thou ſhalt come under him, more & more: in his book  [...]. The ſtranger truly, lifted aloft with good ſucceſs ſhall be gazed at, as admired and coun­ted happy for two the greateſt excellences; That, having turned to God, hee hath received the moſt proper reward, a firm rank in heaven, not lawfull to be expreſſed. But the right born, imbaſing and counterfeiting the coin of his birth, ſhall ſlide down till hee come to the very depth of darkneſs; That all men, ſeeing theſe examples, may grow ſober, conſidering how God accepts that virtue which ſprings from an ene­my ſtock, bidding the root farewell, but the ſhoot welcome, that is grown to a ſtock, becauſe by tillage it is changed to bear good fruit. For, hovv vvould a Chriſtian ex­pound this text againſt the Jevv, in the myſtical ſenſe, but by making the Chri­ſtian the ſtranger, vvhom this text propheſieth of, that hee ſhall have the upper hand of the Jevv; as Origen more than once, if my memory fail mee not, out of this place of Philo, hath done? The third conſiſts of thoſe things vvhich hee hath ſaid, in ſo many places, concerning the Word of God, agreeable to thoſe paſ­ſages of the Wiſedome of Solomon, Eccleſiaſticus, and Baruch, vvhich I compa­red afore vvith the doctrine of the Apoſtles, concerning that Wiſedom of God vvhich is his Word; of vvhich you have enovv in Grotius his annotations upon thoſe texts, but much more might be produced. For, vvhoſoever compares them together, ſhall finde, that he vvho ſaid them vvas not far from the Chriſtian Faith. For, if it be objected and ſaid, that there is no evidence, that ever this Philo pro­feſſed Chriſtianity, vvithout vvhich, he cannot be counted a Chriſtian; It may rea­ſonably be anſvvered, that, during the time vvhen the Synagogue vvas at a bay, vvhether to receive Chriſtianity or not, (at vvhat time it is plain they did not per­ſecute it) nothing can be ſaid, vvhy it might not be profeſſed, by any Jevv of thoſe Synagogues vvhich ſtood ſo affected to it; not onely vvithout any mark of apoſtaſie upon him among his fellovvs, but even vvith that truſt, vvhich, vvee knovv this Philo had among the Jevvs of Alexandria, being deputed by them to Ca­ligula, in buſineſs concerning their vvhole ſubſiſtence. For, if thoſe vvho vvere baptized by John the Baptiſt vvere not thought to depart from the Lavv, vvhy ſhould thoſe vvho vvere baptized into Chriſt; vvhether the effect of both Ba­ptiſms vvere the ſame or diverſe, the Lavv continuing in practice long after that time?
I muſt therefore profeſſe, to allovv the opinion thoſe, that vvill have this vvork [Page] to have been done by the Jews of Alexandria, of which, wee know, there was a very great Body, from the time of the firſt Ptolomee; who, having taken up the Greek in ſtead of their Mother tongue, neceſſarily required, that they ſhould have the Scriptures in it. It is then agreeable to reaſon, that this tranſlation, be­ing made ſo ſoon after the ſtudy of the Law came in requeſt, and ſo farr from Je­ruſalem; ſhould acknowledg more difference of ſenſe, ariſing from the divers wayes of determining thoſe words that are written without vowels, than thoſe that are of a later date, when the reading was better determined by cuſtome and practice. Which, accordingly, wee ſee, is come to paſs. For, the tranſlations into the Greek that were made after the time of our Lord, by Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, (no Chriſtians) and, the Chaldee of Onkelus and Jonathan, who, whatſoever time they were made in, are later than ſo; though wee cannot ſay that they do alwaies and in all things agree, either with one another, or with the Ebrew Copies which wee uſe; yet muſt wee needs ſay, that there is a great deal more agreement between them viſible, than there is between the Greek of the LXX, and any of them, judging of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, by the remains of them recorded by the Fathers of the Church. As for the Syriack and Vulgar Latine, both made by the Chriſtians, and the former juſtly challen­ging as great antiquity, (and therefore as great credit) as the early coming of thoſe parts to Chriſtianity, (& thereupon, the neceſſity of having the Scriptures) inforces; it is manifeſt, that they were tranſlated out of Copies, which were had from the Jewes, and yet that the ſenſe was not determined in thoſe Copies, as it is by the vowels determined in the Ebrew Copies wee uſe. Whether that, in S. Jeromes time, the method of points was not complete, and written into their books, or whether they would not ſuffer ſuch Copies to go out of their hands, for the uſe of Chriſtians. I confeſſe, I have met with a paſſage in the Gemara, Brachoth cap. ult. that ſeems to argue the contrary. It is reported there, that R. Akiba, (about Adrian the Emperors time) decreed, that they were not, (ſaving your preſence) to wipe the backſide with the right hand, becauſe it ſhows the ac­cents of the Law  [...]. For, if there were then accents to be ſhowed, certainly there were vowels. But, the Gloſſe of R. Solomon Jarchi clears the mea­ning of the paſſage to be no more than this; that, by holding the right hand up or down, they ſignified how the leſſons of the Law were to be ſung, according to that, whether Muſick, or howling, which ſtill, it ſeems, they uſe in their Syna­gogues.
Now, to come to the reſolution of the point propounded; I think it not unfit, to divide from the reſt, the Greek and Samaritane Copies, becauſe a rea­ſon is pretended, why they ſhould never be taken into conſideration, when there is any queſtion of the true reading of the Old Teſtament; whatſoever account is to be had of the reſt. By the Scripture of 2 Kings XVII. wee underſtand, that the Samaritanes, at their firſt planting, were Idolaters, and worſhipped God as the God of that Countrey, not as the one true God that made heaven and earth; In which worſhip there muſt needs be as much Idolatry, as in the Athenians worſhipping the unknown God, among innumerable Idols: Though that title yiel­ded S. Paul an argument againſt Idols. When the Temple and City came to be reſtored, under Eſdras and Nehemias, they offered themſelves to aſſiſt the work, pretending, that they they worſhipped the true God onely, Eſdras IV. 2. And what reaſon can wee have to doubt, that they ſaid true in it? For when, in oppoſition to the Jews, they had built themſelves a Temple upon Mount Geri­zi [...], and ſacrificed there, as the ten Tribes did at Bethel and Dan from Jeroboams then, there can no queſtion be made, but that they ſacrificed to the true God, though not, according to the true intent of his Law, at Jeruſalem, but as Schiſ­maticks, where they pleaſed themſelves. Whatſoever then was the reaſon, why, under Eſdras and Nehemias, they were not admitted to build the City and Tem­ple with the Jews; (as juſt there might be, and no doubt was, though wee ſup­poſe them not to have been Idolaters) from the time that they were thus reje­cted, I make account, wee may clearly ſay, that they have been and are Schiſma­tical Jews, profeſſing the Law, but according to a Copy of their own, which, for a [Page] rar [...] monument of antiquity, is printed in the Great Paris Bibles, and ſo ex­tolled, by thoſe that pretend to oblige the Chriſtian world by publiſhing the ſame, as if it were the true Copy of Moſes. As for the reſt of the Old Teſta­ment, ſeeing it cannot be ſaid, that ever they admitted either the writings of the Prophets, or the Reſurrection and world to come, which under them was more and more declared; I leave to thoſe of better skill to conſider, whether this were not the reaſon, why they were refuſed the communion of the Jews under Eſdras and Nehemias. This is the original credit of this Copy of Moſes Law, which cannot be greater than the credit of thoſe that uſe it: But it is alleged, over and above, out of an extract from Eulog [...]us Patriarch of Alexandria, in Photius, that this Copy was falſified by Doſitheus, a Doctor of ſuch credit among the Samaritanes, that Origen upon S. Mathew XXIV. informs us, that hee pre­tended to be the Meſſias, whom the Samaritanes, as Jews, did expect. As for the Greek of the LXX. it is alleged, that, by comparing it with the original, (which is the moſt effectual conviction of common ſenſe) it may appear, that they who made it, never intended to tranſlate the Ebrew which they had before them, but to inlarge, abridge, and change the ſenſe and mater of it, as beſt pleaſed their own fanſies, though, to what purpoſe, it is hard to affirm. This is alleged to be viſible in the Book of Job, the Proverbs, Eſther, and, I know not whether any other parts of the Old Teſtament. Suppoſing theſe exceptions made to thoſe two, the ancienteſt Copies, (beſides the Ebrew) that the world has, I will not enter into the diſpute concerning the true Copy of the LXX, which, every man knows, what difficulties it becomes lyable to, by the diligence & induſtry of Origen; who, that it might appear at one view, what the difference was between the Greek and Ebrew Copies, firſt, ſet a mark upon every word, which the Greek of the LXX had ex [...]r [...]ſſ [...]d, more than the Ebrew contained; then, under another mark, added to the ſame Copy, that which, being found in the Ebrew, was not found tranſlated in the Greek of the LXX. For, thoſe marks being afterwards left out, by the neglig [...]n [...]e of Copyiſts, there came into the common uſe of the Church, a mixt Copy, of the Greek, according to the LXX, and that which the Ebrew had more than the Greek, according to Theodotion, whom Origen had ſtuck to in that buſineſſe. Whereby, and by ſeveral Copies, corrected and ordered by Luciane, Heſychius, and others, to ſet a period to this diſ­order, it is become impoſſible to ſay, what is the true Gr [...]ek of the LXX, or Alexandrian Jews, in abundance of places. But this diſpute, I conceive, I ſhall not need to enter into, having nothing to do here to ſay, how well or how ill the Church hath been ſerved, by the multiplying of ſeveral Copies, whi [...]h is a far di­vers point, that may come to hand in due place; But, on [...]ly ſuppoſing things to be as they are, what means we have, to aſſure our ſelves of unqueſtionable Scripture, in order to the deciding of difficulties in mater of Religion, which not onely or­dinarily, but univerſally, have their beginning from ſome uncertainty in the mea­ning of the ſame. But, ſuppoſing the Greek and Samaritane lyable to theſe ex­ceptions, ſuppoſing that wee have a very  [...]n [...]ient tranſlation of the Old Teſta­ment, into that language which the Jews from the Captivity uſed, (for, what can be the reaſon, why the Jews ſhould turn it into Chaldee, but for the vulgar uſe of their people?) that wee have the vulgar Latine, and that ancient and worthy Chriſtian tranſlation into the Syriack, is there any body will undertake to ſay; Either, that, having theſe helps, wee cannot aſſure our ſelves of the Scripture which God delivered to the Church, ſo farr as the neceſſity of the Church requi­reth to be aſſured of it; Or, that nothing but the Copy, which now wee have from the Jews, is to be regarded, God having provided us ſo many helps over and above? For, ſuppoſe the Samaritane Copy of the Law to have been f [...]l [...]i­fied by Deſitheus, muſt it not needs have been falſified upon ſome certain deſign? And will one certain deſign require, or will it indure, that all ſhould be falſified, whether it concerned that deſign or not? So, ſuppoſe thoſe Jews of Alexan­dria, who turned the Old Teſtament into Greek, gave themſelves liberty to make the Book of Job, the Proverbs, more of the Old Teſtament if more can be al­leged, not what the original contained, but what themſelves fanſied would be [Page] handſom; ſhall wee therefore ſay, the whole work is not a tranſlation but a Romance, which, wee ſee ſtick ſo cloſe to the original, in the moſt of the Scri­pture? Surely, the very great antiquity of both Copies, and the experience, which, all that ſtudy the Scriptures with an intent to clear the meaning of them, have, of the great advantage, which the comparing of the Greek advances, more and more every day, to that deſign, will no way indure, that it ſhould be counted no tranſlation of the Old Teſtament: Or that, though a man pretend not to build upon the credit of either of thoſe Copies alone, in oppoſition to the E­brew which wee now uſe; Yet, the agreement of them with other Copies, to­gether with the reaſon, and conſequence, or pertinence of ſenſe inforced by the text of the Scripture, may give him juſt ground to aſſure himſelf, and the Church, of the true reading of the Scripture, yea, though the preſent Ebrew ſhould not agree with others.
For, I ſhall not need here to ſay, what or how great faults may be found in our Ebrew Copies, who had rather be aſſured that there were none at all to be found, greater or leſſe; But that wee, (who neither relye upon the dictate of the Spirit, to them that are able to conclude the Church, nor, much leſſe, to par­ticular Churches, for aſſuring the true reading of Scripture) are not bound to reſolve our faith in it into the preſent Tradition of the Synagogue, having, over and above, ſo conſiderable helps to the verifying of the ſame. For, magnifying firſt the providence of God, in that the Jews, having Chriſtians in utter hatred, ſhould nevertheleſſe, neither be willing, for their intereſt, nor able for their ma­lice, to falſifie thoſe things in their own books, which bear witneſſe againſt them­ſelves; Seeing God hath given the Church, that moſt ancient Greek Tranſla­tion, which is commonly aſcribed to LXX Interpreters ſent from Jeruſalem, but more juſtly to the Jews of Alexandria, beſides that Copy of the Law which the Samaritanes ſtill uſe; Since wee have conſiderable remains of thoſe Greek Tranſlations made by Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, the Bodies whereof, to the great loſſe of the Church, have periſhed with the worthy labors of Ori­gen, in joyning them in columes to the Ebrew; Since wee have thoſe ancient tranſlations into the Chaldee, which the Jews make ſo much eſteem of; Since wee have the Syriack and Vulgar Latine made by Chriſtians, (to ſay nothing of the Arabick, whether made by Jews or Chriſtians, or of any other though anci­ent tranſlations, which have not had the like uſe and credit in the Church) So far am I from giving way to that unreaſonable demand, ſo deſtructive to the being of Chriſtianity, that wee cannot aſſure our ſelves that wee have any Scripture; That in all that I have to ſay, or ſhall have ſaid, concerning the diſpute on foot in England about Religion, I ſhall neither undertake to aſſure men that will be content with reaſon, that I allege nothing for Scripture which I cannot juſtifie ſo to be, or elſe, undertake to reſolve that which ſhall come in debate, without the help of that which I cannot aſſure to be ſuch. Not intending, in that which follows, to allege any more evidence hereof in the particulars, than I have done in the premiſes; But, building my ſelf upon the reſolution premiſed, and in­tending, that there ſhall be nothing to be objected, from the true means of que­ſtioning and ſettling the true reading of the Scriptures, that may breed any con­ſiderable ſcruple, concerning the truth of thoſe Scriptures, which I ſhall imploy to my purpoſe.
As for the part of the difficulty which remains, concerning the true reading of the New Teſtament, it is in vain, to maintain the decree of the Council of Trent, by pretending, that the Greek Copy, out of which the Vulgar Latine was tranſlated, vvas more intire, and of better credit, than the Greek Copies novv extant: Underſtanding that decree, to make that Copy authentick in point of faith, by virtue of any gift of Infallibility intailed upon the decrees of the preſent Church, For, if it be onely made authentick, becauſe the uſe and credit of it is not allowed to be queſtioned in the Church, it is another queſtion, as I have ſaid already, vvhich I pretend not to touch in this place. For, ſuppoſing the Copy from which the Vulgar Latine was tranſlated, to have been better than any Greek Copy now extant, the credit of the Vulgar Latine is not to be aſcri­bed [Page] to the decree of the Council that decrees this, any more, than the funda­mental Laws of this Kingdom of England were the fundamental Laws thereof, by virtue of any Act of Parliament, by which they were not conſtituted, but declared and acknowledged to be ſuch. And, if the credit of the Vulgar La­tine be derived from the Greek Copy, out of which it was tranſlated, then is it no further authentick, than, as it expreſſeth the authentick reading, which then was found in the Greek, out of which it was tranſlated. And ſo, the whole cre­dit of the Scripture is reſolved into the credit of the Originals, whereof wee ſtand poſſeſt, in the tranſlations of them that remain, in whatſoever Language. So that the queſtion comes to be the very ſame that remained before, concerning the authentick Copy of the Old Teſtament, and the reſolution clear, that the Original Greek is the authentick, the reading thereof being firſt aſſured, neither by the dictate of Gods Spirit, to any perſons inabled to oblige the Church by their decrees, nor to any never ſo good Chriſtian, much leſſe by the Tradition of any particular Copy which the Church ſtands poſſeſt of, but by that Tradition which is juſtified and aſſured by all Copies, wherein the leter of the Scripture is recorded to the Church. For, though I do, for diſputation ſake ſuppoſe, yet do I not grant for a truth, that the Copy out of which the Vulgar Latine was tranſla­ted, is to be held of better credit than that, out of which that excellent tranſla­tion into the Syriack, which, to the great benefit of Chriſtianity, theſe laſt ages have brought into Europe, was made. The antiquity of this later, and the emi­nent helps which it hath contributed toward the underſtanding of the New Te­ſtament, being ſo great, as the Vulgar Latine, though very learned, and there­fore very helpfull, can never out-ſhine. And yet will I never grant, that ei­ther one or both of them, and that, with the help of the Arabick and other the moſt ancient Tranſlations which the Church beſide may have, are not to give account to the conſent of many Copies now extant, nay, to the credit of ſome one, if it ſhould ſo fall out in any paſſage, that the ſenſe of the Scripture, which cannot be made out by the reſt, is clear to common reaſon, according to that one: Whether ſuch a caſe do ever fall out in any part of the Scripture or not; The aſſurance of Chriſtianity not ſtanding in this, that either this or that is, or muſt needs be true, but in this, that the Church is aſſured in all caſes. But, by this it may appear, how innocent, the reſolution of the authentick Original of the Old Teſtament, vvhich I have premiſed, is, and hovv ſafely I ground my ſelf, not upon the credit of the Jevvs Copy, but upon all the records vvhereby the Church aſſureth the Tradition of the Scripture; In that it is freely confeſ­ſed, that the difference of reading vvhich can become queſtionable, notvvith­ſtanding the ſuperſtitious diligence of the Jevvs in preſerving their Copy, is nei­ther ſo frequent, nor any thing ſo vveighty, as in the Nevv: Which, hovv much more conſiderable it is tovvards the upholding of our common Chriſtianity, is plain enough, to him that ſhall have peruſed but the premiſes. And ſurely, vvere it not true, as hath been premiſed, that a certain Rule of Faith vvas from the beginning delivered to the Church, it vvould ſeem ſtrange, that wee cannot deny, that there have conſiderable differences crept into the reading of the New Teſtament, ſo much more nearly concerning our ſalvation than the Old, in the reading whereof, through the diligence of the Jews, there remains no conſiderable difference. But if wee remember, that S. Paul makes the miniſtery of Preaching the Goſpel, to be the miniſtery of the Spirit, in oppoſition to the miniſtery of Moſes in giving the Law, which was the miniſte [...]y of the leter, wee ſhall finde, that Faith, the receiving whereof qualified Chriſti­ans to be indowed with the Holy Ghoſt, to be of ſuch ſufficience, that, remain­ing intire, wee need not think the Church diſparaged, if the records thereof ſuf­fer decay, ſo long as the effect of them remains written by the Holy Ghoſt, in the hearts and lives of Chriſtians. Alwayes, it being unqueſtionable, that there are conſiderable differences remaining in the reading of the New Teſtament, it will be a very great impertinence, to fore-caſt any danger, in granting, that ſome queſtion may be made to the Jews Copy of the Old Teſtament, though neither ſo frequent nor ſo conſiderable. And all that hath been ſaid hath iſſue in this [Page] conſequence, to juſtifie, and to recommend to the world, the uſefulneſſe of the deſign lately ſet on foot in London, for printing the Bible, with the moſt ancient and learned Tranſlations in columns; moſt agreeably to the deſign of Origen in his Te [...]rapla, Hexapla, and Octapla, that is, Old Teſtament of four, ſix, and eight columns, recording the ſeveral numbers of Tranſlations or columns, whereof his ſeveral Editions conſiſted. For in a word, this furniture, and that, which ſerves to the ſame purpoſe, (for who will undertake that one book ſhall contain all?) is the Inſtrument I appeal to, for evidence of the Scripture which wee have. And further, here is the original means of determining the ſenſe of the ſame, though, beſides this, I have claimed many other helps to be requiſite to that purpoſe.


The end of the Firſt Book.
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OF THE COVENANT OF GRACE.
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The ſecond BOOK.
CHAP. 1. Two parts of that which remains. How the diſpute concerning the Holy Trinity with Socinus belongs to the firſt. The Queſtion of juſtification by Faith alone. The Opinion of Socinus concerning the whole Covenant of Grace. The opinion of thoſe who make juſtifying Faith the knowledge of a mans Predeſtination, op­poſite to it in the other extream. The difference between it and that of the Anti­nomians. That there are mean Opinions.
THE greateſt difference that is to be diſcerned, among thoſe things that concern the duty of all Chriſtians, conſiſts in this; that ſome of them concern Chriſtians as Chriſtians: others, as members of the Church. For though all Chriſtians, as Chriſtians, are bound to be members of the Church, (in as much as it is a part of their profeſſion, to believe one Catholick Church) yet, their obligation, to be Chriſtians, being in or­der of nature and reaſon, before their obligation to be members of the Church, (becauſe the very being of the Church preſuppo­ſeth all that are members of it to be Chriſtians) that obligation which is ori­ginall and more ancient, muſt needs be preſuppoſed to that which is grounded upon it. Of what conſequence it may be, to diſtinguiſh this difference in the matter of Chriſtian duties, will perhaps appear in due time. In the mean I ſhall freely ſay my opinion, that all the Divines in the Chriſtian world cannot more pertinently, and to better purpoſe, compriſe the ſubject which they pro­feſſe to be imployed about, then by dividing it into that which concerns Chri­ſtians as Chriſtians, and, that which concerns them as members of the Church. For mine own preſent purpoſe, it is evident that the diſputes which divide us do concern, either the ſtate of particular Chriſtians towards God, or the obli­gation they have to other Chriſtians as members of the Church. So that, the matter which I propoſe to my inſuing diſcourſe is ſufficiently compriſed in two heads; one, of the Covenant of Grace; the other, of the Laws of the Church. I know it may be ſaid, that the hereſie of Socinus is of the number of thoſe that have footing among us, and, that the principal point of it, concerning the faith of the holy Trinity, comes not properly under either of theſe heads. And I deny not that it is very dangerous for us in regard of two points, that have ſo great vogue among us: The firſt is the cleare ſufficience of the Scriptures, commonly paſſing ſo without any limits, that it ſeems to follow of good right, that what is not clear out of the Scriptures to all underſtandings, cannot be neceſſary for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians to believe: So that no man can be bound, to take that for an Article of his Faith, againſt which they [Page] can ſhow him arguments out of the Scriptures, which he cannot clearly aſſoile. The other is, that they put it in the power of Chriſtians to erect Churches at their pleaſure (though ſuppoſing the Faith which Socinus teacheth, and pre­tending to ſerve God according to the ſame) without communion with, or ob­ligation of dependance one upon another, either in the Rule of Faith, or ſer­vice of God according to it, wherein they may ſeem elder brothers to thoſe who have put the like principle in practice among us, though without ſuppo­ſing any other Rule of Faith, then that which every Church ſo conſtituted ſhall agree to take for the ſenſe of the Scriptures. Now, how ſoon it may come into the mind and agreement of a Church ſo conſtituted, to take up the profeſſion of Socinus for the Rule of their Faith, I leave them that are capable to judge, if yet we have no experience of it. But I have obſerved by reading Socinus his Book de Chriſto Servatore (one of the firſt, if not the firſt of all the Books whereby he declared his hereſie) that being extreamly offended at his adver­ſaries opinion, he ſeems to have been thereby occaſioned to fall upon another extream, of denying the ſatisfaction of Chriſt: and ſo, by degrees, his Godhead, as the only peremptory principle to deſtroy the ſatisfaction of Chriſt, and by conſequence as well that reaſon of the Covenant of Grace which the Church, as that which his adverſary maintaineth. Conceiving then, his error about the Covenant of Grace to have occaſioned his error in the Faith of the holy Tri­nity, I conceive I ſhall handle the chiefe Controverſies in Religion that divide the Church at preſent (according to the title of my Book) though I maintain not the faith of the Trinity againſt Socinus, otherwiſe then as the mainte­nance of the Covenant of Grace, grounded upon the ſatisfaction of Chriſt, (as that upon his Godhead) ſhall require. Another reaſon I had, becauſe this Hereſie ſeems to be too learned to become popular among us, though branches of it may come to have vogue. For though there hath been but too much, either of wit or Learning, imployed in framing the Scriptures to the ſenſe of it, in the chiefe points of Chriſtianity; Yet is it hard to make the vul­gar underſtanding not onely of hearers, but of teachers, ſuch as theſe times allow, capable of that ſenſe, to which they have framed the moſt eminent paſ­ſages of the Scriptures, and the grounds of it, together with the conſent and agreement of the ſeverall points of Chriſtianity among themſelves, according to it. Upon this conſideration, I charge not my ſelfe with the maintenance of the Faith of the holy Trinity, otherwiſe then as the conſideration thereof ſhall be incident to reſolve the nature of the Covenant of Grace, which is the firſt part of my purpoſe.
Therefore (that a few words may propoſe many and great difficulties) from whence it comes, and what it is, that renders Chriſtians acceptabe to God, ſand heirs of everlaſting life, who, as men, are his enemies by ſinne here, and  [...]ubjects of his wrath in the world to come; this I conceive to be the ſum of what we are to inquire: Concerning, in the firſt place, that diſpoſition of mind, which qualifies a man for thoſe bleſſings which the Goſpel tenders, upon that condition which the Covenant of Grace requires: and in the ſecond place, whether this diſpoſition be brought to paſſe in us by the free Grace of God, and the helps which it provides, or by the force of nature: that is, by that light of underſtanding, and that freedom of choice, which neceſſarily proceeds from the principles of mans nature. It is well enough known, how great diſ­pute there is between them that profeſſe the Reformation and the Church of Rome, whether a man be juſtified before God in Chriſt, by Faith alone, or by Faith and Works both,▪ ſpeaking of actuall righteouſneſſe; or, if we ſpeak of habituall righteouſneſſe, by Faith and Love. For, though the whole Garland of ſupernaturall vertues concurrs to the habituall righteouſneſſe of Chriſtians, which is univerſall to all objects & actions: Yet, ſeeing the reaſon of them all is derived from that which Faith believeth, and the intent of all refer­red to that ſervice of God which love conſtraineth, where Faith and Love are named, there the reſt may well be underſtood. Whether Faith alone there­fore, or Faith and love, ſo much the parties muſt, in diſpite of them, remaine [Page] agreed in, that there is ſome diſpoſition, or act of mans mind, required by the Covenant of Grace, as the condition that qualifieth a man, at leaſt for ſo much of that Promiſe which the Goſpel tendreth, as juſtification importeth. But this being ſuppoſed and granted it may and muſt be diſputed, in what conſidera­tion it qualifieth for the ſame: Which is, to make ſhort, whether the inward worth of that diſpoſition, whatſoever it ſhall prove to be, oblige Al­mighty God to reward it with that which the Goſpel promiſeth: Or whether, in conſideration of the obedience of Chriſt, performed in doing the meſſage which he undertook, of reconciling Man unto God, he hath been pleaſed to proraiſe that reward, which is without compariſon more then can be due to that diſpoſition which he requires, as the condition to qualifie us for the promiſe.
Here muſt I relate the poſition of the Socinians, concerning the intent of Chriſts comming: Not to purchaſe at Gods hands thoſe helps of Grace which inable Chriſtians to become qualified, for the promiſe which the Goſpel tendreth, which the Church, with S. Auſtin in the diſpute with the Pelagians, cals therefore the Grace of Chriſt: Not to reconcile us to God, in the nature of a meritorious cauſe, his obedience being the conſideration, for which God accepteth that diſpoſition, which qualifies us for the promiſe of the Goſpel, as the condition upon which he tenders it: But to yield us ſufficient reaſon, both to perſwade us of the truth of his meſſage, (as by the reſt of his works, ſo eſpecially by riſing again from the dead) and alſo to induce us to imbrace the Goſpel, by aſſuring us of the fulfilling of that promiſe to us, which we ſee ſo eminently performed in him, by that height to which we believe him to be exalted; and then having induced us to undertake the Goſpel of Chriſt to ſecure us, both of protection againſt the enemies thereof here, by that power which he that went before us in it hath obtained for that purpoſe, and of our crown at the judgement to come. And all this, not in any conſideration of the merits and ſufferings of Chriſt, but of Gods free Grace, which alone moved him to deale with us by Chriſt, to this effect, and to propoſe a reward ſo unpropor­tionable to our performance, which would not redound to the account of his free Grace, if it ſhould be thought to have been purchaſed, either by the ſatisfa­ction of Chriſt, in regard of our ſins to be redeemed, or by his merits, in regard of the reward to be purchaſed. As for the matter of Juſtification by Faith alone, it is to be obſerved, that Socinus is obliged by the premiſes to underſtand that Grace, for which the Goſpel is called The Covenant of Grace, to be no Grace of Chriſt: that is to ſay, not given out of any conſideration of his merits and ſufferings, which they neither acknowledge to have been tendred by our Lord, nor accepted by the Father, to any ſuch effect or purpoſe. But nothing hinders him therefore to acknowledge it the Grace of God; that is a meere grant of his free goodneſſe, whatſoever condition he require thereby, to qualifie him that imbraces it for the promiſes which it tenders, provided it be ſuch as he that it is tendred to can accompliſh. For, that Faith which alone juſtifieth according to S. Paul, he maketh to conſiſt in believing the Truth of Chriſtianity, and ſincerely indeavouring to bring forth the fruits thereof, out of a grounded confidence of obtaining the ſaid promiſes. And that in conſideration hereof, thoſe that thus believe are counted righteous before God; that is treated as if they had been originally righteous, and not ſinners before they came to believe. As for the Sacrament of Baptiſm, making no more of a Church, then of an arbitrary Society, of ſo many as agree to ſerve God together in the ſame Faith, it is no marvel if he make it a meer Ceremony, the uſe whereof was during the time of the Diſciples of our Lord, and the converſion of Jews and Gentiles to Chriſtianity by their preaching, to ſignifie the purifying of them by that Faith, to which they profeſſed thereby to be converted: which intent ceaſing in thoſe, who being born of Chriſtian Parents, were never tainted with the filthineſſe, either of Jewes or Gentiles, by conſequence, that ceremony, though it may freely be uſed by Chriſtians, in the nature of a thing indifferent, yet ought not to carry that opinion, as if any mans ſalvation depended upon it.
[Page]
And having related this opinion, I muſt relate another oppoſite to this in another extream, which is the opinion of thoſe that hold that Faith which alone juſtifieth, to conſiſt in believing, that a man is predeſtinated by God to life from everlaſting, as being of the number of them whom Chriſt was ſent to redeem, excluſively to the reſt of Mankind: And that therefore the whole conſideration for which this Faith juſtifieth, is the obedience of Chriſt, im­puted unto them which are of th [...]s number, upon no other account, then the eternall purpoſe of God to give him for them alone, whereby his ſufferings are theirs in Law, as much as if they had been performed by themſelves, the condition of Faith ſerving only, to limit a qualification, without which this purpoſe availeth them not, being limited to take place, from the time that this purpoſe of God is revealed unto them, the revelation whereof, they ſuppoſe to be that Faith which alone juſtifieth. Who they are that maintain this opinion, I will not here diſpute, which I intend to ſhow cauſe, why it is to be thought ſo ill of, that I could with, that no man that is called a Chriſtian would own it: And perhaps many of thoſe, who, either expreſly, or in effect do hold it, do withall hold other points, which indeed and in effect, are contradictions to it: Neither can I ſay, that our Presbyterians are parties in it; but this I ſay, that this is the opinion, in oppoſi [...]ion to which Socinus brought in the Opinion hitherto deſcribed, voiding the Grace and ſatisfaction of Chriſt, by declining to the other extream, as any man may ſee, that with a little care ſhall peruſe the fourth part of his Book De Chriſto Servator [...], Cap. III. IX. X. And therefore I conceive, I may juſtly infer, that to maintain this extremity (which he not conſulting the Catholick Church and the Faith thereof, thought neceſſary to the voyding of that other extream, which he found inconſiſtent with the principles of Chriſtianity) he proceeded ſo far, as to deny any Godhead, any being of Chriſt, before his birth of the Virgin: taking away, by conſequence, that reaſon and ground both of ſatisfaction for ſin, and of merit of Grace which the Church aſcribeth to his obedience and ſufferings, and placeth the Godhead of Chriſt (which he acknowledgeth ſo far, as to tender him the worſhip that is proper to God, at leaſt in ſome circumſtances) in that height of eminence to which God hath exalted him, for undertaking and performing the Commiſſion of reconciling Man to God, though bound to it as a meer man, and Gods Creature before he undertooke it. And thus you ſee, how that part of Socinus his Hereſie, in denying the Faith of the Holy Trinity, indirectly commeth in, to the queſtion of the Covenant of Grace: Seeing it is manifeſt to the ſence of all men▪ that had he not queſtioned the Godhead of Chriſt, there had been no pretence, of bringing the Faith of the Trinity into any diſpute.
But of what conſequence, this opinion concerning Juſtifying Faith and the nature of it is, to the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, it will be time to conſider, when I have ſhewed why it is not true: In the mean, I ſhall note here another opinion, differing in ſomewhat, but agreeing in much with this which I take to be the opinion of our Antinomians, but ſhall not be much troubled, if any man ſhall diſpute that I miſtake it. For ſeeing them ſo full with a blaſ­phemous conceit of Gods Spirit, that they would think it a diſparagement to it, to be tied to any diſpute of reaſon, (though upon ſuppoſition of the Chriſtian Faith) to diſtinguiſh between principles and concluſions, to infer a certaine poſition from certain grounds, even of Scripture; I cannot think it any great imputation to miſunderſtand them, whoſe perfection it is not to underſtand themſelves. For when I name Antinomians, I intend to compriſe in, the opinion which I refute, all our Anabaptiſts, all our Familiſts, all our Enthuſiaſts and Quakers, all Sectaries whatſoever, that do believe them­ſelves poſſeſſed of the Spirit, not preſuppoſing, not only the beliefe of that Faith which is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, but alſo whatſoever elſe it ſhall appear, that the condition of the Covenant of Grace importeth. The having of Gods Spirit, as it inferreth a right to everlaſting life; ſo, ſuppo­ſing whatſoever the Covenant of Grace importeth.
[Page]
But by the noiſe which they make with the free Grace of God, and the Cove­nant of Grace, I conceive, the main of their poſition lies, in one ſtep beyond that extream, which I deſcribed even now, in oppoſition to Socinus; That we are juſtified by the obedience of Chriſt, performed for them, for whom God appointed it, and therefore imputed to them from everlaſting, by vertue of that appointment made from everlaſting, but revealed to them by that faith, whereby they know themſelves to be elected to life from everlaſting, not de­pending upon the revelation thereof, but the revelation upon the being of it. And, upon this ground it is, that they ſay; that God ſees not, nor can ſee ſin in his Elect, that all their ſins are pardoned before they are done, and that there is no mortall ſin but repentance, implying the want of ſaving faith, with which no ſin can ſtand, nor any thing be but ſin without it, and the like blaſphemies innume­rable.
I know there are other Opinions of Juſtification by faith alone among thoſe that profeſſe it, according to the ſenſes which they may have, of the nature of juſtifying faith, and thoſe perhaps of greater vogue, than this which I have named: Neither is it my intent to involve thoſe that maintain Juſtification by faith alone in the blame, which I charge the opinions hitherto deſcribed with. The reaſon why I mention theſe opinions here is, becauſe they are in the extreams, and therefore the mention of them ſeemed to propoſe the ſtate of that queſtion, which I pretend to reſolve. For my way ſhall be, in the firſt place, to anſwer the queſtion propoſed, concerning that diſpoſition which the Covenant of Grace requireth the mind of him to be formally affected with, that will be qualified for the promiſes which God therby tendreth: Making this account, that the treating of it will give us an overture, into the conſideration, both of the effective cauſe, that produceth it in thoſe that have it, and alſo of the meritorius cauſe that moveth God, both originally to grant the ſaid ef­fective cauſe, and conſequently to accept the effect thereof, for a competent qualification of them that have it, for the promiſes which God by his Goſpel tendreth thoſe that receive it▪

CHAP. II. Evidence what is the Condition of the Covenant of Grace. The contract of Bap­tiſm. The promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt annexed to Chriſts, not to Johns Baptiſm. Thoſe are made Chriſts Diſciples as Chriſtians that take up his Croſſe in Bap­tiſm. The effects of Baptiſm according to the Apoſtles.
TO proceed to as brief and as clear a reſolution of that point as I can pro­poſe, I ſay; That a ſincere and reſolute profeſſion to undertake Chri­ſtianity, and to live according to it (believing as our Lord Chriſt hath revealed, and living as he hath taught) conſigned to God in the hands of his Church, by the Sacrament of Baptiſm, is that condition which the Covenant of Grace requireth, to qualifie us for the promiſes which it ten­dreth. This reſolution is directly againſt the Antinomians, and thoſe that believe that a Chriſtian is juſtified by the obedience of Chriſt, imputed from everlaſting to them whom he came to ſave; Which indeed nullifieth the Cove­nant of Grace, and converteth it to a meer promiſe on Gods part, requiring no condition on mans part to be performed by him, to qualifie h [...]m for it. But, this reſolution oppoſing that conceit ſo roundly, as poſitively to expreſſe the condition which I intend to maintain; It will ſerve, both againſt the conceit of Socinus, that juſtifying faith is nothing but a firm beliefe, that thoſe who believed the Goſpel purpoſing to live as God requireth, are accepted by him as righteous, Baptiſme into the profeſſion of Chriſtianity not inclu­ded. But alſo of thoſe, that will have it to conſiſt in the knowledge of our being predeſtinate to life from everlaſting, revealed by Gods word, and ſealed [Page] by his Spirit. The proofs of it I will divide into three heads: For, conſiſting of ſo many branches as you ſee, it cannot be expected, that thoſe Scriptures which ſhall ſerve to evidence it, ſhould every where expreſſe all the parts of it. It is enough if the ſeverall parts of it, out of which the whole reſults, be de­monſtrable by ſeverall ranks of Scriptures. The firſt of thoſe Scriptures that concern the profeſſion which God, by our Lord Chriſt, requireth (and he by his Apoſtles, and the Church after them to the worlds end) of them that will be qualified for the Promiſes which the Goſpel tondreth: which I put in the firſt place, expreſly, becauſe they ſeem to contain the moſt viſible and expreſs ar­guments, that the principles and practice of Chriſtianity can yield, to inforce this truth. The ſecond ſhall be taken from the nature of faith, and the attri­butes aſcribed to it by the Scriptures, in juſtifying, ſaving, regenerating, or adopting us for ſons, giving us the ſpirit of Gods ſons, remitting our ſins, and the reſt that we expect at Gods hands by vertue of his Covenant of Grace. The laſt ſhall be from thoſe paſſages, of the Apoſtles chiefly, and conſequently of other Scriptures that they expound, wherein it is denied, that we are ſaved, or juſtified by Works, or by the Law; but affirmed that we are ſaved and juſtified by Grace and by faith: The due ſence and intent whereof is the thread, to guide us through the intricacies of this whole diſpure. Though, when this is done, I ſhall not wiſh any man to reſolve himſelf, in this, or in any other point of the whole book, till he hath gone through the whole, and conſidered what reſolution this generall infers, to all other branches or depen­dances of it; And therefore ſhall think he does nothing, that goes about to diſprove any part of it, without ſhewing the reſolution, which his opinion infers, to thoſe other points or dependances, that the Reader may have the choice before him, which he thinks moſt conſequent, in reaſon, to the principles of Chriſtianity received on all ſides.
I will begin with the words of the Apoſtle, 1 Pet. III. 20, 21. where this ſeems to be couched in terminis: He ſaith, that the long ſuffering of God waited in the dayes of Noe, while the Arke was making, in which a few, that is, eight ſouls, were ſaved: the antitype whereof, Baptiſm, now ſaveth us, (not the laying down of the filth of the fleſh, but the having of a good conſcience towards God) by the reſurrection of Jeſus Chriſt. The water of Baptiſm ſaveth us through the temtations of the World, as they were ſaved through the deluge: And what can be done more then to ſave us? let no man think to defeat this. by ſtriving about words, that, to ſave, and to juſtifie, is not the ſame: If Bap [...]iſm import the condition of the Covenant of Grace which ſaveth us, our juſtification will neceſſarily be wrapt up in the ſame packet, though to juſtifie and to ſave be ſeverall conceits. And is it not ſtrange that any man ſhould be perſwaded, that there is nothing ſaid or meant of the Baptiſm of water in all this paſſage, but of the Baptiſm of the Spirit, as that which moves a good conſcience to profeſſe Chriſtianity? For, how can Baptiſm by the Holy Ghoſt and fire be the antitype of the waters of the deluge, as the Baptiſm of water is, and as that Baptiſm which the Apoſtle ſpeaks of is? The correſpondence be­tween the types of the Old, and the antitypes of the New Teſtament, by vertue of the premiſes conſiſts, in the correſpondence between the temporall delive­rance of that time and the ſpirituall deliverance of this, both in order to the everlaſting deliverance of the World to come. Now it is certain, that the viſible Ceremony of Baptiſm ſignifies the temptations of this World, out of which we eſcape, by the means of that Sacrament, as he that is baptized riſes out of the water again. According to that of the Pſalm LXIX. 1, 15. Save me, O God, for the waters are come in even unto my ſoul. And, Let not the water-ſtood drown me, neither let the deep ſwallow me up: And let not the pit ſhut her mouth upon me. And XLII. 9. One deep calleth another, becauſe of the noiſe of thy water-pipes: All thy waves and billows are gone over me. Whereupon S. Paul Romans VI. 3, 4, 5, Know ye not, that as many as have been baptized into Chriſt Jeſus, have been baptized into his death? We are therefore buried with him by baptiſm into death, that as Chriſt was raiſed from the dead by the [Page]glory of the Father, ſo we ſhould alſo walk in newneſſe of life. For if we have been planted into the like death of his, then ſhall we be alſo into the like of his riſing again. For when he ſaith again, Rom. X. 7. Who ſhall go down into the deep; to wit, to bring up Chriſt from the dead? He ſheweth plainly, that by the waters of the deep, he underſtands death: whereby I ſuppoſe it appears ſufficiently, that the water of Baptiſm, not the fire of the Holy Ghoſt, is the antitype to the waters of the deluge. Beſides, the Baptiſm of the Holy Ghoſt is not called Baptiſm, but by reſemblance of the fire thereof infuſing it ſelf into all the ſoul, as the whole body is drenched in the waters of baptiſm. Therefore it is not cal­led abſolutely Baptiſm, but with an addition abating the property of the ſenſe, the Baptiſm of the Holy Ghoſt and fire. Therefore where the term Bap­tiſm ſtands without this addition, or any circumſtance ſignifying the ſame, it cannot be underſtood. Again, the interrogating of a good conſcience,  [...] ſignifies, as all men of learning agree, metonymically, or by Synecdoche, the anſwer, or rather the ſtipulation, conſiſting of the in­terrogatories of Baptiſm, and the anſwer returned by him that is baptized, undertaking to believe and to live like a Chriſtian. For it is manifeſt, that it Fath been alwayes the cuſtom in the Church of God, as ſtill in the Church of England, (which S. Peter here ſhews that it comes down from the Apoſtles) to exact of him that is baptized, a ſolemn vow, promiſe, or contract, to ſtand to that which he undertaketh. And this it is which the word  [...] here ſignifies, whereof he that doubts, may ſee enough in Grotius his Annotations to make him aſhamed to doubt any more. When therefore S. Peter ſaith, that Baptiſm ſaveth us, not the doing away the filth of the fleſh, but the anſwer of a good conſcience towards God, he does not intend to diſtinguiſh the Baptiſm of water from the Baptiſm of the Holy Ghoſt, in oppoſition to the ſame; But to diſtinguiſh in the Baptiſm of water, the bodily act of cleanſing the fleſh, from the reaſonable act of profeſſing Chriſtianity, which, being done out of a good conſcience towards God, he ſaith, ſaveth us; And that by the reſurre­ction of Jeſus Chriſt: By vertue whereof S. Paul alſo ſaith, that, if we planted into the like death to Chriſts death, we ſhall alſo be planted into the like reſur­rection of Chriſts; Suppoſing that whoſoever is baptized takes upon him the profeſſion of Chriſts Croſſe, that is the bearing of it, when his Chriſtianity cals him to it. For when our Lord ſaith in the Goſpel, I have a Baptiſm to be baptized with, and how am I ſtraitned till it be accompliſhed? Luk. XII. 50. And again to the ſons of Zebedee, Mat. XX 22. Are ye able to be baptized with the Baptiſm which I ſhall be baptized with? He ſhews ſufficiently that his Baptiſm is his Croſſe. In conſideration whereof, that is, of undertaking to bear it, out of a good conſcience, as Chriſt was raiſed from death to life again, by the Spirit of Holineſſe, which dwelt in him without meaſure; So thoſe that are planted into the likeneſſe of Chriſts death in Baptiſm, are promiſed the Grace of Gods Spirit to dwell in them, and to raiſe them from ſin here, to the life of Grace; and from death hereafter to the life of Glory in the world to come, as I ſhewed you in the firſt Book. So that S. Pauls argument proceeds not upon conſideration of the Ceremony of Baptiſm, and the naturall reſemblance it hath with the duty of a Chriſtian, to riſe from ſin, becauſe he profeſſes to die to it: For that were to think, that the Apoſtles have but weak argumens to inforce the obligation of Chriſtianity with, when this prime one is made to ſignifie no more then an indecorisne, impertinence, or inconſequence in, ſignify­ing and profeſſing that by our Baptiſm, which by our lives we perform not. But, maketh Baptiſm the proteſtation of a ſolemn vow and promiſe, to God and men and Angels, to live for the future, as the profeſſion of Chriſtians im­porteth. And is it poſſible to ſhow man, overtaken in ſin, a more valuable conſideration to expect ſalvation upon, (and therefore a ſtronger means to in­force the performance of what he hath undertaken) then his own ingagement upon ſuch a conſideration as that? We are therefore baptized with Chriſt un­to death, becauſe we have undertaken, upon our Baptiſm, to mortifie our ſelves to the world, that we may live to Gods ſervice: And upon that condition, we [Page] promiſe our ſelves, that we ſhall be raiſed from the dead again, though by ver­tue of Chriſts riſing again: Being buried with him in Baptiſm, wherein ye are alſo riſen with him, by faith of the effectuall working of God, which raiſed him from the dead, ſaith S. Paul, Col. II. 12. For, by obliging our ſelves to the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, from a good heart and clear conſcience, we obtain the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt, whereby God effecteth the raiſing of us to a new life of righteouſneſſe, neceſſarily conſequent to the mortifying of ſinne.
Beſides theſe, how many and how excellent effects are attributed to Baptiſm, in the writings of the Apoſtles? which, without S. Peters diſtinction, might ſeem ſtrange, that they ſhould depend upon the clenſing of the fleſh; but, that they ſhould, by Gods appointment, depend upon that ingagement, whereby we give our ſelvs up to Chriſt for the future, according to his diſtinction, not at all. For, that this ingagement ſhould not be effectuall, till conſigned unto the Church at Baptiſm, cannot ſeem ſtrange to him that believes the Catholick Church to be, as I have ſhewed, a corporation founded for the maintenance and exerciſe of that Chriſtianity, to which we ingage our ſelves by Baptiſm.
When the Jewes were pricked in heart to ſee our Lord, whom they had cru­cified, to be riſen again, and asked the Apoſtles, Men and Brethren, What ſhall we doe? Acts II. 37, 38. Peter ſaith unto them, Repent and be baptized every one of you, unto remiſſion of ſins, and ye ſhall receive the gift of the Holy Ghoſt. Which, if it depend upon Baptiſm, what promiſe of the Goſpel is there that does not? To the ſame purpoſe, Heb. VI. 6. It is impoſſible for them that have once been inlightned, and taſted the heavenly gift, and become partakers of the Holy Ghoſt: Where you ſee, that upon inlightning, that is Baptiſm, we become partakers of the Holy Ghoſt. And this conſideration utterly voides the only reaſon why our Lord, when he ſayes to Nicodemus. John III. 5. Veri­ly verily I ſay unto thee, unleſſe a man be born again of wa [...]er and of the Holy Ghoſt, he cannot enter into the Kingdom of God; ſhould not ſeem to ſpeak of the Sacrament of Baptiſm. For at that time. neither was the Sacrament of Baptiſm inſtituted, nor the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt annexed to it. The Holy Ghoſt, that is to ſay, the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, is no where promiſed be­fore the aſcenſion of Chriſt. For, beſides that which I alledged in the begin­ning, to ſhow, that it preſuppoſeth Chriſtianity; When it is ſaid, John VII. 37. The Holy Ghoſt was not yet, becauſe Chriſt was not yet glorified: The de­pendance thereof, upon the glorifying of our Lord is plainly expreſſed. And that according to S. Paul, Epheſ IV. 8. 12. Shewing out of Pſal. LXVIII. 18. that the graces of the Holy Ghoſt, by which the Church is united and compa­cted into one Body, are ſent down by God, as a largeſs, in conſideration of the advancement of our Lord to the right hand of God, as in honour of that triumph: Wherewith agreeth S. Peter, Acts II. 33. Being then exalted to (or by) the right hand of God, and having received the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, (as it is alſo called, Acts X. 54.) he hath ſhed forth this, which ye now ſee and hear. Now let any man ſay, that theſe viſible operations of Holy Ghoſt, (where­by the world was to be convinced of the preſence of God in the Church of Chriſtians) theſe indeed depend upon the aſcenſion of Chriſt: But, without the inviſible operation of the Holy Ghoſt no man ever to ſalvation from the beginning; (ſuppoſing this for the preſent, but not granting it, if any man that is a Chriſtian demand proof for it) Though this be true, yet it was not ex­preſly promiſed by God, nor expreſly Covenanted for by man, till the pub­liſhing of Chriſtianity upon the aſcenſion of Chriſt. Therefore, the Baptiſm of repentance which John preached, was without queſtion effectuall, to the re­miſſion of ſins, as the Goſpels propoſe it, Mark I. 4. Luke III. 3 For if I maintain the ſalvation of thoſe, who, living under the Law, underſtood the Covenant of Grace to be folded up in it, by the preaching of the Prophets, much more eaſily can I maintain the ſalvation of thoſe, who have imbraced the Baptiſm of Repentance for remiſſion of ſins. which Jo [...]n Preached, provided that they came to Chriſt, to whom John Baptiſt ſent his Diſciples ſo ſoon as [Page] the command of Chriſtianity ſhould take place, and not otherwiſe. But, not by vertue of the Covenant of Grace publiſhed, which it was not to be till the aſcention of Chriſt, but by vertue of the Covenant of Grace vailed under the Law, which was not unvailed as yet, during the time of paſſage from the Law to the Goſpel, when the baptiſm of John might take place. Neither was the baptiſm of John in the name of the Father, Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, which baptiſm our Lord never eſtabliſhed till after his riſing again, Mat. XXVIII. 19. but in the name of him that was comming, as S. Paul ſaith to the Diſciples Acts XIX. 4. John truly baptiſed the baptiſm of repentance, ſaing to the people, that they ſhould believe on him that was comming after him, that is in Chriſt Jeſus: which words, ſome have endeavoured to ſet upon the rack, and to pull them from thoſe which follow; but they hearing this, were bapti­zed in the name of the Lord Jeſus, as if they were not S. Lukes words, but S. Pauls ſpeaking of S. John's hearers, that they were baptized by him in the name of the Lord Jeſus. A thing altogether unreaſonable to imagine, that the Diſciples of John ſhould make a queſtion, whether our L. Jeſus were the Chriſt or not, as Mat. XI. 2. Luke VII. 18. if they had been from the beginning baptized in his Name. And the words might have ſerved to repreſſe this conceit, in them that had ſubmitted to take the meaning from the words, For it is,  [...], not  [...], which their meaning (were it the meaning of the text) would require. Nor is it ſtrange, that they who had been bap­tized into the profeſſion of admitting him that was comming for the Chriſt, in hope by him to have remiſſion of ſins, as their Fathers had alwayes hoped, acknowledging our Lord Jeſus not only to be the Chriſt, but further, ſent by the Father to ſend the Holy Ghoſt, ſhould be baptized again in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. For the receiving of the Holy Ghoſt by the laying on of S. Pauls hands, which followeth in S. Luke, is ſufficient evi­dence, that it is the baptiſm of Chriſt, and not of John Baptiſt, whereof he ſpeaketh.
Let us hear, then, the Commiſſion of our Lord Chriſt to his Apoſtles, Mat. XXVIII. 19. Go make Diſciples all Nation; babtizing them in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt.  [...] in Greek, in the Syriack  [...] from  [...] &  [...], if we inſiſt upon the property of the word muſt neceſſarily ſignifie make Diſciples. But who are Chriſts Diſciples? Thoſe that take up his Croſſe to follow him: Thoſe that will do whatſoever he commandeth: Thoſe that bear much fruit: Thoſe of whom our Lord ſaith, John VIII. 34. If ye abide in my Word, then are ye truly my Diſciples. As I ſhewed you before, ſpeaking of the profeſſion of Chriſtianity. This before Chriſts death, and the inſtitution of Baptiſm. Afterwards, who are his Diſci­ples, Acts XI. 26. It came to paſſe that the Diſciples were firſt called Chriſtians at Antivchia. Firſt at Antiochia; but afterwards, all over that Book, as well as afore, they are oftner called Diſciples then Chriſtians. Neither is the name given to any but Chriſtians, ſaving thoſe Diſciples which I ſpoke of juſt now, who, under the baptiſm of John, had given up themſelves to our Lord Jeſus as the Chriſt, but through invincible ignorance, knew not yet that the gift of the Holy Ghoſt preſuppoſed Chriſts Baptiſm, being ready, as we ſee, to receive it, ſo ſoon as they underſtood it, by the means of S. Paul. Now there is nothing more manifeſt, than, that the gift of the holy Ghoſt is promiſed by our Lord in the Goſpel to ſupply the want of his bodily preſence, and therefore, when he declared unto them his departure, and not much afore it. Which things, if they be true, of neceſſity the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt is annexed to the precept of being baptized, given by our Lord at his departure, and from that time to take place. Neither is the meaning of his commiſſion in the words alledged, that they ſhould firſt teach, and then baptize; (though teach­ing that which Chriſtianity profeſſeth is neceſſarily preſuppoſed to baptizing, namely, that Catechiſing which I ſpoke of afore) but that they ſhould make men Diſciples, by baptizing them in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, limiting thereby, the quality of Diſciples, to which the Holy Ghoſt is [Page] promiſed, to thoſe who ſhould have received the Sacrament of Baptiſm, and ſo been made Diſciples. Seeing then it appears ſo plentifully, that the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt, promiſed by our Lord, a little before his departure, to ſupply his bodily preſence, is limited by him to the Sacrament of Baptiſme, Of neceſſity, that new birth by Water and the Holy Ghoſt, which our Lords words to Nicodemus require, of all that ſhall enter into the Kingdom of hea­heaven, dependeth upon the Sacrament of Baptiſm, whatſoever Nicodemus might underſtand by the terme of water, at the time when our Lord ſpake them, and this promiſe was not publiſhed. Of which I ſhall have occaſion to ſay more in another place. Neither will is be to the purpoſe, to object, that it is the actuall aſſiſtance, and not the habituall gift of the Holy Ghoſt, that regenerateth (ſuppoſing for the preſent, but not granting that which all that pretend to Chriſtianity do not acknowledge) and therefore that the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt, to ſucceed upon Baptiſm, no way obligeth us to under­ſtand that water, which, with the Holy Ghoſt, regenerateth, of the water of Baptiſm; For, the actuall aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, regenerating a man to become a Chriſtian, may well be underſtood to go before the habituall gift of the Holy Ghoſt, upon Baptiſm. And in my opinion is to be underſtood, when our Lord goes on and ſaies; That which is born of the fleſh is fleſh, and that which is born of the ſpirit is ſpirit. Marvell not that I ſaid unto thee; ye muſt be born again. The wind bloweth where it lifteth, and ye hear the noiſe of it, but cannot tell whence it commeth, nor whither it goeth: ſo is every one that is born of the Holy Ghoſt. And therefore what ſhall hinder water and the Holy Ghoſt to ſignifie one and the ſame thing in this place, the cleanſing vertue and operation of the Holy Ghoſt, being often ſignified under the figure of Wa­ter in the Scriptures? So that Water and the Spirit may well ſtand here for no more than the Spirit that cleanſeth; I ſay all this will not ſerve the turn. For, the habituall gift of the Holy Ghoſt, being promiſed Chriſts Diſciples upon his departure to inable them to make good what they undertake by being h [...]s Diſciples: it is manifeſt, that the actuall aſſiſtance of the holy Ghoſt, regene­rating to Chriſtianity, only prepares the way for it. Seeing then, that the gift of the Holy Ghoſt depends upon the Water of Baptiſme, it is manifeſt, that the cleanſing vertue of Gods Spirit, in the new birth of ſinners, comes not to effect without the ſame.
I will further draw into conſequence thoſe texts of Scripture which I alledg­ed in the firſt book, to ſhow, that there was a certain Rule of Chriſtianity de­livered by the Apoſtles, and acknowledged by them that undertook to be Chriſtians, for there are ſome of them that ſignifie plain enough, that this acknowledgment was made at their baptiſm, as the condition which it praeſup­poſed. When S. Paul thanketh God for the Romans that they had obeyed from the heart that form of Doctrine which had been delivered them, Rom. VI. 17. What is this obeying from the heart, but that anſwer, or ſtipulation of a good conſcience towards God in Baptiſm, which S. Peter ſaith, ſaveth us, as you have ſeen? And S. Paul to Timothy. 1 Tim. VI. 12. 13. Fight the good fight of Faith, lay hold of eternall life, to which alſo thou waſt called, and madeſt a good profeſſion before many witneſſes. I charge thee before God that quickeneth all things, and Chriſt Jeſus that witneſſed the good Profeſſion under Pontius Pi­late, that thou keep the command unſpotted and blameleſſe, unto the appearing of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. What profeſſion was it that our Lord died to witneſſe, but, that he was ordained by God, the King of them whom he was ſent with the Goſpel to ſave? in regard whereof he is called by the Apoſtle Hebr. III. 2. the Apoſtle and High-Prieſt of our Profeſſion; Becauſe he bore the Croſſe afore us, to witneſſe that righteous cauſe▪ which we are to maintain by bearing the ſame. And what is that profeſſion which Timothy made afore many wit­neſſes, but that of bearing Chriſts croſs when he was baptized? And what is the commandement which he is charged to keep unſpotted and blameleſſe, but that Chriſtianity which he became charged with at his Baptiſm? Wherefore when S. John alledgeth an Unction from the Holy one, even our Lord Chriſt, [Page] which teacheth Chriſtians all things, ſo that they need not be taught to avoid the Hereſies of that time, becauſe they knew the truth; hut withall chargeth them to abide in that which they had learned from the beginning, and in that Unction which teacheth them all things: He ſheweth us manifeſtly, that the Unction of the Holy Ghoſt is granted by our Lord Chriſt to teach us all things which we have learned; To wit, that we be not ſeduced from that which we have learned from the beginning of our Chriſtianity. Now, as it hath ap­peared, that this Chriſtianity was then learned and acknowledged in order to Baptiſm, ſo likewiſe, that the gift of the Holy Ghoſt dependeth upon the ſame. Otherwiſe, what ſhall we ſay to S. Peter aſcribing remiſſion of ſins to Baptiſm, Acts 11. 38? What ſhall we ſay to Ananias exhorting S. Paul, Acts XXII. 16. Ariſe and be baptized, and waſh away thy ſins, calling on the name of the Lord? What ſhall we ſay to S. Paul, affirming that, as many as have been baptized into Chriſt have put on Chriſt. Gal. III. 27. and that thoſe that are baptized into Chriſt, are baptized into his death, Rom. VI. 4. Which is to ſay, that God on his part granteth them power to perform that which they on their part profeſſe to undertake? And again Eph. V. 25, 26. Chriſt gave himſelfe for his Church, that he might ſanctifie it, by cleanſing it with the laver of water through the Word. And again, Titus III. 5, 6. Not by works of righteouſneſſe which we had done, but according to his mercy he ſaved us, by the laver of rege­neration and renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, which he powred upon us plentifully, through our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt. And the Apoſtle to the Hebrews X. 21, 22. Let us draw near with a true heart in full aſſurance of faith, having our hearts cleanſed from evil conſcience, and our bodies waſhed with pure water, let us hold faſt the profeſſion of faith, without declining from it. what ſtarting hole is here left for him that had a mind to prefer his own prejudices before the Word of God, to avoid the evidence of theſe teſtimonies, for the con­currence of Baptiſm to the qualifying of a Chriſtian for the promiſes of the Goſpel? What room is there left, ſo to interpret and underſtand Juſtifica­tification by Faith alone, or the nature of that Faith which alone juſtifieth, that a man may be thought to be ingrafted into Chriſt by a living faith, before and without being baptized? He that admitteth S. Peters diſtinction ſhall not need to marvel, that God ſhould appoint the cleanſing of the ſoul to depend upon the waſhing of the body, ſeeing the profeſſion of true Chriſtianity, ob­liging him that is baptized both to God and to his Church (the power of bap­tizing into which is the power of remitting ſins by the keys of the Church, as I proved in due place) by the ſame appointment annexed to the ſame. And upon this ground it is that S. Paul ſays, 1 Tim. V. 8. that he who provides not for his own, eſpecially for his Family, hath denied the Faith, and is worſe than an Infidel. Becauſe that Chriſtianity to which he is tied by his baptiſm obliges him to it. And the Apoſtles Jude 4. 2. Pet. II. II. affirm, that the Gnoſticks did deny the Lord Jeſus Chriſt that bought them: who certainly renounced not the profeſſion of Chriſtians which they counterfeited, but lived not according to it. Whereupon we read in S. Paul of thoſe that retain a faſhion of godlineſſe, but deny the power of it, 2 Tim. III. 5. And that profeſſe to know God (doubt­leſſe as Chriſtians, if of Titus his charge) but deny it by their works, Titus I. 16.

CHAP. III. The exhortations of the Apoſtles, that are drawn from the patterns of the Old Teſtament, ſuppoſe the ſame. How the Sacraments of the Old and New Teſtament are the ſame, how not the ſame. How the New Teſtament and the New Covenant are both one. The free-will of man acteth the ſame part in dealing about the New-Covenant, as about the Old. The Gospel a Law.
[Page]
BEſides all this, I argue the ſame from the Old Teſtament, as the paſſages of it are imployed and expounded by our Lord and his Apoſtles in the New. S. Paul inforceth the obſerving and fulfilling of our Chriſtian profeſſion, ſpecially not to communicate in the worſhip of Idols, thus: 1 Cor. X. 6. 11. Theſe things came to paſſe for patterns to us, that we ſhould not luſt for evil things, as they alſo luſted: Nor be Idolaters, as ſome of them; As it is writ­ten; The people ſat down to eat and drink and roſe up to play. Nor go a whoring, as ſome of them did, and fell in one day three and twenty thouſand. Nor tempt Chriſt, as ſome of them alſo tempted, and were deſtroyed by Serpents. Nor mur­mur, as ſome of them alſo murmured, and were deſtroyed by the deſtroyer. Now all theſe things happenned to them for figures, and are written for our warning, on whom the ends of the world are come. If theſe things fell out to the Fathers, that they might be figures for Chriſtians, and that they were puniſhed for tranſgreſſing the Covenant which they had made with God, is it not manifeſt, that the puniſhments which the Apoſtle threatneth Chriſtians with, muſt come, for tranſgreſſing the ſecond Covenant of Grace, which the Goſpel introduceth (conſider again the Apoſtles argument Hebr. III. 7-13. Wherefore, as the Holy Ghoſt ſaith, to day if ye will hear his voice, harden not your hearts, as at the pro­vocation, in the day of temptation in the wilderneſſe, where your Fathers tempted me, proved me, and ſaw my works forty years, wherefore I was wroth with that generation, and ſaid, They always erre in heart, and know not my wayes, So that I have ſworn in my wrath, that they ſhall not enter into my reſt. take heed, brethren, that there be not in any of you an evil heart of unbeliefe, in departing from the living God: But exhort one another every day, while it is called to day that none of you be hardned with the deceit of ſin. It is manifeſt, that his intent is, to warn them of the crime of Apoſtaſie, in renouncing Chriſtianity, for the perſecutions which the Jewes then followed them with, as the whole Epiſtle witneſſeth, and here the very terms of an evil heart of unbelief, in departing from the living God, do evidence. And therefore in the end of the Chapter; Who did he ſwear ſhould not enter into his reſt, but thoſe that were diſobedient? And we ſee they could not enter for unbelief.  [...], thoſe that were diſ­obedient to Gods Law, which they had plighted their Faith to keep, could not enter into his reſt of the Land of Promiſe,  [...], for unbelief, or unfaith­fulneſſe whether you will. Therefore they that depart from God, having un­dertaken the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, ſhall not enter into his everlaſting reſt of the Kingdome of Heaven, whether for unbelief, or unfaithfulneſſe, For, as they are diſloyall to their Promiſe, ſo, by Apoſtaſie, they fall into the condition of Infidels. Can this Argument proceed upon any other terms? And, proceeding upon theſe, doth it not ſuppoſe an ingagement claiming loyalty? Is not the reſt of Chriſtians, which he mentioneth, as clearly the Kingdom of Heaven, as the reſt whereof the Pſalm ſpeaks was the Land of promiſe? wherefore he inferreth upon the words quoted; For we are become partakers of Chriſt, if we hold the ground of our confidence, or the principle of our expectation firm to the end. The ground of a Chriſtians confidence, or, that from whence his expectation of the promiſe commences, which he cals  [...], being nothing elſe but the condition which he undertaketh, upon ſuppoſition of Gods promiſe. Wherefore S. Paul thus inferreth the warning [Page] afore rehearſed, 1 Cor. X 1.-5. Now I would not have you ignorant. Bre­thren, that our Fathers were all under the Cloud, and all paſſed through the Sea, and all were baptized into Moſes, in the Cloud, and in the Sea, and all ate the ſame ſpirituall meat, and drank the ſame ſpirituall drink. For, they drank of the ſpirituall Rock that followed them: now the Rock was Chriſt. But with moſt of them God was not well pleaſed; For they were felled in the Wilderneſſe. Did you ever read in the Old Teſtament that the Iſraelites were baptized, becauſe they paſſed the Sea, under the Cloud, without a drop of water to wet them with? But, this we read, that God, by Moſes, had delivered them, and thereupon they agree to leave Aegypt under his conduct. Hereupon infucs the drowning of their enemies in the red Sea, while they are protected thereby, with the Cloud alſo over their heads. This therefore was the beginning of that Peoples ingagement to God, under the conduct of Moſes; Which though by & by they departed from at Marah, and elſewhere, mutiny­ing againſt Moſes, yet being reconciled to God by his patience and goodneſs in fulfilling their deſires, they alſo tooke upon themſelves to obey him, and to keep the the Sabbath, Exod. XV. 25, 26. XVI. 27, 28, 29. Untill being come to Monnt Sinai, they received the Decalogue, and afterward the whole Law, as it was renewed by Moſes a little before his death, though, in effect, they had ſubmitted to whatſoever ſhould be required in Gods name by Moſes, when they paſſed the red Sea, under his conduct. Only it is to be obſerved, that the Covenant of Circumciſion, which God had made with Abraham, when he gave him the Land of Promiſe, remained for their Title to it, when the promiſe thereof became limited by the Law; Which limitation, becauſe they ſubmitted to by leaving Aegypt under the conduct of Moſes, and, being ſhadowed by the Cloud, ſaw their enemies drowned in the red Sea, therefore are they elegantly ſaid by S. Paul, to be baptized into Moſes, in the Cloud, and in the Sea. For if, being redeemed from the Aegypt of this world, we undertake to leave it under the conduct of our Lord Chriſt; If, hereupon, our ſins be drowned in the waters of Baptiſm; Were not they baptized in the ſame ſenſe, as we paſſe the red Sea at our comming out of Aegypt? But both upon ſuppoſition of the correſpondence between the two Teſtaments, without which, all this ar­gument could neither have force nor reliſh. And therefore I cannot but ad­mire, to ſee men learned in the Scriptures to maintain by this place, that the Sacraments of the Old Teſtament are the ſame with the Sacraments of the New; Not diſtinguiſhing, whether immediatly, or by way of correſpondence. For, if you make the Kingdom of Heaven and the Land of Promiſe all a thing, then is Baptiſm, and the paſſage of the red Sea all one. But then, it will be all one to believe in Chriſt, and to ſubmit to his conduct to Paradiſe, as to be­lieve in Moſes, (as the Iſraelites did hereupon, Exod. XIV. 31.) and to put themſelves under his conduct to the Land of Promiſe; Which is my Argument. But if, ſetting aſide the correſpondence, you make their ingagement to God under Moſes for obtaining the Land of promiſe, one thing, and our ingage­ment to God under Chriſt, another; Certainly, the immediate aſſurance of this, and the immediate aſſurance of that, (which by means of the correſpon­dence becoms alſo the aſſurance of this) are ſeverall things. And, if there be, between the Old and New Covenant, that correſpondence, which makes that the figure of this, they may as well be ſaid to be one and the ſame, (and, by conſequence, the Sacraments of them) as a mans Picture is called by his name, when, ſeeing the Pictures of our Princes, for example, we ſay, This is H. the eight, and this Queen Elizabeth. But to ſay, that the Sacraments of the Old Law do immediately figure or aſſure the ſame thing, which the Sacraments of the Goſpel do, is the ſame thing as to ſay, the reſt of the Land of Promiſe, and the everlaſting reſt of the Kingdom of Heaven are both one and the ſame. Let us now ſee, by what right, that is, upon what ground S. Paul argues that, concerning the Goſpel, from the words of Moſes, Deut. XIII. 11.-14. which is manifeſtly ſaid by him concerning the Law; Rom. X. 6.-10. The righteouſneſſe that is of Faith ſaith thus: Say not in thine heart; who will [Page]aſcend into Heaven? To wit, to bring down Chriſt: Or, who will go down into the deep? To wit, to bring up Chriſt from the dead: But what ſaith it? The Word is near thee, in thy mouth, and in thy heart. That is, the word of Faith which we Preach; That if thou ſhalt confeſſe with thy mouth the Lord Jeſus, and believe with thy heart, that God raiſed him from the dead, thou ſhalt be ſaved. For with the heart a man believes to righteouſneſſe, and with the mouth confeſſion is made to ſalvation. The argument is this; If Moſes duly warn the Iſraelites, that they have no excuſe for not obeying the Law which he had put, as it were, in their mouths, and into their hearts, ſo plainly had he taught it them: then cannot thoſe that hear the Apoſtles Preach the Goſpel excuſe themſelves in not obeying it, being ſo plainly ſhewed; That, if they profeſſe Chriſt with their mouths, believing with the heart, that God raiſed him from the dead, they ſhould be ſaved; That this word of Faith is put, as it were, in their mouths, and in their hearts. Can this be made good to be Moſes his meaning, not ſuppoſing that the Spirit of God intended the Goſpel by the Law? Or can it be denied ſo to be, ſuppoſing it? If therefore the profeſſion of an Iſraelite tie him to the Law of God, given the Jews, ſhall not the profeſſion of a Chriſtian tie him to the Law of God, given the Jews, ſhall not the profeſſion of a Chriſtian tie him to the Law of God given the Chriſtians? Shall not the profeſſing of Chriſt, which the Apoſtle ſpeaks of, be the undertaking of it? For S. Paul, by ſaying, that they were baptized into Moſes under the Cloud and in the Sea, plainly ſheweth, that, as their undertaking to march under the conduct of Moſes towards the Land of Promiſe through the red Sea, was rewarded by God with the drowning of their enemies, and the overſhadowing of the Cloud: So our undertaking to follow Chriſt towards that Kingdom, which he obtained by his Croſſe, is rewarded with the extinguiſhing of ſin and the refreſhing of the Holy Ghoſt, in our travel to the world to come. And therefore, the ingagement of the ſecond Covenant being inacted and ſettled upon us, by the Sacrament of Baptiſm, the promiſes of the Covenant muſt needs depend upon the ſame.
What elſe ſhall the name of a New Covenant, or a New teſtament ſignifie, if we will not have them to ſignifie nothing? Some man perhaps may marvel whence it comes, that the agreement between God and his ancient People be­ing alwaies repreſented in the Old Teſtament, in the nature and terms of a Covenant, the New is, by the Apoſtle, proved to have the nature of the laſt Will and Teſſament of our Lord Chriſt, Hebr. IX. 16, 17. But, if this Teſta­ment be alſo a Covenant, (as the ſame Apoſtle ſaith, Hebr. VIII. 9. He hath obtained a more excellent Miniſtery, by how much he is the Mediator of a better Covenant, which is inacted upon better promiſes) there will be no cauſe to mar­vell. The Greek word  [...], in ordinary Greek, ſignifies no more, than a mans laſt Will and Teſtament; But, in the uſe of the Jews that ſpoke Greek, ſuch as are the Apoſtles, the tranſlators of the Old Teſtament into Greek, and others, it figniſies alſo a Covenant. If further it pleaſed God, that our Lord Chriſt ſhould die, to aſſure us of everlaſting life on his part, which thereby he purchaſed, obliging God on his part to give it to thoſe that ſhall be found qualified for it, well may the Apoſtle affirm, that it is the laſt Will and Teſtament of him who died to make it irrevocable; (becauſe mens Wills are not ſo till death) But it containeth nevertheleſs a Covenant, becauſe men become not Sons of God by birth, but by choice, accepting the adoption which is tendred, being alſo their New-birth. Whereupon it follows, Hebr. IX. 18. Whence, neither the firſt was dedicated without bloud. Making the firſt Covenant a Teſtament alſo, becauſe the ſacrifices which it was dedicated with, ſignified the death of Chriſt, whoſe Teſtament the New Covenant is. Now every Covenant, every Contract whatſoever is a Law, which the parties in­tercbangeably tie themſelvs to, being free before: Neither can it be a Cove­nant that impoſeth nothing upon one of the parties. I know; the promiſe of God, not to deſtroy the World any more by water, is called many times, his Covenant, and the Rain-bow the ſign of it, Gen. IX. 9.- 17. whence it may be argued, that nothing hinders a Covenant to be no more then a bare Promiſe. [Page] And truly it is properly  [...], that is, a dispoſition, though by free promiſe, it is  [...], or a choice, according to them that will have that to be the ori­ginall of the Word. He that would be contentious, might have ground to diſpute, that this promiſe of God was not without a condition annexed unto it. For the tradition of the Jews is now generally received by men of Learning [...] that God gave Noah and his Sons ſeven Precepts to obſerve, which were viſi­ble during the time that his People lived in the Land of Promiſe, as being the condition, upon the undertaking whereof, ſtrangers were protected by Gods Law among them. Which if it be true, it can no way ſeem unreaſonable to ſay, that the undertaking of theſe precepts was the condition, upon which it plea­ſed God to ſecure them from the waters of another deluge: reſerving him­ſelf nevertheleſſe the liberty of deſtroying the world by fire, when that Cove­nant which was to ſucceed this, and all the additions to it, under Abraham or Moſes, ſhould have wrought the effect for which it was tendred, in the ſalvation of Mankind. And thus it might be ſaid, that the name of a Covenant is properly attributed to this promiſe, becauſe of the condition annexed, though not remembred in the Scripture. But, ſeeing the word Covenant is manifeſtly uſed in the Scripture, to ſignifie a decree of God, or the declara­tion of it, as when it ſpeaks of Gods Covenant with the day and the night; I ſhall not need to ground my ſelfe upon any ſuch nicety as this, provided and underſtood alwaies, that the annexing of a condition neceſſarily determines and limits it to ſignifie a Contract, not a bare decree or promiſe. Which eaſily appeareth in the Covenants whereof we ſpeak, becauſe they are treated. For, to induce a man to imbrace a promiſe, which, being of advantage brings no burthen within it, is not for the wiſdome of God to ſend his Son to do, be­cauſe none but a mad man can refuſe it. But, where God ſends his Son to tender mankind terms of reconcilement, where he ſuffers death, to undergo and execute his Commiſſion, where he ſends his Diſciples, authorized by the evidence which his Spirit gives, that he ſent them, but obliged to undergo death in teſtimony of the ſame; There, I ſuppoſe, there is ſuch a condition an­nexed, which, they that have reaſon to be ſatisfied of the truth of the meſ­ſage, may doubt, whether to make themſelves parties to, by imbracing the profeſſion of it.
Hear the Apoſtle 2 Cor. V. 18, 19, 20. All is of God that hath reconciled us to himſelfe by Jeſus Chriſt, and given us the Miniſtery of reconcilement: As, that God was about reconciling the World to himſelfe by Chriſt, not imputing to them their tranſgreſſion. and placing in us the Miniſtery of reconcilement. We are therefore Ambaſſadors in Chriſts ſtead; As if God did exbort by us; In Chriſts ſtead we beſeech you, be reconciled to God. If all that is ſaid in the Bible, of the ſecond and New Teſtament, or Covenant of Grace, imported no more, but a bare promiſe, was mankind ſo void of reaſon, as to need all this, to perſwade him to imbrace his own happineſs tendred without any reputed diſad­vantage? For though, to forſake the world and our ſelves be really an ad­vantage to the moſt noble parts of humane nature; yet, becauſe that is not ſeen but by Faith, not imbraced without diſadvantage, in regard of the preſent world, that which is really a difficulty to the imbracing of Chriſtianity, I admit, as in the reputation of them to whom the Goſpel is preached, to be a diſadvantage. And therefore, with them to whom the Goſpel is preached, the caſe is the ſame as with Cain, when God ſaid to him, Gen. IV. 5. If thou doſt well ſhalt thou not be accepted? but if thou doſt not well, ſin lieth at the door: As with the Iſraelites, when God ſaid to them Deut. XXX. 15. Behold, I have ſet before thee this day life and good, and death and evil: Whereas I command thee this day to love the Lord thy God, to walk in his wayes, and to keep his com­mandements, and ſtatutes, and judgements, and thou ſhalt live, and increaſe, and the Lord thy God ſhall bleſſe thee in the Land whither thou goeſt in to poſſeſſe it; In fine, as with them to whom it is ſaid, Eccleſiaſticus XV. 14,- 17. He made man from the beginning, and left him in the hand of his own Counſel; Keep the Commandements and faith, if thou wilt; To do things acceptable to him. [Page]He hath ſet before thee fire and water, ſtretch forth thy hand to whether thou wilt. Life and death is before man, and that ſhall be given him which he liketh. That is to ſay; ſo manifeſt as it is, that God, when he tendred the Law to the Iſrae­lites, tendred them their choice, whether they would undertake to live accor­ding to it, upon condition of obtaining the promiſes tendred with it; So evi­dent is it, that God, tendring the Goſpel in the ſame terms, to all that are invited to undertake Chriſtianity, tendreth it upon condition of living ac­cording to it. And therefore, that, as well in matter of Chriſtianity (in the imbrac [...]ng or rejecting, in performing or failing of it) the choice of free will is evidently ſeen and exerciſed in, as any thing elſe wherein one man contracts with another; The nature and conſideration of a Covenant holding as fully in this, as in humane contracts.
Which if it be true, we muſt not be nice in allowing the Goſpel of Chriſt; the name & nature of a Law, thogh the name of the Law (being already poſſeſſed by the Law of Moſes) when it is put with ſome addition incompetent to the Law of Moſes, cannot be underſtood of any thing elſe. For, if every contract be a Law to the parties ſo ſoon as it is inacted, then can it not be denied, that the Covenant of Grace is a Law to them that ingage in it, unleſs we would have God tied by his promiſe, and Chriſtians free from any obligation, yet nevertheleſs inti­tled to the ſame. For, what is a Law, but the condition, by obſerving whereof, every man maintains his eſtate in the Commonwealth whereof he is? Which, he that would not have Chriſtianity to be, in regard of the world to come, what would he have Chriſtians to be but Libertines and Rebels? True it is, God impoſeth it not, as upon his ſubjects; but tendreth it as to his rebels, for the condition upon which they may become his ſubjects inſtead of his rebels; And that is a juſt reaſon why it is called a Covenant, rather than a Law; And that reaſon juſtly reproves the Leviathans imagination, that it can oblige neither more nor leſs than the Law of Nature. For, being poſitive, as tendred by the meer will of God, and upon what terms he pleaſed, (as the Precepts thereof, which are Gods Laws to his Church, and the inſtitution of the Church it ſelfe is meerly poſitive) there is no reaſon at all to preſume, that the moral Precepts which are in force under it are bounded by the Law of Nature. Though, whether it be ſo or not, I undertake not here to determine. But, we know what S. Paul ſaith, Rom. III. 27. Where is boaſting? It is ſhut out. By what Law? Not by the Law of works, but by the Law of Faith; That is, by the Goſpel, which requireth that Faith, of which, I am inquiring wherein it conſiſts, for the condition of obtaining the promiſes which it ten­dreth. And S. James 11. 8. 12. If ye fulfill the Royall Law, which ſaith; Thou ſhalt love thy neighbour as thy ſelf, ye do well. And, So ſpeak ye, and ſo do ye, as being to be judged by the Law of Libertie. For, the liberty of being Gods ſub­jects, and under Gods royall Law, the Goſpel giveth. Neither is S. Paul otherwiſe to be underſtood, when he ſaith, Rom. VIII. 2. The Law of the Spirit of Life which is in Chriſt Jeſus hath freed me from the Law of ſin and of death; The imbracing of the Goſpel being the Law, that is, the condition, upon which we become partakers of the Holy Ghoſt, free from ſin and from death. And truly, I cannot but pity the blindneſs of error, ſo oft as I remem­ber, that I have heard Antinomians alledge the words of the Prophet Jer. XXXI. 31,-34. quoted by the Apoſtle to ſhow the difference between the firſt and ſecond Covenant, Heb. VIII. 8,-11. Behold, the dayes come, ſaith the Lord, that I will ſettle with the houſe of Iſrael, and the houſe of Judah a new Covenant, not according to the Covenant that I made with their Fathers, when I tooke them by the hand, and brought them out of the Land of Aegypt, (for they abode not in my Covenant, and I neglested them, ſaith the Lord) For, this is the Covenant which I will make with the houſe of Iſrael, after thoſe dayes, ſaith the Lord; Putting my Laws into their mind, I will alſo write them upon their hearts, and I will be to them for their God, and t [...]ey to me for my people. Nei­ther ſhall they teach every man his neighbour, and every man his Brother, ſaying; Know the Lord; For, they ſhall all know me, from the leaſt of them to the greateſt; [Page] I ſay I cannot but pity them, that, upon theſe words ground themſelves, that the Covenant of Grace is a meer free promiſe, not onely freely made, for ſo I ſay it is free, (for what but Gods goodneſs moved him to tender it?) but freely, without condition contracted for at their hands. For, cannot God by his Prophet, foretell the effect of the Covenant of Grace, but he muſt be preſumed, to ſet down the terms of it? And, if he expreſs them not there, is he the leſs free to demand them when he tenders them? Eſpecially, the Cove­nant it ſelf being to remain a ſecret. till Gods time to reveal it? I ſay then, that this Propheſie hath taken full effect in the lives of thoſe, who, ſubmitting themſelves to the terms of Chriſtianity, have received of God the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, to underſtand their profeſſion, that they might live according to it; But, that this gift of the Holy Ghoſt, that is to ſay, the habituall aſſiſtance thereof, neither was due, nor beſtowed, but upon ſuppoſition of Chnſtianity profeſſed by baptiſme, which God, by our Lord Chriſt hath revealed, to be the condition which he requireth of them that will injoy the ſame.

CHAP. IV. The conſent of the whole Church evidenced by the cuſtome of chatechiſing. By the opinion thereof concerning the ſalvation of thoſe that delayed their Baptiſm. By the rites and Ceremonies of Baptiſm. Why no penance for ſins before, but after Baptiſm. The doctrine of the Church of England evident in this caſe.
BUT I am now come to the argument, that is to be drawn from the pra­ctiſe of the univerſall Church, to my purpoſe. And truly, he that ſhall conſider, for what reaſon, the Apoſtles ſhould require thoſe whom they had converted, to be baptized, will find himſelfe intangled in rendring it, unleſs he ſettle the ground of it upon the obligation of profeſſing true Chriſtianity: And the effect of it, in admitting to the unity of the Church, which may require the performance, and maintain the exerciſe of it. And the conſequence thereof, they that are, or ſhall be imployed by the Church, to preach to un­believers, will find to be ſuch, that either they muſt inſiſt upon the terms which I hold with them, or, they ſhall make them but aequivocall Chriſtians; That is, ſuch as may wear the Croſs of Chriſt, to man for a cognizance, but not in the obligation of their hearts to God, rather to ſuffer death, than, either to profeſs or act againſt that which he hath taught. The next point, in the viſible practice of the Catholick Church, is the cuſtome of catechizing: The circumſtances whereof, for time and manner, though no man can mantain to have been the ſame in all Churches, yet it may be argued, to have been ge­nerally a time of triall, for them that had been wonne to believe the truth of Chriſtianity how they were likely to apply themſelves to live like Chriſtians, and what aſſurance or preſumption the Church might conceive, that they would not betray the profeſſion thereof. And therfore I appeal to the common ſenſe of all men, whether they that exerciſed this courſe did not admit men to Chriſtianity and baptiſm, upon the condition of profeſſing and undertaking ſo to do. Beſides thoſe things which I alledged in the firſt Book, in the Con­ſtitutions of the Apoſtles, in the moſt ancient Canons of the Church, and ge­nerally in all Church writers we read of Miſſa Catechumenorum, and Miſſa fidelium; In Engliſh, the diſmiſſion of Scholars, and the diſmiſſion of Believers: Becauſe, during the Pſalms, & during the reading of the Scriptures, & expoun­ding the ſame, reaſon was that learners ſhould be preſent, as well for their inſtruction in Chriſtianity, as for diſcharge of their  [...]uty, in the praiſes of God, and prayers to God: Though, the ſame prayers were not to be offered to God for Learners, as for believers, but they were to be diſmiſſed with pe­culiar prayers of the Church for their particular eſtate, ſuch as yet are extant [Page] in the ancient Offices of the Church. I ſay there was reaſon for theſe orders, ſuppoſing that Scholars were to be admitted Chriſtians upon this preſumption; Otherwiſe none. And, hence it commeth, that the aſſembly of the Church, being firſt by a Synecdoche called in Latine Miſſa, from the diſmiſſing of it which it ends with, (as in Greek  [...], in Latine Collecta, for the aſſem­bling of it) the word Miſſa Latine, as  [...] in Greek, is now come to ſignifie the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, (which came after the diſmiſſing of Learners, but went afore the diſmiſſing of believers) being the principall office for which the Aſſemblies of the Church were held. But I will remit thoſe that would underſtand the weight of this argument, to that which they may read in Clemens his Poedagogus, where they ſhall find the converſation which the Church required of thoſe who profeſſed to be Scholars of Chriſtianity, and to ſtand for baptiſm, deſcribed in all the parts of it. Perhaps ſomewhat in the way of Plato his Common-wealth, or Xenophons education of Cyrus, expreſ­ſing many times what ſhould be, rather than what was: But ſtill, what the Church, on the behalfe of God, required at their hands, till being come to the end of the book, he who had approved himſelfe by his converſation likely to make a good Chriſtian, is, in the end of it, inducted by the Chatechiſt into the Church, to demand that baptiſm, which, by this time, he hath learned what it charges him with. And if this be not argument enough, what the Church in Gods behalfe demands of them that would be Chriſtians, it will be in vain to apply reaſon, to argue any thing that is queſtionable.
For it is viſible, that the time of any mans continuing Catechumenus, or a Probationer in Chriſtianity, was required upon no other ground, nor to any other purpoſe, but that the Church might be reaſonably or legally (that is, according to cuſtome) aſſured, that the party pretending to baptiſm was really reſolved to ſtand to that, which Chriſtianity ſhould require at his hands. This, the converſation of ſeverall years for triall, the frequenting of Gods ſer­vice in the Church, the hatred which he needs muſt undergo from the enemies of the Church, Jewes and Gentiles, muſt needs ſignifie, ſuppoſing Chriſtians to be reaſonable people. But that exception which I alledged out of the Con­ſtitutions moſt clearly: That if any mans zeal to Chriſtianity ſhould be found ſo fervent, that there was no reaſon to ſuſpect his ſincerity, then the regular time of continuing in the ſtate and rank of Catechumenus, or a Scholar of Chriſtianity, might be abridged by the Church. For this is the ſame confide­ration, which takes place, in many penitentiall Canons of the Church after­wards: That if any man ſhould demonſtrate that zeal and eagerneſs, in de­teſting the offences through which he had failed, which might ground a confi­dence of his ſincerity for the future, the regular time of his Penance, might be abridged. The ground whereof is to be ſeen in the example of S. Paul, abating the rigor of his cenſure, upon the inceſtuous perſon at Corinth, though not only in conſideration of the perſons own zeal, but of the Churches ſubmiſ­ſion, to acknowledge themſelves parties to his crime, for bearing him out againſt the cenſure due to it before. And this indulgence, conſiſting in the relea­ſing or abating of regular penance, is without all queſſion, according to the will and word of God.
Conſider further another cuſtome of the Church, during this primitive eſtate. Many men that were convicted in their judgements of the truth of Chriſtianity, finding d [...]fficulty in undergoing the Croſſe of Chriſt, and perſe­cution for Chriſtianity, at leaſt, willing to avoid it, though they went ſo far as to profeſſe themſelves Probationers in Chriſtianity, yet went not ſo far as to pretend to Baptiſm, leaſt, by being admitted to it, they ſhould make themſelves liable to perſecution as Chriſtians. Theſe men, if any thing fell out to make themſelves liable to perſecution as Chriſtians. Theſe men, if any thing fell out to make them think their lives to be in danger, would, neverthe­leſs, deſire to be baptized in their beds of ſickneſs. Neither did the Church make any queſtion of granting it, preſuming that thoſe, who, by the hand of God had been driven to demand it, would prove true to that, which, by [Page] ſuch an exigent they had been driven to ſeek. Nevertheleſs, theſe are thoſe Clinic [...]. whom we read of in the ancient Records of the Church, of whoſe ſal­vation though there were that preſumption, in regard whereof they were ad­mitted to baptiſm, yet not without ſome ſcruple. Upon what account? Not becauſe they were not ſo well drenched with water, being baptized in their beds, as others: But becauſe their reſolution, to abide by the Chriſtianity which they profeſſed at their baptiſme, was counted more queſtionable than theirs, who had frankly without reſervation, abandoned themſelves to it. Tertullian in his Book De Bapt. cap. XIX. argues, that none ſhould make haſt to Baptiſm, that are not provided of that reſolution, which the per­formance of that which they undertake by it requires. And, upon this account, he adviſes to delay the baptiſm of Infants to mans eſtate, nay, of ſingle per­ſons, becauſe of the temptations to which they are ſubject, till they reſolve to ſerve God, either in the ſtate of virginity and widowhood, or of wedlock. What the conſequence hereof is, in the matter of baptizing Infants, his reaſon muſt determine. And that ſufficiently appears to be, upon the profeſſion which Baptiſm undertaketh; For, that which he apprehendeth is, that, not ha­ving well underſtood and digeſted what it is they undertake, they ſhould fail in making it good. And truly let any man tell me, why there ſhould be ſo much doubt made of the ſalvation of thoſe that died before baptiſm in the an­cient Church, notwithſtanding that they had profeſſed, not only to believe the truth of Chriſtianity, but alſo, that they intended to undertake the pro­feſſion of it, and were indeed of the rank of Catechumeni, Scholars or Proba­tioners in it? For it is manifeſt, that, aſter perſecution was ceaſed, there were many and many, who, profeſſing Chriſtianity, forbore nevertheleſſe to be baptized, ſometimes many years, ſometimes till death. (as we ſee by the great Conſtantine, who having profeſſed ſo long before the beliefe of Chriſtia­nity, was not baptized, nevertheleſſe, till a while before his death) ſometimes therefore were prevented by death, and died unbaptized, of whoſe ſalvation there was ſome difficulty made in conceiving full aſſurance, as it appears by the arguments, wherewith S. Ambroſe comforts himſelfe in the caſe of the Emperour Valentiniane, and his brother Satyrus. Not that there could re­main any doubt in the ſalvation of thoſe, who, having reſolved to undertake and profeſs Chriſtianity, by being baptized, ſhould be intercepted and cut off by inevitable caſualties of mortality, not procured by thoſe delayes, which the want of zeal in that reſolution had brought to paſs: For, it is clear, that thoſe who ſuffered death in the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, left no doubt in the mind of any Chriſtian, whether they ſhould be ſaved or not, ſuffering for Chriſt before they were baptized. But becauſe thoſe who might have had means and opportunity to be baptized, at ſuch times, and upon ſuch occaſions as the rules and cuſtomes of the Church furniſhed, by neglecting the ſame, miniſtred ſome ground to preſume, that they had not in them that reſolution to undergo the Croſſe of Chriſt (in, and for the performance of that which baptiſin under­takes) in conſideration whereof he grants thoſe promiſes which his Goſpel proclaimeth. And, having ſaid this, I conceive, I need ſay no more, to ſhow the neceſſity of Baptiſm, according to the doctrine and practiſe of the whole Church, which I proved afore by the Scriptures. For, if thoſe who profeſſed to believe Chriſtianity, and had reſolved to enter into that eſtate and life which it required, came under a doubtfull repute, as to their ſalvation, among Chriſtians, where they were intercepted by death before they were Chriſtened by baptiſm; well may the unavoydable caſualties of mortality diſpenſe in the neceſſity of an act, the means whereof may depend upon ſome­thing elſe beſide his will that wants it; But it appears therefore a neceſſary in­gredient, in the condition which qualifies for the promiſes of the Goſpel, when the deſire of having it. if it were poſſible, appears abſolutely undiſpenſa­ble. And this ſhall ſave me the labour of producing the teſtimonies of Church Writers, to evidence the ſenſe thereof in all ages. For the ſenſe of the Church cannot be ſo effectually evidenced, by the ſayings of particular perſons, of [Page] what authority ſoever in their own Churches, as it is evident by the cuſtoms really in force, which it appeareth, that particular perſons held themſelves obliged to follow. And therefore to the opinions preſently on foot; Of the Socinians: That baptiſme was neceſſary under the Apoſtles, to profeſs that purity of life which Chriſtianity promiſeth, when men were converted from Jews or Gentiles to Chriſtians, but indifferent for thoſe that wear that profeſ­ſion, by being born and brought up under Chriſtian parents; And of ſome Enthuſiaſts among us, who think it a meer miſtake to baptize with water in­to Chriſtianity, the Baptiſm of John being the Baptiſm of water, but the Bap­tiſm of the Holy Ghoſt, the Baptiſm of Chriſt, (of which Opinions you ſhall hear more by and by) I ſay, to theſe opinions, it ſhall ſerve my turn to ſay: That, the neceſſity of the Baptiſm of Water ſtands evidenced by the ſame means, that convince the World of the truth of Chriſtianity; To wit, by the Scriptures hitherto alledged, and by the conſent of all Chriſtians. For it will be impoſſible to alledge, not only any Writer that hath been allowed and credited by the Church, but any man that hath paſs'd for a Chriſtian in the Church, that ever undertook to perſwade himſelfe, or any man elſe, to pre­ſume, that he ſhould be ſaved neglecting Baptiſm. For what reaſon and upon what ground, I leave to thoſe that ſhall neglect S. Peters diſtinction hitherto pleaded, to alledge.
As for the next point, which is the manner of baptizing, from the circum­ſtances and ceremonies of it, I ſhall but relate here what I alledged out of S. Peter in the beginning, of the ſolemn queſtions propounded of courſe to thoſe that demanded Baptiſm, whether they did believe the truth of Chriſtianity, whether they would undertake to profeſs it, and to fight againſt the fleſh, the World and the Divel, for the obſerving of it, whether he deſired to be baptized upon theſe terms? Neither ſhall I need to alledge the teſtimonies of Church-Writers, for the uſe of the ſame ceremony, which, at this day is in force in the Church of England. And, though there be thoſe that are liberall enough in cenſuring it as impertinent, now that all are baptized Infants, and though this be not the place to conſider ſuch exceptions, yet I will here take notice, how the contract thus executed concerns  [...]he ſalvation of Chriſtians, that ſo it may be judged, how it concerns the Office of Baptiſm, that, what ſo concerns the ſalvation of Chriſtians be expreſſed in it. To the ſame purpoſe I will here alledge the putting on of white robes after Baptiſin: Whereupon the Sunday after Eaſter-day is ſtill called Dominica in Albis, The Lords day in Whites, (which firſt they had put on at Eaſter when they were baptized) which cuſtome ſeemeth to have been in uſe in the Church, when S. Paul ſaid Rom. XIII. 14. Put ye on the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and make no proviſion for the fleſh, to fulfill it in the luſts thereof. And Gal. III. 27. As many as are bapti­zed into Chriſt, have put on Chriſt. And Joh. IV. 22. 24. To put off the old man, and put on the new man, which, after God, is created in righteouſneſſe and true holineſſe. And Col. 3. 10. Having put off the old man, with his actions, and put on the new man that is renewed unto knowledge, according to the image of him that made him. For all theſe expreſſions ſeem to be alluſions, to that which they ſaw done and practiſed before their eyes. But, thoſe that yield not ſo much, cannot refuſe to grant, that the cuſtome was taken up by the Church, to ſignifie the profeſſion of that which the Apoſtle injoyneth all Chriſtians, in thoſe that were baptized. The ſame thing ſignified, by ſigning thoſe that were baptized with the ſign of the Croſſe: Which S. Auguſtine expounds very well, by the cuſtome of the Roman Empire, to ſet a mark on the bodies of thoſe that were liſted Souldiers, and upon ſlaves, by which they might be known and brought back, if they ſhould run away, or depart from their co­lours. For, though the ſign of the Croſſe, made upon him that is baptized, remain not viſible upon him, yet being done publickly and ſolemnly, and, as S. Paul ſaith of Timothy, under many witneſſes, he is notwithſtanding to be challenged by it of what he undertooke. And he that obſerves this mark to be called by the ancient Church ſigillum, the ſigne or ſeal, muſt think of S. Pauls [Page] words, 2 Cor. I. 21, 22. But he that eſtabliſheth us with you into Chriſt, and anointeth us, is God, who hath alſo ſigned us, and put the earneſt of his Spirit into our hearts. And Epheſ. I. 13. In whom alſo having believed, ye were ſigned with the Holy Spirit of Promiſe. And IV. 30. Grieve not the Holy Spirit of God, by whom ye are ſigned to the day of Redemption; I ſay, he muſt think of theſe words of S. Paul, as I ſaid of thoſe, concerning the white robes of them them that were baptized; That they are either alluſions to that which men ſaw done by the appointment of the Apoſtles, or occaſions of taking up theſe cere­monies by the primitive Church. I might here argue from the cuſtom of Ʋnder­takers (which now are called, Godfathers and Godmothers) to the ſame purpoſe. For, if it were requiſite, that the Church ſhould be ſecured, by ſome of theit own body, that they who demanded Baptiſm were no counterfeits, but would ſtand to what they undertook, it ought to be an Argument, that they were to under­take that, which they give the Church ſecurity to perform. And indeed, this cu­ſtom being nothing elſe but an appertenance, or conſequence of the Interroga­tories of Baptiſm, I need ſay no more, but, that it appears thereby, what thoſe that were admitted to Baptiſm undertook, when they were to have Sureties to undertake for them, that they diſſembled not in that which they undertook.
But, in the next place, I will alledge the conſtitution of the Church, and all the authority of it; Grounded, (as by the means which I have imployed to make evidence of it appeareth) upon ſuppoſition and preſumption, that, by being baptized into the viſible communion thereof, we attain inviſible com­munion in the promiſes which the Goſpel tendreth. There are ſome that take upon them to cenſure the ancient Church, for the abuſe which I ſpoke of even now, in delaying of Baptiſm. Theſe men, if they will go alwaies by the ſame weights and meaſures, muſt call S. Paul to account, why he makes this demand, 1 Cor. V. 12, 13. What have I to do to judge thoſe, that are without? do not ye judge thoſe that are within? But thoſe that are without God ſhall judge. For, thoſe who profeſſed only to believe Chriſtianity, though obliged to learn how to behave themſelves like Chriſtians, (for with what face could they demand Baptiſm otherwiſe?) yet, to ſpeak properly, were not Chriſtians, were not of the Church. Therefore Clemens Alexandrinus in the end of his Paedagogus, bringeth in the Word, that is, our Lord Chriſt, or his Goſpel, (which he cal­leth the Paedagogue, for governing theſe Children and Novices in Chriſtianity in their way to the Church) giving up this Office to himſelfe, (as being to be­come for the future their Doctor, and Maſter, and Biſhop [...]) at their entrance into the Churcch. The paſſage is remarkable.  [...]. But it is not for me to teach theſe things further, ſaith the Paedagogue. We have need of a Doctor to expound theſe holy Oracles, and to him we muſt go. And truly it is time for me to give over my Office of Paeda­gogue, and for you to become the Doctors Hearers. He, receiving you bread with good government (having behaved themſelves well during the time of their trial) ſhall teach you theſe Oracles. And in good time here is the Church, and the onely Doctor the Bridegroom, the good mind of a good Father. Chriſt, or the Goſpel of Chriſt, is the Paedagogue that guides and governs Children in Chriſtianity, to the School, that is, to the Church, to demand baptiſm, having behaved them­ſelves well by the way, during the time of their triall. When that is done, he teaches them no more as children are taught by a Paedagogue; But, as a Maſter teaches his Scholars, ſo Chriſt thoſe that are become his Diſciples by being baptized. Therefore afterwards;  [...]. The Pae­dagogue, having ſet us in the Church, hoth recommended us to himſelfe the Word, the Doctor and Biſhop of all. And this is our Lords Commiſſion to his Apoſtles to make them Diſciples, that ſhould take up his Croſſe, by [Page] baptizing them in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; Then to teach them to obſerve all that he had given them in Charge. The ſame is the ground of Caſſanders obſervation, which is much to my purpoſe. That the Church putteth no man to penance, whatſoever his life may have been, for any thing done before Baptiſm. Zoſimus thinks he layes a great imputation upon Chriſtianity, in pretending that Conſtantine, finding no means to come clear of the bloud of his Wife Fauſta, or his Son Crispus, gave ear to Chriſtia­nity, becauſe it pretended to waſh away all ſin. That Constantine ſhould ſeek thoſe meanes which Heatheniſm pretendeth to purge ſin with, may well be thought to proceed from the malignity of the Gentiles, againſt the firſt Chri­ſtian Prince. For the reſt, not diſputing of his doings before Baptiſm, becauſe the Church judgeth not that thoſe are without, (though he profeſſed Chri­ſtianity when they were done) it would be a diſparagement to that Fountain which God hath opened for Juda and Jeruſalem, that there ſhould be any ſin which it cannot cleanſe, ſuppoſing the change ſincere, which the undertaking of Chriſtianity profeſſeth; If not, God is his Judge. But, though the Church refuſe no man Baptiſm, becauſe, profeſſing Chriſtianity, he had delayed his Baptiſm; yet, as it appeared ſufficiently, by the ſcruple that was made of the ſal­vation of thoſe that died in that eſtate, that the Church diſallowed it; ſo, when they were come into the Church, a mark of the authority of the Church was faſtened upon them, in that, thoſe that were baptized in their beds were made uncapable (by one of thoſe Canons which I ſpoke of in the firſt Book, that were in force before the Church had any Canons in writing) of being promo­ted to the Clergy. For this you ſhall find objected to Noratianus, by Cornelius in Euſebius Eccleſ. Hiſt. VII. 43. That, by the Canons, he ought not to have been promoted to any rank in the Clergy, becauſe he had been baptized in his bed of ſickneſs, having delayed his Baptiſm for fear of perſecution, till he found himſelfe in danger of death. And, though the Church put no man to penance for his life before Baptiſm, (becauſe Chriſtianity it ſelfe pretendeth a totall change in him that imbraceth it, and that the Church judgeth not, but pre­ſumeth of the truth of that change, which is pretended by him that is without, yet it faſteneth a mark of the authority which it purchaſeth upon Chriſtianity) by providing that no man, who had been ever put to penance, ſhould be pro­moted to any rank of the Clergy. The reaſon is expreſſed in thoſe words of Clemens his Epiſtle to the Corinthians, pag. 54. ſpeaking of the Apoſtles;  [...]. Preaching over Countreys and Cities, they made the Firſt­fruits of them (whom they had converted) Biſhops and Miniſters of them that ſhould believe. The learned Bloudell will have theſe Firſt-fruits to ſignifie thoſe that were firſt converted to Chriſtianity. A miſtake more ſutable to the prejudice which he had undertook to maintain, then to the reſt of his learning. For, who knoweth not that Firſt-fruits are the beſt, the floure, the cream of the whole? And, if no man that dared not to profeſſe Chriſtianity, no man that had been put to penance for failing, having profeſt it, is to be of the Clergy, you ſee why they are called the Firſt-fruits of Chriſtians. In the mean time, if the Church judge not thoſe that are without, doth it not judge thoſe that are within, according to S. Paul? Show me any thing that ever was called a Church; that is, ſhew me the time when, and the place where Chriſtianity was ever ſettled, and exerciſed according to order and rule, where, thoſe that had received Baptiſm were not under a diſcipline of penance, failing of that which they had undertaken by it. What is reformation in the Church, and what is not, is the ſubject of this preſent diſpute; therefore I cannot here grant, that which ſome of the reformation may have done, to be well done. Otherwiſe, I am ſecure; no man will choke me with naming a Church, that had no diſci­pline of penance. But that ſo it was, I refer my ſelf to that which I have ſaid in the firſt book. I demand here, what is the ground and reaſon, that ſo it muſt be? For, ſuppoſing the Keys of Gods Kingdom exerciſed in the firſt place, in limi­ting the terms upon which baptiſme is granted, not in miniſtring of it; [Page] Of neceſſity it followeth, that, in the ſecond place, it be ſeen and exerciſed, in limiting the terms, upon which, thoſe that have failed of that which they undertook at their Baptiſm, may be reſtored to the viſible communion of the Church, upon preſumption, that they are reſtored to the inviſible commu­nion of thoſe promiſes which the Goſpel tendreth. Not ſuppoſing this, there is no reaſon why it ſhould ſignifie any more than a ſcene acted upon a ſtage, as it is taken to ſignifie by thoſe who underſtand not this.
Laſtly, I will mention here the expreſſe Doctrine of the Church of England, in the beginning of the Catechiſm, declaring three things to have been under­taken, in behalfe of him that is baptized: That he ſhall forſake the Devil and all his works, the pomp and vanities of this world, and the evil deſires of the fleſh, and not to be ſeduced by him, either from believing the faith of Chriſt, or from keeping Gods Commandements. And again, in the admonition to the Sureties after Baptiſm, you muſt remember, that it is your parts and duties, to ſee that theſe Infants be taught, ſo ſoon as they ſhall be able to learn, what a ſolemn vow, promiſe and profeſſion they have made by you. For, all that come to Chriſtianity believing, what promiſes they get right to by it, and being admitted to it up­pon thoſe terms, there can remain no queſtion, upon what terms they attain the ſaid promiſes: Nor can or ought any Doctrine of that Church, to what purpoſe ſoever cautioned, be interpreted to the prejudice of that, wherein the ſalvation of all conſiſteth. But further, in the Introduction to the Office of Baptiſm: For aſmuch as all men are conceived and born in ſin, and, that our Saviour Chriſt ſaith; None can enter into the Kingdome of God, except he be regenerate and born anew of water and of the Holy Ghoſt, I beſeech you to call upon God, that theſe children may be baptized with water and the Holy Ghoſt, and received into Chriſts holy Church, and be made lively members of the ſame. Proceeding to pray; That they comming to thy holy baptiſme, may receive re­miſſion of their ſins by their ſpirituall regeneration. In the exhortation after the Goſpel; Doubt ye not therefore, but earneſtly believe, that he will likewiſe favourably receive theſe preſent Infants, that he will imbrace them with the arms of his mercie, that he will give unto them the bleſſing of eternall life, and make them partakers of his everlaſting Kingdome. Again; Ye have heard alſo, that our L. Jeſus Chriſt hath promiſed in his Gospel, to grant all theſe things that ye have praied for. And after the Sacrament; Seeing now, that theſe children be regenerate and graffed in the bodie of Chriſts congregation. And a­gain; We yield thee heartie thanks, that it hath pleaſed thee to regenerate this Infant with thy holy Spirit, to receive him for thine own child by adoption, and to incorporate him into thy holy Congregation. All this can leave no doubt of the communion of the Church of England with the whole Church, in this point, ſo nearly concerning the ſalvation of all Chriſtians.

CHAP. V. The Preaching of our Lord and his Apoſtles evidenceth, that ſome act of Mans free choice is the condition which it requireth. The correspondence betwen the Old and New Teſtament inferreth the ſame. So do the errors of Soci­nians and Antinomians concerning the neceſſity of Baptiſm. Objections deferred.
THe whole tenor of the Scripture would afford matter of Argument to in­force this conſequence; But it ſhall be enough, to have thus far pointed out the ground, upon which the meaning of the reſt is to proceed. The reaſons of this poſition, from the principles of Chriſtianity, can be no other, than thoſe which have been touched, upon occaſion of treating the paſſages of Scripture hitherto alledged. Yet to make the conſequence ſtill more evident, I will here repeat, firſt, the conſideration of Gods ſending our Lord Chriſt, to ſhow the world ſufficient motives, why they ſhould imbrace his Goſpel, as [Page] well as to teach them what it is, and wherein it conſiſteth. I will not here in­ſiſt upon any ſuppoſition, of the clear ſufficience of the Scriptures, or the ne­ceſſity of Tradition beſides the Scriptures. But I will appeal to the com­mon ſenſe of all men, to judge, whether it be within the compaſs of reaſon, that our Lord Chriſt ſhould come to preach, and to exhort men to acknow­ledge him to be come from God, and to take up his Croſs; ſhould ſhow them reaſons to believe, that all which he preached is true, that ſo they might be perſwaded willingly to follow him; Should give certain proofs of his riſing again from death, to inforce the ſame; If men have no will, no choice, no freedom to do what he requires them, or not to do it; whether, in other things, they, have it or not. The ſame to be ſaid of his Apoſtles and Diſciples, who were ſtrange Creatures, to expoſe their lives, for a Warrant of the truth of what they ſaid, if they had not willingly and freely imbraced that profeſſion themſelves, which they pretended to induce the world, with the like freedome of choice to imbrace. Thus far then we are aſſured by common ſenſe, that the condition required by the Covenant of Grace, on our part, muſt be ſome act of mans free choice, the doing whereof, at Gods demand, muſt qualifie us for thoſe promiſes which it tenders. But this is not all that may appeare to common reaſon, by the proceeding of our Lord and his Apoſtles. The prea­ching of the Goſpel-premiſes, for a ſuppoſition, upon which it proceedeth; That mankind are become enemies unto God through ſin, and ſubjects of his wrath: Propoſing therepon the termes, upon which they may be reconciled to God, and intitled preſently to, and in due time poſſeſſed of everlaſting happineſs. Suppoſe theſe terms purchaſed by the ſatisfaction of Chriſt, though not granting it, (becauſe all that call themſelves Chriſtians in the Weſt do not) is it poſſible to imagine, that they who declare all mankind to be Gods enemies for ſinne, ſhould have commiſſion to declare them heires of his King­dome, not ſuppoſing them turned from ſin to that righteouſneſſe, which ſhall be as univerſally according to Gods will, as their ſin is againſt it? As on the contrary ſuppoſing this, do you not ſuppoſe them qualified for Gods promiſes, as fitly as men overtaken in ſin can be? And is not this that which Baptiſm ſuppoſeth, when S. Peter ſaith, Acts II. 38. Repent and be baptixed every one of you, in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, unto remiſſin of ſins? The Baptiſm of John indeed was the Baptiſm of Repentance unto remiſſion of ſins, Mat, III. 11. Mark I. 4. Luke III. 3. But our Saviours theame as well as John Baptists, when they began to preach, was; Repent and believe the Gospel: Or, Repent, for the Kingdome of Heaven is at hand. Mark I. 15. Mat. III. 2. IV. 17. Therefore the Baptiſm of Chriſt, as well as the Baptiſm of John, preſuppoſeth repentance, only the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt is proper to the Baptiſm of Chriſt; becauſe that remiſſion of ſins which Johns Baptiſm gave, preſuppoſed not the Covenant of Grace inacted and publiſhed. And therefore it is no mar­vell, that the Baptiſm of John is called The Baptiſm of water, when our Lord ſaith, Acts I. 5. John indeed baptized with water, but ye ſhall be baptized with the Holy Ghoſt before many dayes. For, it will not follow any more, that therefore the Baptiſm of water is not Chriſts Baptiſm; then it will follow, the Baptiſm of John was not the Baptiſm of repentance to remiſſion of ſinnes, becauſe Chriſts Baptiſm was ſo; And, becauſe it had the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt, which Johns had not. It is then to be conſidered, that the repentance of him that hath been qualified for the Goſpel promiſes, may be only conver­ſion from ſome particular ſin, ſuppoſing one ſin of that weight as to void that title. But, the repentance of him that is wholly enemy to God, ſuch as the Goſpel declareth Jews and Gentiles to be, (as you find by S. Paul in the begin­ning of his Epiſtle to the Romans) neceſſarily ſignifieth converſion from all ſin to all righteouſneſſe. The repentance therefore of him, who, finding him­ſelfe overtaken in ſin, hath recourſe to Chriſtianity for the cure of it, being neceſſarily a motion from all ſin, the term wherein it reſteth, being Chriſtia­nity, is neceſſarily a reſolution of all righteouſneſſe for the future. Which is all that my poſition demandeth; only this, that whereas the profeſſion of [Page] this reſolution is alſo required, therefore it be not thought ſufficient, to pro­feſſe for Chriſtianity, that which every man that readeth and believeth the Scriptures may take to be Chriſtianity, but that which the Church, (being truſt­ed with the maintenance of that Rule, the profeſſion whereof is required to ſalvation by the Goſpel) hath alwayes required to be profeſſed of them, who are baptized into the Church.
And that the condition, without this particular is not complete, may further appear by aſſuming for granted that which hath here been proved by the pre­miſes, wherein I have demonſtrated, that the firſt Covenant which God by Moſes made with the Children of Iſrael, was, and was intended by God to be the figure of the ſecond Covenant, which, by our Lord Chriſt he hath eſtabliſhed, for all that will embrace it by undertaking Chriſtianity: The correſpondence between them conſiſting in this; That, as God, by the firſt, tendered them the happineſſe of the Land of Promiſe, upon condition, of go­verning themſelves according to the Law, which he gave them by Moſes; So, by the ſecond, he tenders everlaſting happineſſe in the world to come, to all thoſe, that ſhall undertake to profeſſe the faith of Chriſt, and live according to that which he hath taught. Which being no more queſtionable, then it can be queſtioned by thoſe who profeſſe themſelves Chriſtians, whether or no, the New Teſtament was intended and deſigned by the Old; Whether Moſes writ of Chriſt or not; Whether Judaiſme was to make way, or to give place to Chriſti­anity or not; And, ſeeing it can no more be queſtioned, whether or no the Jews were to take upon them the Law of God as their King, for the condition upon which they were to expect the Land of Promiſe; It is plaine, there wants nothing that can be required, duly to inferre, that the condition, the underta­king whereof intitles Chriſtians to life everlaſting, is the profeſſion of Chriſti­anity: And the performance thereof, that which is rewarded, by the performance of all the promiſes which the Goſpel tenders, as the performance of the Law was that, which ſecured the Iſraelites in the poſſeſſion of the Land of Promiſe againſt their enemies round about. Now we know, that, when the Covenant of God with Abraham for the Land of Promiſe came to be limited, as to the condi­tion required by God, to the law of Moſes, that Circumciſion which God had required of all Abrahams ſeed became a condition limiting the ſame to Iſra­raelites; the want whereof, at eight dayes old, was a forfeiture of that promiſe. For, The waters of the Red Sea, which ſaved them, and drowned the Aegyp­tians, the Cloud that overſhadowed them, the Manna which they eate, and the Waters of the Rock which they drank, though (according to S. Paul) Sa­craments anſwerable to the Sacraments of the Church, were ſo but for the time of their travel through the Wilderneſſe. If therefore, by virtue of theſe, the Iſraelites were intitled to the Land of Promiſe, (which of Circumciſion is evident) then muſt the Sacrament of Baptiſme be neceſſarily requiſite, to the right of a Chriſtian in the heavenly Inheritance. This is the firſt reaſon, drawn from that which ſeemes moſt evident in Chriſtianity, and that which I have been able to inferre, and to premiſe from the ſame.
But I will adde another reaſon, though it ſeems to be of the ſame nature with theſe that goe afore, which comes from the neceſſity of Baptiſme. How much ſoever the licentiouſneſſe of this time may have debauched this wretch­ed people from the Chriſtianity which they were dedicated to, by the Church of England, no pretenſe of Socinians, or Antinomians, hath yet prevailed, to make them believe, that it is not neceſſary for men to be Chriſtned, that in­tend to be Chriſtians. There hath been indeed, among the fruits of this bleſſed reformation, a Pamphlet ſeen under the title of The doctrine of Baptiſmes, the intent whereof, is, by a ſtudied diſcourſe to prove, that it was never the intent of our Lord and his Apoſtles, that the Baptiſme of water ſhould be uſed to make men Chriſtians with, Being a legal rite uſed by John the Baptiſt, to continue, ſo long as the uſe of Moſes law was tolerated after the publiſhing of the Goſpel, but to ceaſe therewithall, when the Baptiſme of the Spirit, which is the Bap­tiſme of Chriſt, had ſucceeded the ſame. This Pamphlet, attributed to the [Page] Maſter of a Colledge in one of the Univerſities. How that Univerſity will waſh their hands of acknowledging, as maſter of a Coledge, one who cannot paſſe for a Chriſtian among Chriſtians, ſuppoſing him the Author of this Book, is not for this place to enquire. This is viſible, that this opinion proceeds up­on the common preſumption of Antinomians, Enthuſiaſts, Quakers, and the like, that they have the holy Ghoſt, though they preſuppoſe not in them­ſelves the profeſſion of that true Chriſtianity which the Catholike Church teacheth, and whether baptized or not; Whether ſuppoſing themſelves praede­ſtinate to life from everlaſting upon the dictate of the ſame Spirit, or juſtified by that faith, which conſiſteth in revealing to them their praedeſtination from everlaſting; Alwayes ſuppoſing they have the Spirit in conſideration of the me­rits and ſatisfaction of Chriſt, without ſuppoſing the truth of that Chriſtianity which they profeſſe, as a condition required by God in them whom he gives his Spirit. But the opinion of the Socinians, (having in deteſtation this unchriſtian as well as unreaſonable Principle) acknowledgeth the gift of the holy Ghoſt to be granted by God to thoſe, who, believing our Lord Jeſus to be the Chriſt, reſolve to live according to all that he hath taught, but denieth any conſidera­tion of the merits and ſatisfaction of Chriſt, either in his ſending the Goſpel, or in his giving the holy Ghoſt to enable a man to perform that which it re­quireth. Onely acknowledging the free grace of God, in ſending thoſe terms of reconcilement which the Goſpel importeth, and the free choice of man in accepting or refuſing the ſame; But upon the accepting or refuſing of them, concluding the promiſes of the Goſpel to be neceſſarily due. And therefore preſuming, that it is altogether unreaſonable, to make them ſtill to depend up­on an outward ceremony of Baptiſme by water, the conſideration upon which they are tendered being already performed. And therefore, conſtruing the proceeding of the Apoſtles, and the Scriptures wherein they are mentioned, upon ſuch preſumptions as theſe, they conclude, the reaſon and intent of the Baptiſme which they gave, according to the Commiſſion of our Lord, to be particular, to the condition of thoſe, who being Jews or Gentiles before, were thereby to acknowledge their uncleanneſſe in that eſtate, and to profeſſe a con­trary courſe for the future. So that, the reaſon ceaſing, why they did Baptize, the obligation alſo of their Baptiſme muſt neceſſarily ceaſe. But in this great diſtance between the grounds upon which theſe extream opinions inferre the indifference of Baptiſme, it is eaſie to obſerve ſomething common to both; Namely, that neither of them acknowledgeth any Catholike Church, or any preſumption of the viſible unity thereof, limiting that part of the Doctrine taught by the Scriptures, which it is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians that they profeſſe, as received from hand to hand by the Churches of the Apo­ſtles founding, to be exacted of them whom they Baptize into themſelves. For, this being ſet aſide why ſhould not Enthuſiaſts perſwade themſelves, that they have the Spirit of God, and a title to all the promiſes of the Goſpel de­pending upon it, by Chriſt, if the Socinians can perſwade themſelves, that they may have it by the meer act of their free will, accepting the tender of the Goſ­pel, by believing that our Lord is the Chriſt, and reſolving to live as he hath taught, without any conſideration of his merits and ſufferings; Both being perſwaded, that for their ſalvation, they are to make what they can of the Scriptures, without any regard to the Church, for ſecuring the intent and mean­ing of it. What ſhall hinder them indeed, ſuppoſing the way plained to them both, by admitting the neceſſity of Baptiſme to be ſuch, that all the effects and conſequences thereof may be thought to be had and obtained before and with­out it? Certainly the waving of thoſe grounds, upon which the neceſſity of Baptiſme may appear to be conſiſtent with the undoubted efficacy of that Chri­ſtianity which the heart onely feeleth, is the breach that hath made a gap for theſe Hereſies to enter into Gods Church. For, if no man can be thought to have right to be baptized, that hath not true and living Faith, which true and living faith alone qualifies any man for Remiſſion of ſins and ſalvation, (whe­ther it conſiſt in believing, that our Lord Jeſus is the Chriſt, (becauſe he who [Page] believes that is obliged to live as he teacheth) & the Scriptures, according to the Socinians; Or, in believing, that we are praedeſtinate to life in regard of our Lord Chriſt, dying for us, according to the Enthuſiaſts) what remaineth for Baptiſme to procure, that is not aſſured already, before a man be Baptized?
And therefore, I conceive, I demand nothing but reaſon. For, all the gaine that I demand from all this is no more, but that it be freely acknowledged, that, juſtification by faith alone, and that faith which alone juſtifieth be not ſo underſtood, as to make the promiſes of the Goſpel due before Baptiſme; to which the Scripture, interpreted by the conſent and practice of the whole Church, teſtifieth, that Baptiſme concurreth. A thing which can by no means be obtained, but by placing that faith which alone juſtifieth, aſwell in the out­ward act of profeſſing, as in the inward act of believing; This profeſſion containing an expreſſe promiſe, or vow to God, whereby we undertake to live as thoſe who believe the Goſpel of Chriſt are by Gods Law to live; And, that promiſe or vow to be celebrated and ſolemnized by the Sacrament of Bap­tiſme, appointed by our Lord Chriſt to that purpoſe. For, ſeeing the profeſ­ſing of Chriſtianity, and not the believing of it, is that which brings upon the Church that perſecution, which the Croſſe of Chriſt, the mark of a diſciple ſignifies; neither can it be reaſonable, that God ſhould allow the promiſes of the Goſpel, to any quality that includeth it not, nor unreaſonable that he ſhould make them depend upon it. And, ſeing it is not the profeſſion of any thing that a man may call Chriſtianity, (though perhaps, grounded upon an imagination that he hath learned it from the Scriptures) which God accept­eth, (whatſoever a man may ſuffer for the maintenance and affirmation of it) but of that which himſelf ſent our Lord Chriſt to preach; It is no marvel, if God who eſteemeth nothing but for that affection of the heart wherewith it is done, ſhould notwithſtanding, accept no diſpoſition of the heart towards the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, but that which is executed and ſolemnized by ſuch an outward ceremony, as himſelf hath limited his diſciples & their ſucceſ­ſors to celebrate it with. For, ſuppoſing that God hath founded the unity of his Church, upon ſuppoſition of profeſſing that Chriſtianity which he gave his Apoſtles Commiſſion to preach, conſiſting in the viſible communion of thoſe offices which God is ſerved with by Chriſtians, it will be evident, why God, who eſteemeth the heart alone, hath not allowed the promiſes of his Goſpel to any but thoſe who profeſſe Chriſtianity, by being admitted to Baptiſme by the Church; Becauſe, as it is not any beliefe or reſolution that may be called Chriſti­anity, but that which the Church hath received from the Lord and his Apo­ſtles, that qualifies a man for thoſe promiſes which God tenders by the Cove­nant of Grace: So it is not the profeſſion of any beliefe or reſolution, that qualifies a man for Communion with the Church by Baptiſme, but of that which the Church profeſſeth to have received from our Lord and his Apoſtles: And this is the true ground of the foundation of the Church, and the Society thereof, whereof ſo much hath been ſaid: To wit, that God, giving his Goſ­pel for the ſalvation of mankind, did think fit to truſt the guard and exerciſe of it to men once inſtructed by thoſe, to whom, at the firſt he had given immedi­ate Commiſſion to publiſh and eſtabliſh Chriſtianity; Rather then leave them to expect at his hands, every day new revelations and miracles, for in­troducing that, which had once been ſufficiently declared. And alſo, rather then leave every man to his own head, to make what he can of the Scriptures, and think he hath ſalvation by living according to it. For, ſuppoſing that Chriſti­anity which is delivered by the Scriptures, once ſubject to be miſunderſtood and corrupted, (of which we have but too much experience) an effectual courſe to preſerve it will be, to found a Corporation or Society of the Church, the members whereof, each in his owne ranck, ſhould remaine intruſted by God (but, by the meanes of their predeceſſors from whom they received Chriſti­anity) to preſerve, both the profeſſion of Chriſtian truth, and the exerciſe of Gods ſervice inviolable.
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Nor is it effectuall to ſay, that the unity of the Church may fail, being di­vided by Hereſies and Schiſmes, inſomuch that, that Baptiſme which is viſibly valide and good, ſhall be void of that inviſible effect which it pretendeth. For, it is not requiſite that God ſhould provide ſuch meanes of ſalvation as may be undefeiſible; It is enough that they are reaſonable. He that is Baptized into a profeſſion deſtructive to that which all Chriſtians are bound, upon their ſalva­tion, to believe, periſhes for want of Faith, ſetting aſide the unity of the Church which his Heriſie violates over and above. But, if the unity of the Church be of ſuch advantage to the maintenance of our common Chriſtianity, as it was before the diſſolving of it, it is no marvaile, if the Baptiſme of Schiſma­ticks, though valide and good for the viſible forme, become voide of effect to them, who, by receiving it, make themſelves parties to the breach of the uni­ty of the Church. We agree that the Power of the Church of Rome is the oc­caſion of many abuſes in the Church. What they are, it is my preſent buſi­neſſe to enquire. He that bounds the interpretation of the Scriptures, within the ſenſe of the Catholike Church, ſhall not tranſgreſſe the Law of Gods truth in that inquiry. He that accepts the bounds of his own fanſy in ſtead of them, is it not juſt with God, if he die? If once common Chriſtianity, and the main­tenance thereof depend ſo much upon the unity of the Church, is it not rea­ſon that the benefit of it ſhould depend upon the ſame? he who, having at­tained the true Faith, and according to the ſame ſeeking the unity of the Church, faileth of it without any fault of his owne, (if he who ſo ſeeketh it can be ſuppoſed to faile of it) hath the difficulty of overcoming his own ig­norance to pleade for his excuſe. But, for them who have the conſent of all Chriſtians from the beginning, to oblige them to undertake the profeſſion of Chriſtianity by Baptiſme, but, out of hatred to the preſent Church & the abuſes of it, neglect baptiſme, upon preſumption, that they have the holy Ghoſt with­out it, or that the reaſon why the Apoſtles Baptized is now ceaſed; I ſay, that for them, I ſuppoſe, there remaines no juſt plea, ſeeing that, by the unity of the Catholike Church, they ought to have been guided in judging what is of the abuſe of the preſent Church and what is not. And thus that con­ſideration which ſome ſeeme to be, not without cauſe, ſcandalized at, (when theſe effects of Chriſtianity, the power whereof muſt neceſſarily conſiſt in an unfained heart, are made to depend upon an outward ceremony of Baptiſme which the Church gives) is utterly voided, by that reaſon which the Apoſtle inſinuates when he ſayes, that Baptiſme ſaves us, not the laying down of the filth of the fleſh, but that profeſſion to God, which is made with a good and a ſincere conſci­ence. Whereas thoſe, that diſtinguiſh that faith which alone juſtifieth, from the profeſſion thereof which baptiſme executeth, oblige themſelves to make Baptiſme a ceremony, not whereon the promiſes of the Goſpel depend, but to ſignifie that they are had and obtained without it. But to whom ſignifie? not to God, who giveth them. Not to him that has them, and by his faith knows he has them; Not to the Church, which can never be certified that he hath them indeed, and demands onely to be certified that he wants nothing requiſite, to preſume him to be ſuch. So that, Baptiſme being required, onely to preſume that a man is a Chriſtian, and that preſumption being legally had, by any act, the Church or any that call themſelves the Church can require, as well as by be­ing Baptized; If that be all, there is no reaſon to be given the Sociniant, why Baptiſme ſhould be neceſſary to the ſalvation of Chriſtians, and therefore why it ſhould not be in their power to uſe it or not to uſe it. And truly I do much marvel to ſee the Socinians, that have very well ſeen the truth concern­ing the twofold meaning of the Law, literall and ſpirituall, (and the promiſe of the land of Canaan tied to the carnall obſervation thereof as that of everlaſting life to the ſpirituall obedience of it) I ſay, I do marvel to ſee, that in conſe­quence hereunto, they ſhould not inferre, that God hath appointed a ſpirituall people of the Chriſtian Church, anſwerable to Iſrael according to the fleſh, and that his ſpirituall promiſes ſhould depend upon the viſible imtiation of eve­  [...] ▪ Chriſtian into the body of that people (as the right of his temporal promiſes [Page] depended upon their initiation into the body of carnall Iſraelites) not accord­ing to birth but according to promiſe. Onely, when I conſider on the other ſide, that, without regard to the Article of the Catholick Church, which Chriſtians make a part of their Creed, they reſt in ſuch a communion, as their private perſwaſion of the ſenſe of the Scriptures ſhall be of force to produce; I do not marvail to ſee them not owne the conſequence of their own princi­ples, when they ſee it not ſtand with other prejudices, which they have im­braced.
I know there are two things will be objected here, the one is a meer preju­dice, that, by maintaining of free will, (by maintaining the Covenant of Grace to conſiſt in an act of it) we ſhall incurre the Hereſie of Pelagius: The other, that, if the condition of the Covenant of Grace be an expreſſe profeſſion, vow and promiſe, to live, as well as to believe, according to what Chriſt hath taught, and that, without the uſe of reaſon, no ſuch promiſe can be of force or take place, then infants cannot be baptized, who cannot make, or are tied to any ſuch promiſe. To theſe I ſay no more but this, that, it is one thing to anſwer arguments, and to give grounds of a contrary truth, another thing to ob­ject difficulties, which, even the truth is not clear of, eſpecially that which comes by revelation from without, as Chriſtianity doth: Becauſe, to the verifying of revealed truth it is not neceſſary, that all things ſhould be alike clearly re­vealed, that are neceſſary to the clearing of objections; The obligation of ſticking to that which is revealed taking place no leſſe, though ſomething be­longing to the clearing of it be not ſo clearly expreſſed. And generally, that which is evident, is never the leſſe evident, becauſe there is ſomething elſe evi­dent, the evidence whereof I cannot reconcile with it. But, this I ſay not, as though I meant to diſmiſs theſe difficulties, without that which I conceive ought to ſatisfie; But, becauſe I have learned of Ariſtotle, that it is the faſhion of the unlearned, to demand at once, both the grounds of the truth, and the clear­ing of difficulties. A thing which might be done here, but ſo, that another place would require it to be done againe, and not without balking the order which I intend. My deſigne will bring me in due time to ſpeak with the Pela­gians firſt; and afterwards with the Anabaptiſts: To thoſe points, I will, remit the anſwer to theſe objections. Onely, for the preſent, to the former of theſe doubts I would ſay this; That all that hath been ſaid hitherto concerns onely that diſpoſition, which, he that will come to ſalvation by Chriſtianity muſt be firmly qualified with, as the condition which the Covenant of Grace requir­eth. All which being ſuppoſed, it may and doth ſtill remaine queſtionable, how and by what meanes, in the nature of an effective cauſe, a man becomes qualified with the diſpoſition ſo required; To wit, whether by the meer force of free will, or by the help of Gods Grace: And that being reſolved, upon what conſideration, in the nature of a meritorious cauſe, thoſe helps of Gods grace are furniſhed; To wit, whether by the free Grace of God, or in conſideration of the merits and ſatisfaction of Chriſt, provided by Gods free Grace, as the reaſon for which, and the meaſure by which, the helps of his Grace are diſ­penſed. To the latter of them I would onely ſay here; That I conceive, I have here maintained that reaſon for the neceſſity of Baptiſme to the ſalva­tion of all Chriſtians, upon which the neceſſity of the Baptiſme of Infants is to be tied. Which is to ſay, in plain Engliſh; That I have by the premiſes, re-eſtabliſhed that ground for the neceſſity of Baptiſme in generall, the un­ſetling whereof, was the onely occaſion to make the neceſſity of Baptizing Infants become queſtionable.

CHAP. VI. Juſtifying Faith ſometimes conſiſts in believing the truth. Sometimes, in truſt in God grounded upon the truth. Somtimes in Chriſtianity, that is in imbracing and profeſſing it. And that in the Fathers as well as in the Scriptures. Of the informed and formed Faith of the Schools.
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NOW; for thoſe Scriptures wherein the nature of juſtifying faith is de­ſcribed, by thoſe effects, which the promiſes of the Goſpel tender, I muſt here obſerve that which all obſerve, that faith is many times made by the Scriptures, to conſiſt in believing the truth of Chriſts Meſſage which he came to preach; Otherwhiles, nevertheleſſe, in a grounded truſt and confidence in the goodneſſe of God declared through Chriſt. For what is more mani­feſt then that of S. Paul, Rom. X. 9. If thou ſhalt confeſſe with thy mouth the Lord Jeſus, and believe with thy heart that God raiſed him from the deád, thou ſhalt be ſaved. Where firſt, that which the heart believeth is the riſing of Chriſt from the dead, (ſignifying by one Article the reſt of the Faith) then, that which the mouth profeſſeth is nothing but the ſame truth. Therefore, neither the inward nor the outward act of faith reacheth any further, then the acknowledgment of the ſaid truth. So the Apoſtle 1 John V. 15. 10. Every one that believeth that Jeſus is the Meſſi as is begotten of God. Who is he that overcomes the World, but he that believeth that Jeſus is the Son of God? He that believeth in the Son of God hath the witneſſe in himſelf. He that believeth not God hath made him a liar, be­cauſe he believeth not the witneſſe which God beareth of his Son. Where, it is plain that no difference is made, between believing God, and believing in the Son of God; and  [...], is no more then to believe Gods witneſſe. Mat. IX. 28. Jeſus faith to the blind; Believe you that I am able to do this? They ſay unto him; yea Lord. Then touched he their eyes ſaying; ac­cording to your faith be it unto you. That faith which conſiſted in believing that he was able to do it. So of John the Baptiſt, our Lord Mat. XXI. 32. John came to you in the way of righteouſneſſe, and ye believed him not, but the pub­licans and harlots believed him; Which you ſeeing, repeated not afterwards that ye might believe him. And ſure, they obtained the grace of Chriſt, that belie­ved John the Baptiſh. Our Lord to the father of the Lunatick, Mat. IX. 23. 24. If thou cauſt believe, all things are poſſible to him that believeth. And ſtraight the father of the childe crying out ſaid; Lord I believe, help my unbeliefe. If thou canſt believe that I am able to do this, as afore. Mat. XI. 23. 24. He that ſhall ſay to this mountaine, be thou removed, and caſt into the ſea, and doubt not in his heart, but believe, that, what he ſayeth cometh to paſſe, is ſhall come to paſſe to him as he ſayeth. Therefore I ſay unto you, all things that ye ask by prayer be­lieve that ye ſhall receive, and they ſhall come to paſſe to you. John V. 24. He that heareth me and believeth him that ſent me, hath eternal life, and cometh not into condemnation, but is paſſed from death to life. XX. 31. Theſe things are written, that you may believe that Jeſus is the Chriſt, the Son of God, and that believeing ye may have life through his Name. Acts VIII. 37. Philip ſaid to the Eunuch; If thou believeſt with all thy heart thou mayeſt be baptized. He an­ſwered and ſaid; I believe that Jeſus Chriſt is the Son of God. Upon which faith he is baptized. Rom. IV. 3. Abraham believed God, (ſaying to him, Thy ſeed ſhall be as the ſtars of heaven. Gen. XV. 5.) and it was imp [...]ed to him for righteouſneſſe.
On the other ſide, it is no rare thing to finde faith deſcribed by truſt and confidence in God, and the effects of ſaving faith aſcribed to it, as in the deſcri­ption of the Apoſtle. Heb. XI. 2. Now faith is the ſubſtance of thing hoped for, the evidence of things not ſeen. That which he calls  [...], is that which the Hebrew expreſſeth by  [...] or,  [...] both which are ſome­times tranſlated in the Greek of the Old Teſtament,  [...], ſignifying con­fidence, [Page]  [...]s the reſolution of Horatius Cocles, not giving way to the enemy, is called by Polibius,  [...], and in Livy, ſubſiſtere  [...]oſte [...], is to ſtand the enemy. So Heb. III. 14.  [...] is the first confidence of Chriſtians. and 2 Cor. VIII. 4.  [...] confidence in boſting. So Rom. III. 25. Whom God hath propoſed as a Propitiatory through faith in his blood. The pro­pitiatory was ſet before the Iſraelites to aſſure them of Gods help, according to the Law: So is Chriſt, faith the Apoſtle, to them that have recourſe to him with confidence, alledging for themſelves his blood ſhed for us. So, Jam. 1. 6. 7. But let him ask in faith nothing doubting; For he that doubteth, is like the ſea waves toſſed, and ſtirred with the windes. Let not ſuch a man think that he ſhall obtaine any thing of God. Where, the efficacy of prayer is aſcribed to an aſ­ſured confidence of obtaining that which is deſired, and therefore that beliefe which, according to the words of our Lord Mar. XI. 23. 24. ſeemeth properly to conſiſt in this aſſurance, obtaines all prayers. And, not ſuppo­ſing S. Paul to ſpeak of the common faith of all Chriſtians, when he faith; 1 Cor. XIII. 2. If I have all faith, ſo as to remove mountaines; yet, as he inſinu­ates, that this is done by that particular aſſurance and confidence, which that grace giveth him that hath it; So muſt the conqueſt of the World by the common faith of Chriſtians be aſcribed to that aſſurance and confidence, with which all Chriſtians expect Gods promiſes. And truly, through the manifold indifference of ſignification, which words will afford them that will uſe them to their purpoſe, it cannot be denied, that, to believe God, and to believe in God, is ſometimes all a thing. Yet it is very hard to believe that they are intended, by the Scripture, to ſignifie alwayes the ſame thing, be­ing ſo frequently and ordinarily uſed with a difference. For if we conſider, that, in very many texts of the Old Teſtament, the nature of Faith is expreſſed by  [...] and  [...] with the particle  [...] by which ſpeeches, truſting and confi­dence in ſome body, or ſome thing, (particularly in God, when the ſpeech is of re­ligion) is ſignified as well by  [...], which ſignifies believing in God, it will be impoſſible to imagine that all ſuch expreſſions import no more, then bare­ly believing thoſe things to be true, which God or man ſayes, though ſome­times believing God, and believing in God may ſignifie all one. The Apoſtle Hebr. XI. 33, 34, 35. thus reckoneth the marveilous things, which through faith came to paſſe to the Fathers of the Old Teſtament: Who by faith ſub­dued kingdomes, wrought righteouſneſſe, obtained promiſes, ſtopped the mouthes of Lions, quenched the force of fire, eſcaped the edge of the ſword, recovered of in­firmities, prevailed in warr, put to flight armies of ſtrangers, women received their dead raiſed againe, others were beaten to death, not expecting deliverance, that they might obtain a better reſurrection. And can it be reaſonable to im­pute theſe effects to the bare belief of Gods power or goodneſſe, or whatſo­ever elſe can be thought requiſite for them then to believe, when as, that truſt and confidence in God which ſuppoſeth that beliefe, is, both by the nature thereof nearer to theſe effects, and, apt to diſpoſe them to undergoe thoſe trials, under which they found ſuch deliverances? For, of them all we may ſay as the Apoſtle of Elias, James V. 17, 18. Elias was a man ſubject to like paſſions with us, and he earneſtly prayed that it might not raine, and it rained not upon the land for three years and ſix moneths: And againe he prayed, and the heavens gave raine, and the earth put forth her fruit. The confidence which Elias had ground­ed upon Gods preſence with him, made him firſt pray for drought, and then for raine, which came to paſſe according to his ſaying, 1 Kings XVII. 1. that there ſhould be neither dew not rain for thoſe yeares but according to his word; And ſo, the truſt which the reſt there mentioned had in God, to ob­taine ſo great things as the Apoſtle ſayes befell them; that, rather then the beliefe of Gods power and goodneſſe, or whatſoever elſe they were to be­lieve, chalenges ſo great effects to be aſcribed to it.
I muſt now obſerve a third notion, which this word faith ſignifies, eſpeci­ally in the writings of the Apoſtles, from whence this difficulty is in the firſt place to be derived, which you ſhall find Hebr. X. 39. We are not of apoſtaſy to [Page]deſtruction, but of faith to the ſaving of the ſoul. What is oppoſite to falling from faith, but perſeverance in it? or what doth all this Epiſtle, but learn the Jews that were Chriſtians, not to forſake Chriſtianity, for the perſecutions raiſed againſt them by thoſe of their kindred? So here, Faith is Chriſtianity, as apoſtaſy the renouncing of it. Then S. Paul, when he ſaith that his Apoſtle­ſhip was for the obedience of faith in all nations, Rom. I. 55. and Rom. XVI. 26. that the Goſpel is made known to all nations for the obedience of faith; muſt needs ſignifie that ſubmiſſion, which thoſe that render themſelves Chriſtians do undertake, for the performing of that condition, whereupon the Goſpel tenders everlaſting life; Of which he ſaith againe Rom. III. 27. that boaſting is not excluded by the law of works, but by the law of faith. For every law being a condition upon which a man enjoys ſome benefit, in ſome ſociety whereof he is a part, the law of faith muſt needs be that condition, the undergoing where­of intitles all men to the common claime of all Chriſtians, which is their Chriſtianity. So, when S. Paul exliorteth them, Rom. XII. 3. 6. to think of themſelves unto ſobriety, according as God hath divided to every one a meaſure of Faith; As againe; If any man had the gift of Propheſie, according to the pro­portion of faith; It is manifeſt that his meaning in the latter text is; If any man had profited ſo farre in Chriſtianity, that God thereupon, had beſtowed on him the grace of propheſying. For, though it is well known that God ſome­times gave that grace to thoſe, whom he loved not to life, as Saul, and Bala­am, and Caiaphas, and thoſe who ſhall ſay once, Lord, have we not propheſied in thy Name, Mat. VII. 22? (which notwithſtanding, under Chriſtianity, is li­mited to the profeſſion thereof, as I ſhewed you in the beginning) yet it is as certaine, that thoſe whom God imployeth to his People and Church, upon thoſe commiſſions that require ſuch graces, thoſe he uſeth to chuſe for their proficiency in true Godlineſſe; The prophets of the Old Teſtament being ſo ordinarily aſſumed out of thoſe, that had lived in the ſtudy of godlineſſe under the diſcipline of the Prophets their maſters, that Amos VII. 22. alledges it as a ſtrange thing, that God had made him a Prophet of an heardſman, and that therefore he could not but do his meſſage: And is Saul among the Pro­phets? became a riddle rather then a Proverb, not to be reſolved but by ano­ther queſtion, And who is the father of them? that is, that God, the Father of all Prophets, could give his Graces where he pleaſed, without meanes 1 Sam. X. 11. 12. And therefore at the election, of S. Matthias to the office of an Apoſtle, to which this grace belonged, the diſciples pray; Acts I. 24. Thou Lord that knoweſt the hearts of all, ſhew whether of theſe thou haſt choſen: ſhew­ing, the Chriſtianity of the heart to be the foundation of that choice. And when S. Paul exhorteth to think ſoberly of themſelves, according to that mea­ſure of Faith which God had divided to every one; it is manifeſt, that, this meaſure of faith extends to all graces, the thought whereof may carry a man beyond the bounds of ſobriety; That is, a'l wherein Chriſtianity conſiſteth. So that, the meaſure or proportion of Faith, is the meaſure and proportion of Chriſtianity, which being given by God, though ſeconded with graces which all had not, he forbids them to be puffed up with. Againe, when the ſame Apoſtle hopeth that the faith of the Corinthians, being increaſed, ſhould be magnified abundantly through them, by his preaching the Goſpel to the parts beyond them according to his own rule 2. Cor. X 15 16. What is that in­creaſe of faith, but the ſetling of them in their Chriſtianity, which when it were done, he hoped by their meanes, to find acceſſe to preach to their neigh­bours. I do confidently chalenge to this ſignification, that text of S. Paul. Gal. V. 6. In Chriſt Jeſus neither circumciſion availeth any thing, nor uncir­cumciſion, but faith that is acted by love; Becauſe I know, that no man that un­derſtands Greek can deny, that  [...] is in this place paſſive, and becauſe it cannot be underſtood without violence, how faith ſhould be acted by love, but when that profeſſion, which we make at our Baptiſme, is performed for no other motive but that of God and his love. What is then that work of the Theſſalonians faith which S. Paul commendeth, 1 Theſ. I. 3. which he [Page] prayeth God powerfully to fulfill, 2 Theſ. II. 11. but the doing of that which they undertook to do when they were made Chriſtians? And what is the mi­niſtry of the Philipians faith, Philip. II. 17. but the ſervice which S. Paul did God, in labouring to make them good Chriſtians? And what is the faith in which he would have the Corinthians to ſtand 1 Cor. XVI. 13? Wherein He and Barnabas exhort the Churches to continue, Acts. XIV. 22? The bare profeſſion of Chriſtianity, or the liabituated reſolution of living ac­cording to it? By which reaſon, whenſoever the profeſſion of Chri­ſtianity is ſignified by the name of Faith, in the writings of the Apoſtles, (in which ſenſe it ſtands as frequently there as in any other) this habituated reſolution is preſuppoſed, becauſe, upon preſumption thereof men are made Chriſtians to the Church, as well as to God. For, that no man is really and naturally a Chriſtian to God, untill he be ſo legally to the Church; unleſſe it be, when the effectuall purpoſe of being ſo is prevented by that ne­ceſſity, which reaſonably cannot be prevented. And hereupon it is, that, though men believe the truth of Chriſtianity, before they are made Chriſti­ans by being baptized, yet, even in the Scriptures themſelves, believers and Chriſtians are many times all one. 1 Tim. V. 8. 16. If any man provide not for his owne, and eſpecially thoſe of his houſhold, he hath denyed the faith, and is worſe then an infidell. If any believer, he or ſhe, have widows, let them ſupport them, and let not the Church be charged. VI. 2. Thoſe ſervants that have believing maſters, let them not deſpiſe them becauſe they are brethren, but ſerve them the ra­the [...] becauſe they are faithfull and beloved Titus, I. 6. If any man be blameleſs the huſband of one wife, having children that believe, not blamed for riotouſneſſe, or diſobedience. Apoc. XVII. 14. They that are with the Lamb, are ſuch as are called, and choice, and believers. And hereupon, when the Apoſtle faith, John III. 5.  [...]; His meaning of, neceſſity, is this; Beloved, thou ſhalt do like a Chriſtian what thou ſhalt do for the brethren and ſtrangers: Becauſe no private truſt, but the common tye of Chriſtianity, obligeth to do good to Chriſtian travelers, of whom he ſpeakes there. And therefore Acts II. 38, 44. S. Peter having ſaid to thoſe that were pricked in heart, upon conviction of the reſurrection of our Lord; Repent ye and be baptized in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, unto remiſſion of ſins; And this being done, it followeth; But all the believers were together, and had all things common,
Here I muſt not forget the ſtile and language of the moſt ancient Fathers of the Church, who, deriving from and referring all their ſtudies to the Scriptures, muſt needs ſpeak in the ſame ſtile with them in matters of Chriſtianity. I do not intend therefore to ſay, that they do not uſe the word Faith, to ſignifie the belief of thoſe things which the Goſpel declareth to be true; and that truſt and confidence in God, through Chriſt, which the truth thereof naturally tendeth to produce; Having ſhewed, that both theſe conceptions are frequently ſigni­fied by the terme of faith in the writings of the Apoſtles, their maſters: But I ſay further, that, it is oftentimes uſed by them in this third ſenſe which I ſpake of laſt, to ſignifie Chriſtianity, that is the profeſſion thereof, preſumed by the Church not to be counterſeit. This is very viſible in Tertullian, in whoſe language. Faith and Baptiſme are many times the ſame thing; de exhorta­tione caſtitatis, Cap. I. Nec ſecundas poſt ſidem nuptias permittitur noſſe. And is not permitted to know any ſecond marriage after Baptiſme. De Pudicitia. Cap. XVI. Quae amiſſo viro Fidem ingreſſa. She who entered into the faith having loſt her huſband; Is, that became a Chriſtian. Ibid. Cap. XVIII. Ante fidem & poſt fidem; Signifies, before and after Baptiſme. Therefore in his Scorpiace, Cap. VIII. Talia a primordio & pr [...]cepta & exempl [...] debitricem Martyrii Fidem oſtendunt. Such precepts, ſuch examples from the beginning ſhew, that Faith is indebted in Martyrdome. For it is Baptiſme that obliges a Chriſtian to Martyrdome rather then renounce the Faith. So S. Cyprian, following his maſter, Epiſt. ad Antonianum. Si fidei calor praevalet. If the heat of faith prevail. And De [...]opere & Eleemoſyna; Credentium fides novo adhuc fidei calore ferve­bat.[Page]The faith of believers was ſervent with the heat of faith being yet new. For ſo Tertullian had ſaid of Morcion in the place alledged in the firſt book, Cont. Marc. IV. 4. In primo calore Fidei Catholicae; In the firſt zeal of the Catholike faith; That is of his profeſſing it, being reconciled to the Church. for theſe things are properly attributed to the profeſſion of Chriſtianity: But to barely believing that it is true, afarre off, and at a great diſtance. Cornelius in his letter to Fabius Biſhop of Antiochia concerning Novatianus in Euſebius Eccleſ. Hiſt. VI. 43. Thus deſcribeth Celerinus, having been perſecuted for the Faith,  [...] A man who, having moſt ſtontly, through the mercy of God, paſſed through all tortures, and confirmed the weakneſſe of his fleſh by the ſtrength of his faith; which ſtrength is not in the mind that judgeth Chriſtianity to be true, but by the reſolution of the will to ſtick to it. Clemens Alexandrinus Strom. II. alledges Plato; that in civil commotions the greateſt virtue a man can meet with is Faith; To wit, in him whom a man truſts, though the greateſt happineſſe be Peace which makes it needleſſe. Infer­ring thus;  [...] Whereby it appears, that the greateſt of wiſhes is to have peace, the great­eſt of virtues faith. Which he would not have alleged for the commendation of the Chriſtian Faith, had he not underſtood it to conſiſt in that truſt which a man ſincerely engageth, as well as in that credit which a man giveth. Where­by we may underſtand, why, in another place, he will have the title of  [...] or the faithfall, for Chriſtians, to hold the ſame reaſon with that of Theog­nis; (when he commends a faithfull friend;  [...] That he is worth gold and ſilver, in a civil diſſenſion.) Becauſe, he places the faith of a Chriſtian in the obligation of Chriſtianity which he undertakes, when he expreſſeth that the honour, which it imports lies in the performing of it. As Lydia when ſhe intreateth S. Paul in theſe terms Acts XVI. 15. If ye judge me faithful to the Lord, come into my houſe and abide there; preſſeth him, if he think her a true Chriſtian, (as ſhe had profeſſed her ſelf) That is, faithfull to God and his Church, which ſhe muſt be oblieged to upon the truſt that ſhe had taken upon her, in becoming a Chriſtian. Therefore diſputing not long afore againſt Baſilides and Valeu­tinus the Hereticks, who made mens faith to depend neceſſarily upon the frame of their natures;  [...] Therefore is faith no longer the achievement of choice, if it be the advantage of nature, nor ſhall he that believes not be juſtly recompenſed being blameleſſe, he that believeth being no cauſe: Nor ſhall the property, or otherwiſe, of faith or unbeliefe be ſubject to praiſe or diſpraiſe. And by and by;  [...] But where becomes the repentance of unbelievers, through which comes remiſſion of ſins? So that neither ſhall Baptiſme be any more reaſonable, nor the bleſſed ſeal (the gift of the holy Ghoſt by Baptiſme) nor the Son, nor the Father. (from whom it is expected) Onely the diſtribution of natures according to them, will be found utterly without God, not having, for the foundation of ſalvation, voluntary Faith. So the volunta­ry engagement which Baptiſme expreſly inacteth is that Faith whereby a Chriſtian claimes the promiſes of the Goſpel. I know the words of S. Au­guſtine may here be objected Enchirid. Cap. XXXI. De hac enim fide loqui­mur quam adhibemus cum aliquid credimus, non quam damus cum aliquid polli­cemur. Nam & ipſa dicitur fides; Sed aliter dicitur non mihi habuit fidem; Aliter non mihi ſervavit fidem. Nam illud eſt, non credit quod dixi: Hoc non fecit quod dixit. For, ſaith he, we ſpeake here of the credit which we give, when we believe ſomething, not of that which we engage when we profeſſe ſomething. For that alſo is called Faith. But a man meants one way when he ſayes, he did [Page]not give me Faith: Another way when he ſayes, he kept not faith with me: For that is, he believed not that which I ſaid: This, he did not what he ſaid. As if the conſideration of truſt to be kept or not to be kept, were utterly imperti­nent to the nature of juſtifying faith. For why were thoſe that were not yet baptized never called Fideles, or Believers, in the primitive Church, though they profeſſed never ſo much to believe the Chriſtian faith, but onely Catechu­meni, Hearers or Scholars, or at the moſt, Competentes or Pretenders, when they put themſelves forth actually to demand their Baptiſme? Why? but to ſignifie that the Church had not yet conceived confidence of their Chriſtianity, be­cauſe they had not yet engaged themſelves in the profeſſion of it. Which having ſolemnized by Baptiſme they were thenceforth called Faithfull, the Name ſignifying as well trusty as Believers, having proceeded ſo farre as to engage themſelves to live as Chriſtians, becauſe they believed believed Chriſtianity to come from God as it pretendeth. There would be no end if I ſhould go about to produce the Fathers for this name of Chriſtians. one place or two ſhall ſerve for example. Tertullian De Exhort, caſtitatis, Cap. IV. Spiritum quidem Dei etiam fideles habent, ſed non omnes fideles Apo­ſtoli. Ergo, qui ſe fidelem dixerat, adjicit poſtea; Spiritum Dei ſe habere, quod nemo dubitares etiam de fideli. And truly even Chriſtians have the Spirit of God, yet are not all Chriſtians Apoſtles. Therefore (S. Paul.) having called him­ſelfe faithful, (or a Chriſtian) he adds afterwards, that he hath the Spirit of God, which no man would queſtion in a Chriſtian. Whereupon in his Book, De Jejuniis, Cap. XI. you find an Antitheſis, or oppoſition between Spiritualis and Fidilis; or a meere Chriſtian, and one that had extraordinary indowments of Gods Spirit. As on the other ſide, de praeſcript. Cap. XII. Quis Catechu­menus; quis Fidelis incertum eſt. Speaking of the hereticks, among them, It is uncertain who is a Profeſſor, who a Scholar.
And truly he who conſiders all virtue to conſiſt in the affection of the will, not in the perfection of the underſtanding; Conſidering withall, that faith is according to Clemens Alexandrinus where afore,  [...] a voluntary aſſent of the ſoul; Or,  [...] a voluntary preſumption and aſſent unto piety; Shall find great reaſon to conſider what affection of the will it is wherein he places the virtue of faith in a good Chriſtian. Eſpecially experience on the one ſide ſhewing, that hereticks, ſchiſmaticks, and badde Chriſtians, (who cannot be thought to be endowed with that faith which recommends good ones) do really and truly believe all that truth, which their Sect or their luſt is conſiſtent with; And reaſon on the other ſide ſhewing, how the believing of it becomes reconcileable with the intereſt of their ſect, or of their luſt. I ſuppoſe, here, that the rea­ſon which makes the motives of ſaith, though ſufficient, to become defeiſible, is the Croſſe of Chriſt, attending the profeſſion of Chriſtianity in time of perſe­cution, but the performance of it alwayes, becauſe alwayes difficult and labo­rious, alwayes the following of Chriſt with his Croſſe on our ſhoulders. When the powers of the World profeſſe Chriſtianity, then is the ſcandall of profeſſi­on taken away, becauſe they muſt cheriſh, (ſo farre muſt they needs be from perſecuting) that which they profeſſe; But the ſcandall of the Croſſe in performing of it remaines ſo much the more difficult to be avoided, by how much a man is more ſubject to be tempted by evill example, to hope for ſalvation without performing it. Therefore, as I ſhewed you aſore, thoſe who profeſſe to believe the truth of Chriſtianity many times delayed their Baptiſme in the Primitive Church, whe­ther as loth to retire to that ſtrictneſſe of life which it required, or as ſenſible of their own weakneſſe, and deſiring to finde confidence of themſelves, that they might walk worthy of it, before they undertook it. Whereupon Tertul­lian, as I ſhewed you, adviſes to deferre it, till a man were ſetled in a ſtate of continence or wedlock. And becauſe the reaſon of this delay was doubtfull, therefore there remained in the Church ſome doubt of the ſalvation of thoſe that died in this eſtate. But to him that ſhould reſolve to wear the profeſſion [Page] for a quality rendring him capeable of the priviledges of a Chriſtian, by the laws of Chriſtian powers, but to fulfill it no further then the law ſhould re­quire, to him is the ſcandall of Chriſts Croſſe quite voided, though by as great a ſcandal as that which diverts from Chriſtianity, namely, that of Simon Ma­gus, who became a Chriſtian for gaine. He that expreſſely reſolves not this within himſelfe, but, in the effect of his life and converſation hath no more regard to the reaſon of his Chriſtianity then if he had expreſſely reſolved it, is neceſſarily of the ſame form, and all that care not to perform what they under­take, according to the ranck and degree of their negligence, reducible to it. But beſides it is manifeſt, that, during the heat of perſecution, thoſe that belie­ved not the whole faith of a Chriſtian, that is hereticks; thoſe who, for mat­ters not concerning the Faith, broke the unity of the Church, that is ſchiſma­ticks; were many times ready to ſuffer death for their ſect, and for that part of Chriſtianity which it allowed; So far were they from diſ-believing it. Shall we ſay that any of theſe had in them the virtue of faith? Let us conſider what might move them to believe, and it will appear, firſt, that they might be moved to believe that for their own ſake; which a Chriſtian believes for Gods ſake, then, that it can be no part of the virtue of Faith, to believe the truth for a mans own ſake and not for Gods. If ſenſuality can move a worldly man to believe the truth, ſo long as the advantages of the world attend it, well may it be ſaid to be the grace of God that gives him ſufficient reaſon to believe (ſup­poſing for the preſent, not granting, that theſe reaſons are the helps of Gods free grace to bring men to believe) but, that he ſets himſelf in Gods ſtead, in believing that for his own advantage, which he ſhould believe out of obedience to God, and for his ſervice, is not grace but wickedneſſe, be it never ſo true, never ſo holy that he believes. He that diſ-believes part of that which it is neceſſary to ſalvation to believe, he that breakes the unity of the Church, upon true grounds though not neceſſary (for who can make a ſect without ſome pretenſe in our common Chriſtianity?) he hath the fulfilling of his own will and ſingularity for his reward, and cannot claime that faith to be a grace of God, which God rewardeth not. Nor is this to ſay, that the leaſt beginning of Faith is to be had without Gods Grace; (ſuppoſing for the pre­ſent, but not granting that the worke of Salvation, is the work of Gods prae­venting Grace, from the very beginning of it) But, that there may be a reall beleefe of Chriſtian truth in the underſtanding of him, that hath no part of good will to be a true Chriſtian; The V [...]article of the Councill of Orange providing only Initium fidei ipſumque credulitatis affectum; That the beginning of Faith, and the very inclination to beleeve be thought to come; Per inſpiratio­nem ſpiritus ſancti, corrigentem voluntatem noſtram ab infidelitate ad fidem, ab impietate ad pietatem; By inſpiration of the Holy Ghoſt, correcting our Will from unbeleefe to faith, from ungodlineſſe to godlineſſe. For, though, when firſt a man is ſhewed reaſon to beleeve, both theſe reaſons, and the leaſt inclina­tion to follow them be aſcribed to Gods Grace, (becauſe the ſcandall of the Croſſe is to be overcome, to which all that inclination tendeth) yet when that ſcandall is voided by falling upon as great, the aſſent of the underſtanding re­maines the effect of humane diſcourſe upon the ſufficience of reaſons propoſed, all the goodneſſe that otherwiſe muſt have been aſcribed to Gods Grace in the inclination of the will, being void and dead. And all this, though properly ſaid of thoſe that are converted to Chriſtianity, at yeares of diſcretion, ſeeing the difference between the caſes, is punctually true in them that are bred Chri­ſtians, ſuppoſing them to have the Grace of the Holy Ghoſt, by being bapti­zed infants, and to have deſtituted the ſame afterwards. The beleefe that re­maines in them being meerly the effect of humane diſcourſe, upon the motives of Faith (which are indeed helpes of Grace) without us, without any reſpect of ſubmiſſion to the will of God, for the effect of them within us; which who giveth, cannot be ſo wanting to the Grace of God, as we ſuppoſe theſe.
But, this being ſaid, I ſhall now leave it to the Reader to judge, whether [Page] this may have been the occaſion; or, upon what other occaſion it may be thought to have come to paſſe, that, in the Doctrine of the Schoole, the in­ward act of beleeving, without the inward reſolution of outwardly profeſſing, hath been taken for the whole virtue of Faith; I ſay, without including that in­ward reſolution of the heart, whence, that outward profeſſion proceedeth when it is true, and is alwaies preſumed by the Church to proceed, when the contrary appeares not: And that, from hence have proceeded the diſputes concerning faith without forme, (which they will have to be that dead faith without works, which S. James II. 17, 19, 20. compareth with the faith of de­vils, that believe and tremble) And faith informed by the love of God, which they will not have to adde any thing to the nature of it, ſo that it ſhall conſiſt in any thing elſe then in believing the truth of the Goſpel; but, to qua­lifie it, to juſtifie him that before was a ſinner to God, as containing in it all the righteouſneſſe of a Chriſtian. But, though at the preſent, I determine not, what is true in this poſition, what not; I muſt determine as to the point in hand, that the nature of that faith, to which the Scriptures of the Apoſtles, and the moſt ancient Fathers of the Church aſcribe remiſſion of ſins, and that righteouſneſſe which the Goſpel holdeth forth;, together with other promiſes of the ſame, is no way declared by this reſolution, but darkned. For, it is manifeſtly requiſite, for a due account of the ſenſe, as well of the moſt ancient Fathers as of the Scriptures, that the nature of faith be underſtood to conſiſt in that, to which the ſaid promiſes may duely be aſcribed; which in both are ſo oft, ſo plainly, and ſo properly aſcribed to faith, not to any thing which may ſtand with it, or neceſſarily follow it. Now, though no man can reſolve to profeſſe Chriſtianity, without true love to God above all things, yet the Scriptures of the New Teſtament plentifully ſhew, that the holy Ghoſt, the Spirit of love is not given to reſide habitually with any but thoſe that are baptized and ſo become Chriſtians, however neceſſary the actu­all aſſiſtance of the ſame holy Ghoſt is, to go before and to induce them to be­come Chriſtians, by undertaking what that profeſſion requires. Therefore, it will be neceſſary to diſtinguiſh not onely the faith, but the love, but the hope, the fear, the truſt in God, and all other graces begun in him, that beginneth to believe the Goſpel to be true, but is yet not reſolved to undergo the profeſſion of it, and the condition which it ſuppoſes; From the ſame as they are in him, who, upon ſuch reſolution, is become a Chriſtian. And, if any man, upon this diſtinction, will ſay, that the faith which he believed with afore is faith without forme, but formed afterwards, he ſhall eaſily have me to concurre with him in it; Alwayes provided, that, whatſoever it is the Scripture attri­butes the procuring of the promiſes of the Goſpel to, that be underſtood to belong to the nature of that faith which alone juſtifies, according to the Scri­ptures.

CHAP. VII. The laſt ſignification of Faith is properly justifying Faith. The firſt by a Metonymy of the cauſe: The ſecond of the effect. Thoſe that are not juſtified doe truly believe. The truſt of a Chriſtian preſuppoſeth him to be juſtified. All the promiſes of the Goſpel become due at once by the Covenant of Grace. That, to believe that we are Elect or Juſtified, is not Justifying Faith.
FOR, now it is time, to draw the argument which I purpoſed at firſt from theſe premiſes, and to ſay; That the name of faith, by the effects which by virtue of the Goſpel promiſes it produceth, being attributed, firſt, to the bare belief of the Goſpel, ſecondly, to that truſt, which a Chriſtian enters into by being Baptized, and laſtly to that truſt in God through Chriſt which Chri­ſtianity warranteth; And the ſecond of theſe naturally preſuppoſing the firſt, [Page] as the third both of them, the reaſon can be no other then this; Becauſe the middle is that which entitleth Chriſtians to the promiſe of the Goſpel, in re­ſpect whereof, both the name of Faith, and the effects of theſe promiſes, are duly and reaſonably aſcribed both to that which it ſuppoſeth, and to that which it produceth, both to the cauſe, and to the effect of it. For, in all manner of language, it is as neceſſary to uſe that change of words, and the ſenſe of them, which is called Metonymy by Humaniſts, and, by ſome Philoſophers and Di­vines of the Schooles denominatio ab extrinſeco, as it is impoſſible for any man, to expreſſe his minde without that change of ſpeech, which they call a Trope, in any manner of Language. It is not to be imagined, that thoſe faſhions of ſpeech are onely uſed, for ornament and elegance of language; The Human­iſts themſelves having taught us, that they are as our clothes, as well to cover nakedneſſe, as for comelyneſſe. For, as long as the conceits of the minde may be infinitely more then the words that have ben uſed, it will be abſolutely neceſſary to ſtraine the uſe of cuſtomary ſpeech, as the conceit is not cuſtoma­ry which we deſire to expreſſe. It will not, therefore, be ſtrange, that the name of faith ſhould be uſed to ſignifie three conceptions diſtinct, but depend­ing one on the other, ſo long as there are more conceptions then words; It will not be ſtrange, that the effects of that truſt which a man entreth into, by undertaking the profeſſion of a Chriſtian, ſhould be attributed, both to that Faith which believeth the Goſpel to be true, (being a thing neceſſarily pre­ſuppoſed to induce a man to undertake that ingagement) and to that confidence which a Chriſtian hath in God through Chriſt, being a thing neceſſa­rily inſuing upon the undertaking of it, with a ſincere and effectuall pur­poſe.
But this would be ſtrange, and no juſt reaſon to be given for it, were it not granted that the ſecond, to wit, that ſincere undertaking the truſt of a Chriſti­an, is that, which really intitleth him to the promiſes of the Goſpel. For, is it not manifeſt to all Chriſtians, that there are too many in the world, whom we cannot imagine to have any due title to thoſe promiſes, and yet do really and verily believe the faith of Chriſt to be true, and Him and His Apoſtles ſent from God to preach it? If therefore we will have theſe Scriptures which aſcribe the promiſes of the Goſpel to believing the truth of it to be true, we muſt underſtand them by way of Metonymy, to be attributed to it, as of right belonging to the conſequence, which it is naturally apt to produce. Nor is there any reaſon, that convinceth me in this point more, then that which Socinus giveth, why juſtification ſhould be attributed to that act of faith alone whereby a man believes the Goſpel to be true. His reaſon is becauſe, he that throughly believes the true God and his providence, which will bring all mens doings to judgement, and render them their due reward of life or death; that believes, our Lord Chriſt truly tendereth everlaſting happineſſe to all that take his yoke upon them, and draw in it, as long as they live; muſt needs ſtand convict, that he is to proceed accordingly. I ſay no leſſe; And I ſay, that the preaching of the Goſpel tenders motives, ſufficient to convict all the world of ſo much. But I ſay further, that, ſo long as, notwithſtanding ſufficient con­viction tendered notwithſtanding a mans faith engaged, and his own ſentence paſt againſt himſelf if he faile, we ſee men, either not embrace Chriſtianity, or not performe it having imbraced it; So long, right to Gods Promiſes can­not be aſcribed to this belief, though, in reaſon, whoſoever is convict of the truth cannot deny, but he ought to engage in Chriſtianity and hold it. The reaſon is, becauſe we ſee men not alwayes do that which reſonably they ought to do; And therefore, it is not enough to have ſubmitted to conviction what we ought to do: And the promiſes of the Goſpel are not properly aſcribed to the belief of thoſe truths, which convince men what they ought to do, but to the conſequence thereof, which, naturally and reaſonably they are apt to produce, but do not neceſſarily produce.
Againe, on the other ſide; Truſt and confidence in God, through Chriſt, obtaines the promiſes of the Goſpel, who denyes it? But is this truſt alwaies [Page] well grounded and true? Is it not poſſible for a man to imagine, his title to the promiſes of the Goſpel to be good when it is not? I would we had no cauſe to believe how oft it comes to paſſe; I grant, that, at the firſt hearing and believing the Goſpel, all the world have ground enough for that confi­dence, that may ſave them from deſpairing to attaine the promiſes of it: But, hath he, that hath ground not to deſpaire of being juſtified by faith, ground to conſide, as juſtified by faith? Or, is that all one, as to have ground enough for that confidence, that they have right to the ſaid promiſes? I ſup­poſe there is a great gulfe between both. For, when the preaching of the Goſpel convinceth a man that he is loſt unleſſe he accept it, upon whatſoever condition it tendereth; it is enough to keep any man that is in his wits, from diſpairing, to know, that there is a condition tendered by God, the accepting whereof will intitle us to his promiſes: Becauſe being ſincerely tendred in Gods name, there can be no barre, but on our part to the accepting of it. But, to have a well grounded confidence of our own right and juſt title to the pro­miſes, it behoveth, that the Spirit of a man, which is in him, know, that there is in him a ſincere reſolution of accepting the conditions; Which, how much the better it is grounded and ſetled, ſo much more ſhall his confidence be ſe­cure. And, to this confidence to bring a man from this former confidence, is as great a work, as to induce a man that believes the world to come to preferre it before this. For, I demand. Is he that ſins againſt God, for love of this world, enemy to God, as the Apoſtle ſaith, James IV. 4. or not? Are not all men enemies to God, when the Goſpel calls them to become his friends? If not, why may they not be ſaved without it? If ſo, can they have confidence in their enemy, by being diſcovered to be his enemies? Indeed, the Goſpel ten­dring conditions of peace, they have confidence, that they may become friends with God, by imbracing the ſame. But, the confidence of friends, till they have imbraced them, they cannot have. It is therefore a dangerous a im­poſture, to invite an unregenerate man, ſo ſoon as he is deſcovered ſo to be, to the confidence of a Chriſtian in God through Chriſt; As, not to invite him to that confidence, who may be a Chriſtian, is, to drive him to deſpaire. For not preſuppoſing his converſion from ſinne to God, it is neceſſarily carnal preſumption, not the confidence of a Chriſtian. And, if the Spirit of God ſhould ſeal to any heart the promiſes of the Goſpel, not preſuppoſing this ground, it were not poſſible for any man, to diſcern the illuſions of the evil Spirit from the dictates of Gods; The conſcience of our ſubmiſſion to thoſe terms, being the onely teſt, by which the difference is diſcernable. For, all they that truſt in thee ſhall not be aſhamed, but ſuch as tranſgreſſe without a cauſe ſhall be put to confuſion. Pſal. XXV. 2. To tranſgreſſe without a cauſe, and, to put truſt in God, are terms incompetible. So that, whereſoever we are bid truſt in God, (being implicitely forbid truſt in the world, or our ſelves, which, all that love the world, or themſelves, not in order to God, neceſſarily do) there is ſuppoſed the ground of this truſt, inconſiſtent with the conſcience of ſinne. And though this ungrounded confidence importeth carnal preſum­ption, yet may it occaſion diſpaire. For, when the guilt of ſinne in the con­ſcience, ſtronger then all prejudicate opinion, and impoſture of falſe doctrine, diſcovers that there is no ground for the confidence of a Chriſtian; and pre­judice on the other ſide, admits no recourſe to that condition which is the ground of it; no marvaile if it ſeem impoſſible to attain peace of conſcience, which appearance is the very horror of deſpair. Seeing then, that, truſt in God as reconcileable, and, for the attaining of remiſſion of ſinnes, is the imme­diate fruit of the Goſpel believed, but, truſt in God as reconciled, which is confidence of remiſſion of ſinnes obtained, is neceſſarily the conſequence of that faith which juſtifieth, (the juſtification of a Chriſtian, being a ſinner be­fore a Chriſtian, neceſſarily implying remiſſion of ſins) what remaineth, but that the profeſſing of faith to God, for the undergoing of Chriſtianity, be the condition upon which the promiſes of the Goſpel become due, that is to ſay, that faith which alone juſtifieth.
[Page]
For, it is true, the Goſpel tendereth ſeverall promiſes, remiſſion of ſinnes in the firſt place, becauſe the firſt thing, a man convict and ſentenced to death ſeeks, is his diſcharge; But, no man can have this diſcharge, but, upon the ſame terms, he muſt become the ſonne of God, (whether as regenerate by grace, or as adopted to glory, that is, to the right and title of it) and, upon the ſame terms be ſanctified by the holy Ghoſt, which, as I ſhewed before is promiſed as a gift, that is, (habitually to be poſſeſſed) onely to Chriſtians and to all Chriſtians; And therefore, it is impoſſible to imagine a man diſcharged of his ſinnes, that is not, for the very ſame reaſon, and therefore at the ſame inſtant, of nature as well as of time, regenerate, adopted, and ſan­ctified. It is indeed to be granted, that juſtification ſignifies ſomething dif­ferent from all theſe promiſes, in as much as it is manifeſt, that in the language of the Scriptures, it importeth, not making of a man righteous, but declaring him and accounting him righteous, treating him, and dealing with him as righ­teous: All this is true; And yet I ſhall not grant, that it is ſo properly un­derſtood to be the act of God, as ſitting upon his throne of judgement (whe­ther according to mercy or juſtice) as, the act of God contracting with m [...]n for everlaſting life, upon condition, of ſubmitting to the Covenant of Grace and the terms of it. Indeed, the preaching of the Goſpel premiſes the gene­rall judgement to come, as tendering the way to come clear of it, to wit by Chriſt, whom it declareth judge of quick and dead. For S. Paul thus propoſeth it to the Athenians, Acts, XVII. 30, 31. God, who everſaw the times of igno­rance, now chargeth all men every where to repent: Becauſe he hath appointed a day, wherein he will judge the world righteouſly, by the man whom he hath ap­pointed, making faith hereof to all, by raiſing him from the dead. And, of the overture thereof which he made to Felix, S. Luke ſaith, Acts XXIV. 25. As he diſcourſed of righteouſneſſe, and temperance, and judgement to come. And S. Paul ſpeaking of the Goſpel Rom. 1. 18. The wrath of God is reveal­ed from heaven, upon all ungodlineſſe, and unrighteouſneſſe of men, that hold the truth in unrighteouſneſſe. For, the preaching of the Goſpel is that revelation which here he meanes. And by S. Auguſtine, de Catechizandi Rudibus, we underſtand, that, by the order of the Church, there was no inſtruction in Chri­ſtianity without conviction of the judgement to come; as that which obligeth to have recourſe to Baptiſme for the avoiding of it. But when God conde­ſcends to tender to thoſe, whom he holds liable to his juſtice, terms of recon­cilement, plainly he comes down from his Throne of judgement, to deale with his obnoxious creatures upon equall terms, or rather terms of diſadvan­tage, ſuppoſing what no Chriſtian can deny, that the Goſpel tenders terms of our advantage. Nay he is content to go before, and to declare himſelf tied before hand, if we accept; expecting our choice, whether we will be bound, by accepting, or not, which is a difference, between the Law and the Goſpel, not unworthy to be obſerved. For, the Covenant of the Law was ſtruck once for all, with all thoſe whome it concerned, to wit, the whole people of Iſrael at once, their poſterity, being by birth, ſubject to it. But when the Goſpel is preached, the Covenant of Grace is tendered indeed, but not inacted till ſome man conſent to become a Chriſtian; and therefore, God firſt binds him­ſelf to ſtand to the termes which he tenders, expecting whether man will ac­cept them or not. And though it be called the Covenant of Grace while it is but tendered, yet it is not a Covenant, till it be inacted, between God and every one that is baptized.
Seeing then, that no juſtification of ſinners takes effect, but by virtue of the Covenant of Grace, and that the act of Gods meer Grace inacts and gives force to that Covenant, manifeſt it muſt needs be, that juſtification imports the act of God, admitting him for righteous, who, ſetting aſide that Covenant, could not challenge, ſo to be held and dealt with. But if juſtification import this act of God, ſhall it not therefore imply, ſhall it not ſuppoſe ſome con­dition qualifying him for it? For, what challenge can he, whom the Goſpel overtaketh in ſinne, pretend, for reward by it, being engaged by Gods law, to [Page] the utmoſt of his power otherwiſe? ſhall a mans converſion, from ſinne paſt, to righteouſneſſe to come, challenge both the cancelling of his debts, and a reward beyond all proportion of that which he is able to do, being obliged to do it? But, ſhall that Goſpel, which pretends to retrive righteouſneſſe into the world, allow the reward of righteouſneſſe, without any conſideration of it? How then ſhall it oblige man to righteouſneſſe, being a law, that derogates from any law of God that went afore it, allowing all the promiſes it tenders without any conſideration of righteouſneſſe? For, I will not here ſtand to diſpute, whether the Covenant of Grace be a law or not; becauſe, every contract is a law to the parties, and this being between God and man, and ſuppoſing the tranſgreſſion of Gods Originall law, neceſſarily abates the extent and force of it. But, I will demand, what is, or what can be the righteouſneſſe of a ſinner, but repentance? Which, as it is part of righ­teouſneſſe, ſo farre as it is underſtood to be converſion from all ſinne; ſo, as it is underſtood to be the converſion of ſinners to Chriſtianity, is all righteouſ­neſs, becauſe all ſinners are called to Chriſtianity. Only with this difference, that, repentance is the way to that end, which is righteouſneſſe; Repentance in fieri, righteouſneſſe, in facto eſſe, according to the terms of the Schoole And, is it not righteouſneſſe for a ſinner, to deſire, to purpoſe, to reſolve to be righteous, for the time to come? Or can he, that is truly qualified a ſinner, be any other way truly qualified righteous? Therefore that reſolution of righteouſ­neſſe, which, he that ſincerely undetakes Chriſtianity muſt needs put on; (the firſt part whereof is the profeſſion of God, by Chriſt, the author and rewarder of it) This, I ſay, is that which qualifies a Chriſtian for the promiſes of the Goſpel, but alwayes, by virtue of Gods free act in tendring the Covenant of Grace, not by any obligation, which his creature can prevent him with. And this is manifeſtly S. Pauls ſenſe in Rom. IV. 3, 11, 22, 23, 24. where he alleges Moſes, that Abrahams faith was imputed to him for righteouſneſſe, and David, pronouncing him bleſſed unto whom God imputeth no ſinne; To ſhew, that the Goſpel declareth Chriſtians to be juſtified by faith no other­wiſe, then the Fathers underſtood men to become Righteous, by Gods grace, accepting that, which nothing could oblige him to accept, for righteouſneſſe. For no man is ſo wilfully blinde as to imagine, that the Apoſtle ſpeakes here of our Lord Chriſt the object, not of the act of faith; whoſe words are; That Faith was imputed to Abraham for righteouſneſſe, and, bleſſed is he to whom the Lord imputeth not ſinne: And ſinne, as I take it, ſtands not in oppoſition to the object of faith. And, when the Scripture ſaith, Pſal. CVI. 30, 31. Then ſtood up Phineas, and exerciſed judgement, and ſo the Plague ceaſed: And this was imputed to him for righteouſneſſe, among all poſterities for evermore; It is manifeſt, that doing vengeance upon malefactors is accounted a righteous thing for Phineas to do, though by Gods command, yet without proceſſe of law. And, 1 Mac. 11. 52. Was not Abraham found faithfull in temptation, and it was counted to him for righteouſneſſe? And, ſhall not faith be ſaid to be imputed to him for righteouſneſſe, in the ſame ſenſe, as we ſee evidently, in­during temptation is imputed to him, and doing vengeance to Phineas, for righteouſneſſe? That is to ſay, that the act of faith, not the object of it (which act, what it is, and wherein it conſiſts, I ſuppoſe is decided by the premiſes) is imputed to Abraham, and his Spirituall ſeed for righte­ouſneſſe.
I have ſaid nothing all this while concerning that opinion, which makes that faith which alone juſtifieth, to conſiſt in believing, that a man is juſtified, or predeſtinate to life, in conſideration only of Chriſts obedience imputed to him. And truely, having ſaid ſo much, why it cannot conſiſt in having truſt and confidence in God through Chriſt; I do not think I need ſay much more to it. Firſt, whether or no a Chriſtian can have the aſſurance of faith, that he is for the preſent juſtified, or, that he is from everlaſting predeſtinate to life, is a thing that I intend not here, either to grant, or to deny; Nothing hindring me, ſuppoſing for the preſent, but not granting, that ſuch aſſurance may be [Page] had, upon that ſuppoſition to diſpute, that he is not juſtified by having that aſſurance, but, that, by being juſtified he obtaines it. For, were it not the ſtrangeſt thing in the world, that any knowledge ſhould produce the object of it, which it ſuppoſeth? Can any reaſon allow the effect to produce the cauſe, or any thing to depend upon the conſequence of it? No more can Chriſtianity allow; the aſſnrance of this truth; I am juſtified (ſuppoſing it to be true) to be the ground why it is true? And if any man ſay that juſtifying faith is not the aſſurance of this truth, I am juſtified, but of this truth, I am  [...]redeſtinate to life, (the reaſon being; Becauſe the obedience of Chriſt, appointed for the ſalvati­on of the elect alone, is imputed to him once for all to life, not onely for the pre­ſent to righteouſneſſe) can any reaſon be given, why this reaſon ſhould not take effect from everlaſting, but depend upon the knowledge of it, wherein juſti­fying faith is ſaid to conſiſt? For, if the onely conſideration that intitles him to the promiſes of the Goſpel be the obedience of Chriſt, why ſhall not that right take place from the ſame date, from which the conſideration tendered for it takes place? Why ſhould not the opinion of the Antinomians, at leaſt, that which I make to be ground of that Hereſie take place, rather then this of Presbyterians? For, both of them being equally deſtructive to the Goſpel of Chriſt, that which agrees beſt with it ſelf, (the ſeveral aſſumptions whereof, are moſt conſiſtent with, and conſequent to one another) is doubtleſſe the more receivable.
Now, whether we make juſtification, (granted from everlaſting to the elect for whom alone Chriſt was ſent) to go before faith, as the object goes before the knowledge and aſſurance of it; Or, whether we make it to depend upon faith, (though paſſed meerely in conſideration of the obedience of Chriſt, de­puted for the ſalvation of the elect alone) there will remaine no obligation upon the elect to performe any obedience to God, being intitled to, and aſſu­red of ſalvation, afore it, and without it. For, the Goſpel is the laſt Law of God, derogatory to any declaration of his will antecedent to it, and not ſuf­fering any other to take place, further then is provided by it; So that, ſup­poſing that God hath publiſhed ſalvation to the elect meerly in conſideration of Chriſt, without requiring any terms at their hands; Well may it be ſaid, that notwithſtanding, he may determine them to do thoſe things, which he would have them do that ſhall be ſaved; But it cannot be ſaid, that he can ob­lige them to any condition, to be performed of their free choice; Or, conſe­quently, that there can remaine any difference between good and bad in the doings of them, who are free from all obligation to the meanes, becauſe in­titled to the end without them. And truly it is more modeſty to ſay, that the actions of the elect, to which God determines them upon theſe terms, are not good, then to ſay, (as, by conſequence it muſt be ſaid) that the actions of the reprobates are bad, which upon theſe terms, are not their actions but Gods, nor imputable to any will of theirs, but to his. But, this inconvenience being unavoidable, whether we make juſtification to depend upon that faith, which conſiſts in aſſureing us of the ſame, (and that is to make an object to depend upon the act which it produceth) or that faith to depend upon it, as included in predeſtination to li [...]e; both of them being deſtructive to Chriſtianity, it is but a poor plaiſter, by contradicting a mans ſelf, to ſeem to ſalve ſo great an inconvenience. And truly tis much to be wondered at, how thoſe that pro­feſſe nothing but Scripture could ever perſwade themſelves of an imagination, for which there is nothing to be alledged out of the whole tenor of the Scri­ptures. Whatſoever can be produced out of the Old Teſtament, for that truſt, which the people of God might, or ought to have in God, for the ob­taining of his promiſes; whatſoever out of the New, for that peace and ſecuri­ty with which Chriſtians may and ought to expect the world to come, (ſuppo­ſing but not granting, all that can be pretended thereby) do but demand where it is ſaid that, a man hath this truſt, this peace, this ſecurity by having it, and all will be mute. And therefore, having ſhewed, that the truſt and peace of a Chriſtian ſuppoſeth that ground upon which he is juſtified, I will ſpend no [Page] more words to ſhew, that the knowledge and aſſurance of juſtification or predeſtination ſuppoſes the being of it, and that, the ground whereupon it takes place.

CHAP. VIII. The objection from S. Paul; We are not juſtified by the Law nor by Workes, but by Grace and by Faith. Not meant of the Goſpel, and the workes that ſup­poſe it. The queſtion that S. Paul ſpeakes to, is of the Law of Moſes and the Workes of it. He ſets thoſe workes in the ſame rank with the workes of the Gentils by the light of nature. The civil and outward workes of the Law may be done by Gentiles. How the Law is a Pedagogue to Chriſt.
THE laſt reaſon, whereby I prove my intent, conſiſts in the aſſoiling of that Objection, which is alledged from the diſputes of S. Pauls Epiſtles, ar­guing, that a Chriſtian is not juſtified by the Law, or, by the works of the Law, and therefore, by Grace, and by Faith: For, he that is juſtified by in­gaging himſelf to profeſſe Chriſtianity, and to live according to the ſame, muſt needs be juſtified by performing his ingagement; Unleſſe a man would ſay, that he is juſtified by making a promiſe which he never obſerveth, and which it con­cerns him not to keep, being once juſtified by making of it. And truly, ha­ving ſaid, that God admits a man into the ſtate of his Grace, in conſideration of the act of undertaking this profeſſion; I do not onely grant, but challenge for my privilege to maintaine, that he hold him in the ſame ſtate, in conſidera­tion of the act or acts whereby he performes the ſame. And therefore to the Objection, I returne this in generall: That I do not grant any man to be juſtified by any thing that ſuppoſes not of the Goſpel of Chriſt, ſince the pub­liſhing of it; That is, not by ſuch works as can be done by him, that hath not yet admitted and imbraced the Goſpel of Chriſt, and that by virtue of that Grace of God, which ſets on foot the Covenant of Grace. For, the Law go­ing before the Goſpel, and being unable to produce that obedience which God would accept in lieu of the World to come, further then, as containing in it ſelf the Goſpel, and the effects of it; It is manifeſt, that righteouſneſſe cannot be attributed to the Law, nor the works of the Law. And yet, if we conſider, that the Goſpel it ſelf is a law of God, whereby he ties, at leaſt himſelf, to certain rerms, upon which he declares, that he will be reconciled with his enemies; There is no reaſon to underſtand when S. Paul ſayes, that a man is not juſtified by the Law, or the works of the Law, that he meanes to deny, a Chriſtian to be juſtified by doing according to the Goſpel, which is the law that God pretends to introduce, in ſtead of that law, by which the Apoſtle denies any man to be juſtified. For, all Chriſtianity acknowledges, that the Goſpel is implied in the Law, neither could the juſtification of the Fathers before and under the Law, by Faith, be maintained otherwiſe: And therefore it is no ſtrange thing to ſay, that, under the Law, there were thoſe that obtained that righteouſneſſe which the Goſpel tendereth, though not by the Law, but by the Goſpel; which under the Law, though not publiſhed, was yet in force to ſuch, as by meanes of the Law, were brought to embrace the ſecret of it. But it cannot there­therefore be ſaid, that they were juſtified by the Law, or by the works of it, but by Grace, and by Faith, though the Law was a meanes that God uſed, to bring them to the Grace of Faith.
And therefore, when the Apoſtles inferences are imployed, to fortifie this argument; To wit, that, if a Chriſtian be juſtified by works depending upon the Covenant of Grace, then he hath whereof he may glory, which Abraham, that was juſtified by Faith, had not; Then hath he no meanes to attain that peace and ſecurity which the Goſpel tendereth, all having the conſcience of ſuch works as do interrupt it; I do utterly deny both conſequences. For, I ſay, that the works that depend upon the Goſpel are neither done without the [Page] Grace of God, from whence the Goſpel comes; neither are they available, to juſtify him, whom the Goſpel overtakes in ſinne, of themſelves, but by virtue of that Grace of God from whence the Goſpel comes. Now, I challenge the moſt wilfull unreaſonable man in the world, to ſay, how, he that ſayes this challenges any thing, whereo [...] he may glory without God, who acknowledges, to have received that which he tenders from Gods gift, and the promiſe which God tenders in lieu of it, from his bounty and goodneſſe: To ſay, how a man can be more aſſured, that he is in the ſtate of Gods grace, then he can be aſ­ſured of what himſelf thinks and does. For not to decide at preſent how, and how farre a man may be aſſured of Gods grace, whatſoever aſſurance can be attained, muſt be attained, upon the aſſurance which a man may have of his own heart and actions, and that as S, Paul ſaies, 1 Cor. 11. 10. No man knows what is in a man but the Spirit of a man that is in him. For, if it be ſaid;  [...]hat this aſſurance is from the Spirit of God, and therefore ſuppoſes not ſo much as the knowledge of our ſelves; I muſt except peremptorily, that which I premi­ſed as a ſuppoſition in due place, that no man hath the Spirit of God but upon ſuppoſition of Chriſtianity; And therefore no man can know, that he hath the Spirit of God, but upon ſuppoſition, that he knows himſelf to be a good Chriſti­an, otherwiſe, it would be impoſſible for any man, to diſcern in himſelf between the dictates of a good and bad Spirit, ſeeing it is manifeſt, that, among thoſe that profeſſe Chriſtianity, many things are imputed to the Spirit of God which are contrary to Chriſtianity. Now, of the ſincerity of that intention where­with a man ingages to live like a Chriſtian, a man may ſtand as much aſſured, as he can ſtand aſſured of his own confidence in God, or that he doth indeed believe himſelf to be predeſtinate to life. And therfore, it is no prejudice to that ſecurity and peace of conſcience which the Goſpel tendereth, that it preſup­poſeth this ingagement, and the performance of it. This anſwer, then, pro­ceedeth upon theſe two preſumptions; That the grace of Chriſt, which is the grace of God through Chriſt, is neceſſary to the having of that faith which alone juſtifieth; Which the hereſy of Socinus denies with Pelagius And, that it juſtifieth not of it ſelf, but by virtue of that grace of Chriſt, that is, the grace which God declares in conſideration of his obedience. Theſe pre­ſumptions, it is not my purpoſe to ſuppoſe gratis, without debating the grounds upon which they are to be received, having once purpoſed to reſolve wherein the Covenant of Grace ſtands. But I muſt have leave to take them in hand in their reſpective places, and, for the preſent, to diſpatch that which preſſes here, which is to ſhew, that the intent of S. Paul, and the reſt of the Scriptures, which he expounds moſt at large is this; That a Chriſtian is not juſtified by the Law of Moſes, and thoſe works that are done preciſely by vir­tue thereof, not including in it the Goſpel of Chriſt; but by undertaking the profeſſion of Chriſtianity and performing the ſame, (which is in his language, by faith without the workes of the Law) and therefore, conſequently, by thoſe workes, which are done by virtue of this faith, in perfor­mance of it.
And firſt, I appeale to the ſtate of the queſtion in S. Pauls Epiſtles, what it is the Apoſtle intends to evict, by all that he diſputes; And demand, who can or dare undertake, that he had any occaſion to decide that which here is queſtioned, upon ſuppoſition that a Chriſtian is juſtified by the Covenant of Grace alone, which the Goſpel tendereth; Whether by Faith alone, which is the aſſurance of ſalvation, or truſt in God through Chriſt; Or by Faith alone which is the undertaking of Chriſtianity, and living according to the ſame? For, it is evident in the Scriptures of the Apoſtles, how much adoe they had to perſwade the Jewes, who had received Chriſt, that the Gentiles which had done the like were not bound to keep the Law, which they, it is evident, did keep; Theſe had no ground, had they underſtood, from the beginning of their Chriſtianity, that their righteouſneſſe and ſalvation depended not upon the keeping of it, under the Goſpel of Chriſt. It is evident, that the trouble which Jewiſh Chriſtians raiſed, in the Churches to whom thoſe Epiſtles are [Page] directed, which diſpute this point fulleſt, upon occaſion of this difficulty, was the ſubject and cauſe of directing the ſame. What cauſe then can there be, why theſe Epiſtles ſhould prove, that a Chriſtian is not juſtified by ſuch works as ſuppoſe the Covenant of Grace, when as the diſeaſe they pretend to cure, conſiſts, in believing to be juſtified by the works of Moſes Law, which ſup­poſeth it not? For, it is evident, that had it been received as now, that Mo­ſes Law is void, the occaſion of this diſpute in theſe Epiſtles had ceaſed, what ever benefit beſides might have been procured by them, for ſucceeding ages of the Church. Is it not plain that the pretenſe of S. Paul, in the Epiſtle to the Romanes, is this, that neither the Gentiles by the Law of Nature, nor the Jewes by the Law of Moſes, can obtaine righteouſneſſe, or avoid the judge­ment of God, and therefore, that it is neceſſary for both to imbrace Chriſti­anity? He that reades the two firſt chapters, cannot queſtion this. In the fourteenth chapter, together with the beginning of the fifteenth, you ſhall find him reſolving, upon what terms, theſe two ſorts of Chriſtians were to converſe with one another; And through the body of it, upon what grounds the Gentiles are invited to the Covenant of grace, which the Jewes began then to refuſe.
This being the buſineſſe of the Epiſtle, the drift of it is manifeſt, whether righteouſneſſe and ſalvation come by the Law or the Goſpel, by Judaiſme or by Chriſtianity. The ſubject of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews is this. The Jews being priviledged by the laws of the Empire in the exerciſe of their Religion, diſclaiming thoſe of their nation that had profeſſed Chriſtianity, found means by the power of the Romanes, to conſtrain them, by perſecution, to return to Judaiſme. The queſtion is, whether they can obtaine ſalvation turning Jews againe, which, they perſwade themſelves they might obtaine being ſuch, be­fore they imbrace Chriſtianity: That this is the queſtion, let him that will take the paines to compare the propoſition of it, in the the beginning of the II. Chapter, and the reaſons which it is purſued with untill the ſixth, with the concluſion of the diſpute in the thirteenth; (Conſidering alſo that diſcourſe which followes, of the intent and effect of the Law;) Let him, I ſay, give ſen­tence. If he refuſe me, I will be bold to ſay of him; That no man is ſo blind as he that will not ſee. With the Churches of Galatia, when S. Paul writ to them, the caſe was ſomewhat otherwiſe. It is manifeſt that they conſiſted partly of Gentiles partly of Jews. The words of the Apoſtle require it; Gal. IV. 8, 9. But then truly, not knowing God, ye ſerved thoſe, which indeed are no Gods; But now having known God, or rather being known of God, how turn ye back to thoſe weak and beggerly elements, to which ye deſire to be in bondage againe. For, neither could they ſerve thoſe that were not Gods indeed, unleſſe Gentiles, nor unleſſe Jewes, returne to thoſe elements. It is manifeſt, that, to avoid perſecution for the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, thoſe whom S. Paul writes againſt would have them be circumciſed; and ſo, conforme themſelves ſo farre to the Law, that, thoſe who raiſed that perſecution might be ſatisfied at their hands. Thoſe that would make a fair ſhew in the fleſh, conſtraine you to be circumciſed, onely that they may not be perſecuted with the Croſſe of Chriſt. For, neither themſelves that are perſecuted do keep the Law; But would have you circumciſed that they may glory in your fleſh: Saith S. Paul, Gal. VI. 12, 13. And againe, Gal. V. 11. But I brethren, if I ſtill preach circumciſion, why am I ſtill per­ſecuted? For then the ſcandall of the Croſſe is void. And is not the queſtion then between the Law and the Goſpel, between Judaiſme and Chriſtianity, whether of them intitles to ſalvation and righteouſneſſe? And ſhall the excluding of the Law exclude thoſe works which ſuppoſe Chriſtianity, or rather include what ever the Goſpel includes or inferres?
Conſider what opinion the Jews had then entertained, to alienate them from Chriſtianity then, and to divide them from it ever ſince. So long as the nation ſtood, it is manifeſt, how much adoe there was to hold them to the worſhip of the true God, which was the ground of that Law by which they held the Land of promiſe. Being carried to Babylon, and ſeeing the menaces of the Law come to paſſe, and revolving within themſelves thoſe things, which Iſaiah and other [Page] Prophets had preached againſt the worſhip of Idols (upon that occaſion it ſeems, but certaine it is (they never departed from the worſhip of one true God after­ward. But then, with the ſtudy of his law, after their returne from captivity came in a curio [...]ity of learning and keeping all punctillos, which the obſerva­tion of it could require; As ſuppoſing the wiſdom of the Nation, which the Law it ſelf magnifieth, Deut. IV. 6, 8. together with their righteouſneſſe and holyneſſe to conſiſt in theſe niceties; Whereas this was, indeed, but the civile and outward obſervation of thoſe precepts, of the externall worſhip of one God, and civil converſation among themſelves, to which the civil happineſs of the land of promiſe was tied, as I ſhewed in the firſt book. Hereupon our Lord to his diſciples, Mat. V. 10. Ʋnleſſe your righteouſneſſe exceed the righteouſneſs of the Scribes and Phariſees, ye ſhall in no wiſe enter into the kingdome of heaven. And again, to ſhew, that the diſeaſe began long afore, though then it was come to the height, he reproves his hearers with theſe words which the Prophet Eſay had charged upon his time, Eſ. XXIX. 13. In vain they worſhip me, teaching for doctrines the Traditions of men. Mat. XV. 9. Mar. VII. 7. Where he in­ſtanceth, in the waſhing of cups and pots according to the Law, of braſſe veſ­ſels, and beds, of the hands before meat, and after they came from market, according to the tradition of the Elders, which the Apoſtle 1 Pet. I. 18. calls, their vain converſation delivered from their fathers. This is manifeſtly that righteouſneſſe whereof S. Paul ſayes, Rom. X. 3. That the Jewes, not knowing the righteouſneſſe of God, and willing to eſtabliſh their own righteouſneſſe, were not ſubject to Gods righteouſneſſe. For, as it is evident, that, not to be ſubject to the righteouſneſſe of God, is neither more nor leſſe, then, to refuſe the Goſpel of Chriſt; So their own righteouſneſſe, which they would eſtabliſh, in oppo­ſition to the ſame, muſt needs be that righteouſneſſe which they might be poſ­ſeſt of by virtue of the Law. And indeed, it is not poſſible to imagine that the Jewes ſhould ſo punctually and ſuperſtitiouſly reverence all theſe nice obſer­vations, traditions, and cuſtomes, which the Scribes and Phariſees brought in, to limit the generality of Moſes Law, and to determine every clauſe, circumſtance, and tittle, according to which it ſhould be obſerved, (which now that vaſt bulk of their Talmud containes) if they did not thinke, that true wiſdome and righteouſneſſe before God, is placed in the nice keeping of theſe curioſities. Nor can it be doubted, that the undervaluing of them by reaſon of Chriſtianity, is that which firſt occaſioned them to take offence at the Goſpel, and to this day maintaines them in contradiction to it.
It can therefore by no meanes be doubted, that this is the Law, and there­fore the workes which S. Paul means, when he argues, that we are not juſtified by the Law, nor the workes of the Law, but by grace and by Faith. For, it is moſt manifeſt, that he inſtances diverſe times in thoſe precepts which are not of the law of nature, nor can the workes of them be counted to belong to the inward obedience of God, and his worſhip in Spirit and truth; But meerely formes, which God had tied them up to his ſervice with, that they might have no occaſion to ſeek after ſtrange Gods; And cuſtomes, whereby he had ſo li­mited their civil converſation to one another, that, being divided thereby from other nations, they might have no occaſion to learn their Gods. So S. Paul, Gal. IV. 9. 10. But now having known God, or rather being known of God, how turn ye back againe to thoſe weake and beggarly rudiments to which ye deſire to be in bondage againe. Ye obſerve dayes, and monthes, and ſeaſons, and yeares. For, the obſervation of legall Feſtivals, according to the moneths and ſeaſons of the yeares, is indeed obedience to that God, by whoſe Law the differ­ence is made. But, when their conceits of themſelves tranſports them to imagine, that God eſteems them for theſe things, whereby he hath differenced them from other nations, and, that it cannot ſtand with that eſteem, that he ſhould receive the Gentiles into favour upon undertaking that ſpirituall obe­dience which Chriſt publiſheth, not tying that to the ſame; Worthily are they called by the Apoſtle, weak and beggerly rudiments, that did onely pre­pare [Page] them to this obedience, by tying them to the true God and his outward ſervice. And is not the precept of circumciſion, in the firſt place, which ob­liges to all the precepts, and intitles to all the promiſes, of this nature? Hear S. Paul to the Philipians, III. 3. 6. among whom this leaven began to ſpread [...] We are the circumciſion, ſaith he, that ſerve God in the Spirit, and glory in Chriſt Jeſus, and have no confidence in the fleſh. Though I have confidence in the fleſh alſo; If any other man ſeem to have confidence in the fleſh, I more. Circumciſed the eighth day, of the race of Iſrael, of the tribe of Benjamin, an Hebrew of He­brews, alſo concerning the Law a Phariſee, as concerning zeal, one that perſe­cuted the Church, as concerning righteouſneſſe that is by the law, blameleſſe. Are not all theſe priviledges of that nation by virtue of Moſes Law, and of circumciſion, which obliges to it? And is not that confidence of righteouſ­neſſe which is by the Law, which S. Paul diſclaimes, (though he claime as good a title to it as any Jew beſide) I ſay, is not that it which moved the Jews, out of zeal to the Law, to perſecute the Church? And, can that righteouſneſſe which moveth to perſecute Chriſtianity be thought to preſuppoſe it? There­fore, what S. Paul meanes by confidence in the fleſh we muſt learn from the Epiſtle to the Hebrews IX. 9. 10. Where the tabernacle is called a Parable, or figure for the then preſent time, in which gifts and ſacrifices were offered, which could not profit him that miniſtred as to conſcience, being onely impoſed upon meates and drinkes, and ſeverall Baptiſmes, and righteouſneſſes of the fleſh, un­till the time of reformation came. Where,  [...], are thoſe carnall and bodily rites, which obtaine that carnall righteouſneſſe, which anſwereth the carnall and earthly promiſes of the Law; and were miſtaken by them, for meanes of obtaining reſurrection unto life, and the world to come, which, under the Law ſo given, they had nevertheleſſe juſt cauſe to expect, though not in con­ſideration of ſuch obſervations.
Another argument hereof we have from S. Paul, which to me ſeems per­emptory, in that he oppoſeth that grace and faith, whereby Chriſtians are ju­ſtified, to thoſe works, which Gentiles, by the Law and light of nature were able to do; Which works, certainly, do not ſuppoſe Chriſtianity. Epheſ. II. 8, 9. For, by grace are ye ſaved through the Faith, and that not of your ſelves, it is Gods gift. Not of workes, leaſt any man ſhould glory. There is nothing moremanifeſt, then, that the Church of the Epheſians, when S. Paul wrote this Epiſtle, was gather­ed of thoſe that had been Gentiles, as you may ſee by Epheſ. II. 11, 12. III. 1, 6. Wherefore, when S. Paul ſayes to them, being preſently Chriſtians, that they were not ſaved by works, leaſt they ſhould glory; it is manifeſt, that his meaning is, that their converſation before the Goſpel came, could not move and oblige God to provide them the meanes of Salvation which it tendereth. Againe, S. Paul exhorting Timothy to ſuffer hardſhip for the Goſpel, accord­ing to the power of God, who, ſaith he, hath ſaved us and called us with an holy calling, not according to our works, but according to his own purpoſe, and the grace that is given us in Chriſt Jeſus before everlaſting ages; 2 Tim. I. 9. ſpeaketh of the ſame Epheſians whoſe Paſtor Timothy was at that time. But moſt fully Titus III. 4, 7. But when the goodneſſe and love to men of God our Saviour ap­peared, not of workes which we had done in righteouſneſſe ſaved he us, but, accord­ing to his own mercy, by the laver of regeneration, and renewing of the holy Ghoſt, which he ſhed upon us richly, through our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, that being juſti­ed by his grace, we might become heirs of everlaſting life, according to hope. For, that thoſe whom Titus had in charge were Chriſtians converted for the moſt part of Gentiles, appeares by the Apoſtles words, Titus I. 10. For there be ma­ny and thoſe rebellious, vaine talkers and cheaters, eſpecially they of the circum­ciſion, whoſe mouthes muſt be ſtopped. And in the words that goe next afore the paſſage alledged, there is a lively deſcription of the converſation of the Gentiles; For, of Jewes he could not have ſaid; We alſo were once fooliſh, diſ­obedient, wandring out of the way, in ſlaved to divers luſts and pleaſures, living in malice and envy, hatefull and hating one another. Titus, III. 3. Seeing then that it concerns the Gentiles as well as the Jews, which the Apoſtle argues, that [Page] men are not juſtified by works, but by grace and by faith, it is manifeſt, that he meanes ſuch works as the Gentiles might pretend to no leſſe then the Jews, and that while they were Gentiles, becauſe he ſpeakes of that eſtate in which the Goſpel overtook them; And therefore, when S. Paul denies that men are juſtified by works, he meanes thoſe works which men are able to do before they are acquainted with the preaching of the Goſpel, whe­ther by the light and Law of nature, or by the meere inſtruction of Moſes Law.
For, though the law of Moſes containe in it many morall precepts of true, and inward, and ſpirituall obedience, the obſervation whereof is indeed the worſhip of God in Spirit and in truth; Yet we muſt conſider, that the ſame precepts are part of the law of nature, written in the hearts even of Gentiles. And we muſt conſider further, that theſe precepts may be obeyed and done two ſeverall wayes; Firſt, as farre as the outward work, and the kinde and ob­ject of it goes; and further, as farre as the reaſon of it, derived from the will and command of God, and the intention thereof directed to his honour and ſervice. Which purpoſe of heart cannot be in any man, but him that loves God above this world, making him the utmoſt end of all his actions. I ſay then, that of thoſe morall precepts of Moſes law, which are parts of the law of nature, the outward and bodily obſervation goes no further then the ob­ſervation of other rituall and civil precepts of the ſame law; And therefore, is to be compriſed in the account of thoſe works of the Law by which S. Paul denies, deſervedly, that we are juſtified before God. But, the inward and Spirituall obſervation of them, (at leaſt, the purpoſe and intention of it) as it depends upon the grace of Chriſt, which the Goſpel publiſheth, ſo muſt it neceſſarily be included in that faith, which, in oppoſition to the works of the Law, qualifies Chriſtians for thoſe promiſes which the Goſpel ten­dereth.
But that which muſt remove all doubt, of the Apoſtles meaning, in this point, muſt be the removing that difficulty, which held the Jewes then, and ſtill holds them in the opinion, of obtaining righteouſneſſe and ſalvation by the Law. For certainely, could S. Paul have perſwaded them, that the ancient Fathers from the beginning, of whoſe ſalvation theyh could not doubt, though under the Law, yet obtained not ſalvation by the law, but by the Goſpel, it had been an eaſie thing for him to have per­ſwaded them to it. The Apoſtles intent therefore is, to perſwade them to that, which, becauſe it was hard to perſwade them to, therefore they continued Jewes, and refuſed to become Chriſtians. Now let us ſuppoſe that which I have premiſed, that the Law expreſſely covenanteth onely for the worldly happi­neſſe of that people in the land of promiſe, requiring, in lieu of it, onely the outward and civil obſervation of the law. But, the ſumme of that outward ob­ſervation thereof, which is expreſſely covenanted for, conſiſting in the worſhip of one God (whoſe providence, in the particular actions of his creatures, it preſuppoſeth, maintaining alſo a Tradition of the immortality of mans ſoul, and of bringing all mens actions to account) ſhall not all that are born under this Law, ſtand neceſſarily convict, that they owe this God that in­ward and ſpirituall obedience, wherein his worſhip in Spirit and truth con­ſiſteth? And ſeeing the ſame God tenders them terms of that reconcilement and friendſhip, which maintaines them in that ſtate of this world, whereby they may be able and fit to render him ſuch inward and ſpirituall obedience, punctually making good the ſame to them; Have they not reaſon enough to conclude, that they ſhall not faile of his favour and grace, ſo long as they pro­ceed in a courſe of ſuch obedience? How much more, having the examples of the ancient Fathers, the doctrine which they delivered by word of mouth, the inſtructions of the Prophets, (whom God raiſed up from time to time, to aſſure them, that this was that principall intent of Gods law, though it made the leaſt noiſe in it) how much more, I ſay, muſt they needs ſtand con­vict, both of their own obligation to tender God this obedience, and alſo. [Page] that, tendring it, they could not faile of Gods favour toward them, even as to the life to come. Though this cannot be ſaid, to be the Goſpel of Chriſt becauſe it containeth not the diſpenſation of his life in the fleſh, nor the ex­preſſe tender of the life to come, in conſideration of the profeſſion of his Name, and of living according to his doctrine; Yet, if it be truly ſaid, that the Goſpel is implied and vailed in the Law, either this ſignifies nothing, or this is the thing that it ſignifies. For upon this ground, it is manifeſt, that there was alwayes a twofold ſenſe and effect of Moſes Law, and, by conſe­quence, a twofold law; By virtue of which difference, whereas it is ſaid, Heb. VII. 16. That the legall Prieſthood ſtood by the law of a carnall precept; And the precepts thereof are called,  [...], as I ſaid afore; And the blood of bulls and of goats, and the aſhes of the red heifer, are ſaid to ſan­ctifie to the cleanſing of the fleſh. Heb. IX. 10. 13. On the other ſide, S. Paul ſaith, that the Law is ſpirituall, and that the commandment was given to life, and therefore diſcovers concupiſcence to be ſinne. Rom. VII. 7, 10, 14. And S. Steven ſaith to his people, of Moſes, that he received living oracles to give unto us, Acts VII. 38. And S. Paul of himſelf and his fellow Apoſtles, deliver­ing the doctrine of the Goſpel; Which things we ſpeak, ſaith he, not with words taught by mans wiſdome, but taught by the holy Ghoſt, comparing ſpiritual things with ſpiritual things; 1 Cor. II. 13. that is the ſpiritual things which the Goſpel expreſſeth, with the ſame ſpiritual things implied by the law; As I ſhew­ed afore, that the ſame S. Pauls meaning is, that the man of God is perfectly fur­niſhed to every good work, when he is able to make the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament uſefull, to inſtruct, reprove, teach, and comfort Chriſtians in Chriſtianity. 2 Tim. III. 16, 17. And truly, whatſoever is ſaid in the writings of the Apoſtles, or the ſayings of our Lord Chriſt, (ſuppoſing the difference between that which is Spirituall, and that which is carnall or literall in the Scriptures) muſt be expounded upon this ground of the Apoſtle, that all the promiſes of God are yea in Chriſt, and in him amen, as S. Paul ſaith, 2 Cor. I. 20. That is to ſay, that the temporall promiſes of Moſes law were intended for, and fulfilled in the eternall promiſes of Chriſts Goſpel. For, upon this ground, there is a Jew according to the letter, and a Jew according to the Spirit, that is a Chriſtian. Rom. II. 28, 29. There are ſons according to the fleſh, and ſons according to promiſe. Rom. IX. 8. and he that was born of the bondmaide, was born according to the fleſh, and perſecuted him that was born of the free woman according to the Spirit; Gal. IV. 23. 29. For this reaſon it is ſaid; That the Fathers all eat the ſame ſpirituall meat, and drank the ſame ſpirituall drink, as we Chriſtians do; For they drank of the ſpirituall rock that followed them, which rock was Chriſt. 1 Cor. X. 3, 4. Becauſe, as Chriſtianity was intended by the law, ſo was Chriſt by the figures of the law; neither is there any other reaſon to be given, why the letter killeth, but the Spirit quick­neth, as S. Paul affirmeth, 2 Cor. III. 6. but this; Becauſe, as the law in the lite­rall ſenſe, provides no remedy for thoſe that fall into Capitall crimes, but leaves them to the juſtice of the law; So the Spirituall ſenſe of it was not avail­able to bring men to life, though available to convict them of ſinne; So that the Jews, (whom S. Paul purſueth as guilty of ſinne, by the conviction of the law) ſtand novertheleſſe convict, that they were never able, however convict of ſin, to attain righteouſneſſe by the help of it alone; and therfore, that they are no leſſe obliged to have recourſe to the Goſpel, and to imbrace Chriſtianity, then the Gentiles themſelves, who had no other pretenſe to avoid the judge­ment of God which the Goſpel publiſheth.
This is the intent of S. Paul in the firſt chapters of his Epiſtle to the Ro­manes, which he recapitulates in this generall inference, Rom. III. 9. We have pleaded before, that Jewes and Gentiles, both are under ſinne. And againe, Rom. XI. 32. God hath ſhut up all under diſobedience, that he might have mer­cy on all. And, out of the ſame conſideration he argues, Gal. III. 10, 13. That as many as are of the workes of the Law are accurſed. For it is written; Curſed is every one that continnueth not in all things that are written in the book [Page]the Law to do them; And againe; Chriſt hath redeemed us from the curſe of the law, being made a curſe for us. For it is written; Curſed is every one that hang­eth on a tree. For, though the Law provided remedies for many tranſgreſſions, the uſe whereof might, and did reſtore men to the benefit of thoſe temporall promiſes, which it tendered; Yet in as much as there was no remedy againſt capitall tranſgreſſions by the Law, (in as much as no remedy againſt death, which is the puniſhment allotted to the tranſgreſſion of Gods originall Law) in ſo much it is juſtly ſaid; That, by the law, there was ſufficient conviction of that ſpirituall death, to which, thoſe that retired not themſelves under the Spirituall Law of God were neceſſarily liable; Though that Spirituall Law were never publiſhed, till Chriſt, by ſubmitting to the literal curſe of the law, had eſtabliſhed the ſame. To this purpoſe truly ſaith S. Paul Gal. III. 18, 19. That the inheritance being allowed Abraham by promiſe, the Law was added becauſe of tranſgreſſions; That is, becauſe there was no relying upon the good nature of that people, (whoſe benefit, the promiſes made to Abraham did concerne) that, becauſe they profeſſed the true God and acknowledged his providence, and judgement to come, therefore, without conſtraint of tempo­rall puniſhments, they would abſtain, even from thoſe ſins whereby eivil ſociety is violated. And therefore the Apoſtle addeth; That God hath concluded all under ſinne, that the promiſe might be given thoſe that believe, by the faith of Jeſus Chriſt. But, before the faith came, ſaith he, we were guarded by the law, as ſhut up to the faith which was to be revealed. So that the law is our Pedagogue to bring us to Chriſt, that we may be juſtified by faith. The office of a Pedagogue in S. Pauls ſenſe, according to the cuſtome of thoſe times, is not that which moſt men underſtand, as I ſaid afore. A Pedagogue is not the maſter of a School, but a governour, ſuch as Fathers then appointed their ſonnes, (out of their ſlaves for the moſt part, in whoſe diſcretion they had ſome confidence, to truſt their children with them) for the conducting of them to Schoole, and for the over-ſeeing of them when they were diſmiſſed by their maſters againe. So that, when he ſaith; the Law is our Pedagogue to bring us to Schoole to Chriſt; The ſenſe is moſt fit and proper according to my intent; That, diſ­covering the conviction of ſinne by the puniſhments, wherewith it guardeth and ſhutteth men up from offending, it leadeth us to the ingagement which Chriſt requireth of us, that we offend no more. And, upon this ground, and to this effect it is, that S. Paul inferrs, out of the paſſages of the old Teſta­ment which he had there premiſed, Rom. III. 19, 20, 21. What the Law ſaith it ſaith to thoſe that are under the law, that every mouth may be ſtopped, and all the world become guilty to God, thot no fleſh ſhould be juſtified before him by the works of the Law: For, by the Law is the knowledge of ſinne. But now the righteouſneſſe of God is manifeſted without the Law: be­ing teſtified by the Law and the prophets. For, how is the righteouſneſſe of God witneſſed by the Law, (which miniſtreth conviction of ſinne) and by the Prophets; but in regard the Law affords ſufficient arguments of the truth of the Goſpel, by which, that righteouſneſſe which God accepteth to everlaſting life is tendered: And becauſe the Prophets, ſucceeding the Law, do cleare and publiſh the ſame more and more. And againe, Rom. IV. 15, 16. For the law worketh wrath: Becauſe, where there is no Law there is no tranſ­greſſion. Therefore of ſaith, (is the promiſe) that it may be according to grace; that the promiſe may be firme to all the ſeed, not onely that which is of the Law, but that alſo which is of the faith of Abraham, which is the Father of us all. For, if there be a twofold ſeed of Abraham, one according to the Law onely, which worketh wrath, the other according to the promiſe; then is there alſo a twofold Law, becauſe that promiſe inferres a Law of God, by virtue whereof, thoſe that are of faith are juſtified by the promiſe. Now, if the reſtraining of that people from groſſe offences, by thoſe puniſhments, which the Law threatned them with, were a conſiderable meanes to prepare that people to ſubmit themſelves to the Goſpel when i [...] ſhould come to be preached; It will neceſſarily follow, that, during the time [Page] that the Law was to ſtand, it was appointed by God, to bring them to true ſpirituall righteouſneſſe, who, apprehending the ſecrets of their own hearts open to God, (whom the Laws ties them to acknowledge) and liable to his judgements, in confidence of the goodneſſe which he prevented them with, ſhould engage the reſolution of their hearts, to worſhip him in ſpirit and in truth
Seeing then, that all the arguments, whereby the Law and the Prophets do bear witneſſe to the truth of Chriſtianity, are grounded upon the correſpon­dence, between the temporall promiſes of the Law and the ſpirituall and ever­laſting promiſes of the Goſpel, (whereupon follows the correſpondence between that carnall obedience which the Law, and that ſpirituall obedience which the Goſpell requireth) it followeth neceſſarily; that though there was then no expreſſe publication of any will of God, to be engaged to give life everlaſting, to thoſe that ſhould take upon them to yeeld him that inward and ſpirituall obedience, which the Goſpel now co­venanteth for; yet notwithſtanding, this will of his, darkly intimated by the diſpenſation of the Law, was effectuall to make thoſe that imbraced thoſe intimations, to yeeld him ſuch obedience: and yet the number of them ſo ſlen­der, as made the coming of Chriſt, and his Goſpel, no leſſe neceſſary to the ſalvation of the Jews, then of the Gentiles. And this is that equivocation of the word Law, which Origen, in his expoſition of the Epiſtle to the Romanes, and in his Philocalia, oftentimes complaines to be the occaſion of the obſcu­rity of that and other of S. Pauls Epiſtles. The ſame in a word, which made the Jews ſtumble at the counſel of God, in voiding that Law, to which he had brought them up, and ſo well accepted their zeale for it. Onely this we muſt take along with us, that, whatſoever is here ſaid to be intimated by the Law, and made good under it, concerning the reward of everlaſting life to the inward obedience of Gods ſpirituall Law; is to be underſtood, by virtue of thoſe promiſes, upon which the Goſpel is eſtabliſhed; Which the Fathers from the beginning were bred up in the expectation of, according to that of the Apoſtle Heb. XI. 13, 16. Theſe all died according to faith, not having received the promiſes, but having ſeen them afarre of, and being perſwaded, and having ſaluted them, and confeſſed that they were ſtrangers and pilgrims upon earth: for they who ſay ſuch things declare that they ſeek a country; And, had they been mindfull of that which they were come out from, they might have had time to turn back: But now they deſire a better, that is an heavenly; Whereupon God is not aſhamed to be called their God: For he had prepared them a City. And againe, 39, 40. Theſe all being witneſſed by faith, received not the promiſes, God having provided ſome better thing for us, that they might not be perfected without us. Where it is plaine, that they, according to the Apoſtle, expected the kingdom of heaven by virtue of that promiſe, which is now manifeſted, and tendered, and made good by the Goſpell, whereof our Saviour ſaith, John VIII. 98. Your father Abraham leaped to ſee my day, and ſaw it and rejoyced: And againe, Mat. XIII. 17. Verily I ſay unto you that many Prophets, and righteous men have deſired to ſee the things ye ſee, and have not ſeen them, and to hear the things ye hear, and have not hard them.

CHAP. IX. Of the Faith and Juſtification of Abraham and the Patriarkes, according to the Apoſtles. Of the Prophets and righteous men under the Law. Abra­ham and Rahab the harlot juſtified by workes, if juſtified by Faith. The promiſes of the Goſpel depend upon works which the Goſpell injoyneth. The Tradition of the Church.
[Page]
HAving thus ſhewed, that the intereſt of Chriſtianity, and the grounds whereupon it is to be maintained againſt the Jewes, require this anſwer to be returned to the objection; it remaines that I ſhew, how the apoſtles diſ­putations upon this point do ſignify the ſame. Of Abraham then, and of the Patriarches, thus we read, Heb. XI. 8, 10. By faith Abraham obeyed the calling, to go forth unto the place he was to receive for inheritance, and went forth not knowing whither he went. By faith he ſojourned in the land of promiſe, as none of his own, dwelling in tents with Iſaac and Jacob, heirs with him of the ſame promiſe: For he expected a City having foundations, the architect and builder whereof is God. Is it not manifeſt here, that, both parts of the compariſon are wrapped up in the ſame words, which cannot be unfolded, but by ſaying; That, as Abraham, in confidence of Gods promiſe to give his poſterity the land of Canaan, left his country to live a ſtranger in it; So, while he was ſo doing, he lived a pilgrim in this world, out of the faith that he had conceived out of Gods promiſes, that he ſhould thereby obtaine the world to come? And is not this the profeſſion of Chriſtians, which the Apoſtle, in the words alledged even now, declareth to be ſignified by the pilgrimages of the Patriarchs? And is not this a juſt account, why they cannot be ſaid to have attained the promiſes by the law but by faith? Therefore, that which followeth immediately, of Sarah, muſt needs be underſtood to the ſame purpoſe; By faith Sarah alſo her ſelf received force to give ſeed, and bare beſide the time of her age, becauſe ſhe thought him faithfull that had promiſed. Therefore of one, and him mortified, were born, as the ſtars of heaven for multitude, and as the ſand that is by the ſea ſhore innumerable. For S. Paul declareth, Gal. III. 16. IV. 22—Rom. IX. 7, 8, 9. that the ſeed promiſed Abraham, in which all the nations of the earth ſhall be bleſſed, is Chriſt, and the Church of true Spirituall Iſraelites, that ſhould impart the promiſe of everlaſting life to all nations. And this promiſe you ſaw even now, that Abraham, and the Patriarchs expected. Sarah there­fore being imbarked in Abrahams pilgrimage, as, by the ſame faith with him, ſhe brought forth all Iſrael according to the fleſh, ſo muſt it needs be under­ſtood, that ſhe was accepted of God as righteous, in conſideration of that faith, wherewith ſhe traveled to the world to come. Neither can it be ima­gined, that S. Pauls diſpute, of the righteouſneſſe of Abraham by faith, can be underſtood upon any other ground, or to any other effect then this. What then ſhall we ſay that Abraham our father got according to the fleſh? ſaith he; Rom. IV. 1-5. For, if Abraham was juſtified by works, he hath whereof to glory, but not towards God. For, what ſaith the Scripture? Abraham believed God, and it was imputed to him for righteouſneſſe. But, to him that worketh, the re­ward is not reckoned according to grace but according to debt. But to him that worketh not, but believeth on him that juſtifieth the wicked, his faith is imputed for righteouſneſſe. The queſtion, what Abraham found according to the fleſh? can ſignifie nothing, but, what got he by the Law? (which is called the fleſh in oppoſition to the Goſpel included in it, which is called the Spirit) Did he come by his righteouſneſſe through the Law or not? For, had Abraham been juſtified by works that ſhould need none of that grace which the Goſpel ten­dreth for remiſſion of ſinnes, well might he glory of his own righteouſneſſe, and not otherwiſe; For, he that acknowledges, to ſtand in need of pardon [Page] and grace, cannot ſtand upon his own righteouſneſſe. Now Abraham can­not ſo glory towards God, becauſe the Scripture ſaith, that his faith was imputed to him for righteouſneſſe, which ſignifies Gods grace in accepting of it to his account, not his claime as of debt. Whereupon the Apoſtle inferreth immediately the teſtimony of David, writing under the Law, in theſe words; As David alſo pronounceth the man bleſſed to whom God imputeth righteouſneſſe without works; Bleſſed are they whoſe iniquities are remitted, and whoſe ſinnes are covered: Bleſſed is the man to whom the Lord imputeth not ſinne. What can be more manifeſt, to ſhew that the Apoſtle intends no more, then that the Fa­thers pretended not to be juſtified by thoſe workes, which claimed no benefit of that Grace which the Goſpel publiſheth? Eſpecially, the conſequence of Davids words being this; Pſal. XXXII. 2. Bleſſed is the man to whom the Lord imputeth not ſinne, and in whoſe ſpirit there is no guile. For, the Prophet David including the ſpirituall righteouſneſſe of the heart in the quality of him, to whom the Lord imputeth righteouſneſſe without works; the Apoſtle muſt be thought to include it in the Faith of him, to whom the Lord imputeth it for righteouſneſſe. Now when S. Paul obſerveth in Moſes, that Abraham believed God, and it was imputed to him for righteouſneſſe; Upon the promiſe of that poſterity which he expected not. Gen. XV. 6. It cannot be ſaid, that Ab­raham had not this faith afore; Or that it was not imputed to him for righteouſneſſe till now: Becauſe, the Apoſtle to the Hebrews hath ſaid ex­preſly that he had the ſame faith, and to the like effect, ever ſince he left his country, to travail after Gods promiſes; And certainly, it was but an act of the ſame Faith, to walk after the reſt of thoſe promiſes, whereby it ſhould pleaſe God, further to declare the purpoſe for which he brought him from home. That faith therefore which was imputed for righteouſneſſe to Abraham, (not as the Jewes challenge righteouſneſſe, by doing the Law, but as Chriſtians expect it, by remiſſion of ſinnes) includes in it an ingagement, of travailing that way that God points out, to the land of promiſe, upon the account whereof, that faith, which was imputed to the Patriarchs for righte­ouſneſſe proceedeth. Now, when S. Paul proceedeth further to argue, that, this imputation of Abrahams faith to righteouſneſſe came to paſſe, while he was yet uncircumciſed, and no way ſubject to the law; and that by virtue of Gods promiſe, (which proceeded upon conſideration of this righteouſneſſe) and not of the law, the title of his inheritance ſtood; (which promiſe, he argueth further Gal. IV. 18, 19. that the Law, coming four hundred and thir­ty yeares after, could nothing derogate from) I challenge all the world to ſay, how all this inferrs any more; But, that the righteouſneſſe of Abraham comes not by virtue of the Law, (by doing whereof the Jewes pretend righte­ouſneſſe) but by Gods free promiſe, whereby Chriſtians expect remiſſion of ſinnes. To the ſame effect therefore, S. Paul concludes, Rom. IV. 23, 24. But it was not written becauſe of him alone, that it was imputed to him, but be­cauſe of us, who believe in him that raiſed up our Lord Jeſus from the dead, to whom it is to be imputed. For, the example of Abrahams faith in the promiſe of God to give him ſuch a poſterity by Sarah, and that it was imputed to him for that righteouſneſſe, whereby he became qualified for the promiſes upon which he left his country, is written for the inſtruction of Chriſtians, upon this account; Becauſe, ſo ſure as we believe, that the New Teſtament, was intended by the Old, ſo certaine we are, that the faith whereby we undertake to follow God, and the way to the world to come, which he by Chriſt points us out, qua­lifies us for the ſame. But he that will have S. Paul upon theſe reaſons to inferre, that Chriſtians are juſtified by believing that they are predeſtinate, or by truſting in God, not ſuppoſing that truſt grounded upon that obligation which our Baptiſme profeſſeth, in plain terms, he makes S. Paul uſe arguments that do not conclude. For, if Abraham cannot bragge of his righteouſneſſe before God, becauſe of Gods account, not of debt; If David count happineſs not to ſtand upon any title of purchaſe, but by remiſſion of ſins; If faith were reckoned to Abraham for righteouſneſſe before he was circumciſed; If the in­heritance [Page] were due by virtue of Gods promiſe; Then that righteouſneſs which intitles Chriſtians to the world to come, ſtands by virtue of the Goſpel, (which publiſheth remiſſion of ſins to all whom it overtakes in unrighteouſneſſe) and, by Gods grace, (in acceping their undertaking of Chriſtianity, and living ac­cording to it, as qualifying them for everlaſting life) not by doing the law, without having recourſe to that meanes which the Goſpel tendereth, for re­miſſion of ſinnes, and right to the world to come. But, it is in vaine to in­ferre from any of thoſe aſſumptions, Therefore Chriſtians are juſtified by that faith, in which, no obligation of bearing Chriſts croſſe, or any conſideration thereof is included.
With this, which hath been ſaid of that faith whereby Abraham was juſti­fied, let us compare that which follows of the faith of Moſes Heb. XI. 24, 25, 26. By faith Moſes, growing great, refuſed to be called Pharaohs daugh­ters ſonne; chuſing rather to ſuffer affliction with the people of God, then to enjoy the pleaſures of ſin for a time, counting the reproach of Chriſt greater riches, then the treaſures of Egypt: Becauſe he looked upon the reward to be rendred. The faith by which Moſes was juſtified, conſiſts in this, that he renounced his quali­ty in the Court of Egypt that he might have a ſhare in the promiſes made to Gods people. And this the Apoſtle juſtly calls, undertaking the reproach of Chriſt, becauſe it was the ſame thing in effect to the people of God then, as now is the bearing of Chriſts croſſe, which Chriſtians at their Baptiſme pro­feſſe; and becauſe the promiſes which the Fathers looked after are fulfilled in Chriſt, as I ſhewed afore. And herewith let us compare the faith of Enoch, Heb. XI. 5, 6. By faith Enoch was tranſlated not to ſee death, and was not found, becauſe God had tranſlated him, for before his tranſlation, he is witneſſed to have pleaſed God. But without faith it is impoſſible to pleaſe God. For, he that com­eth to God, muſt believe that he is, and that he rewardeth thoſe that ſeek him. Well may we conclude from hence, that Enoch was not juſtified by the Law, nor by the works of it, but by that perſwation, upon which he ſought God; as Chriſtians, by obliging themſelves ſo to do, not by that faith, which includeth not, nor ſuppoſeth any reſolution and obligation ſo to do. Compare now herewith the concluſion of the whole diſpute, concerning the righteous men and Prophets under the Law, Heb. XI. 32. 37. And what ſhall I ſay more? For, the time will ſaile me to tell of Gideon and Barak, and Sampſon, and Jephtah, and Da­vid, and Samuel, and the Prophets; Who by faith conquered kingdomes, wrought righteouſneſſe, obtained promiſes, ſtopped the mouthes of Lions, quenched the force of fire, eſcaped the edge of the ſword. recovered of weakneſſe, became ſtrong in war, put to flight armies of ſtrangers, women received their dead raiſed to life againe, others were tortured to death, not expecting deliverance, that they might obtaine a better reſurrection, others had triall of mockings and ſcourgings, and beſides, of bonds and impriſonment, were ſtoned, ſawne aſunder, tempted, died ſlain by the ſword, went about in ſheeps and goats skins, in want, afflicted, diſtreſſed, wan­dring in deſerts, and mountaines, and caves and holes of the earth. Will this conclude, that all theſe were juſtified by that faith, which neither includeth nor preſuppoſeth a reſolution and obligation to righteouſneſſe; who, out of the hope of Gods promiſes to his people, acted againſt the enemies thereof, or ſuffered for righteouſneſſe, the ſame things, in that ſtate of Gods people, which Chriſtians now ſuffer and do, for the profeſſion of Chriſts Croſſe, into which they are baptized? In fine, the whole diſpute of the Apoſtle here, and of S. Paul, in ſo many of his Epiſtles, concerning faith, and the righteouſneſſe that Chriſtians have by it, is the ſame with that which the Fathers of the Church maintained againſt the Jews, that Chriſtianity is more ancient then Judaiſme; That, as the Fathers before the Law obtained not that right, (which both Chriſtians and Jews allow them) to the promiſes of the world to come, by the works of the Law; So the Prophets and righteous men under the Law had not that hope, by doing it, but by the aſſurance, which, under the diſpen­ſation of the Law they had conceived, (as of reaſon they ought) that God would not faile them in the world to come, that ſhould heartily and faithfully [Page] ſerve him in this: Which, (adding to it the profeſſion of the Name and warrant of Chriſt, as the Author of that contract, whereby we undertake ſo to do) is Chriſtianity.
I have yet ſaid nothing of the paſſage of S. James II. 14—, where he diſputes expreſly, that faith alone juſtifieth not, but Faith with works, for it ſeemes to make a generall argument by it ſelf, though in truth, the reaſon which he brings that Abraham was juſtified by works, neceſſarily depends upon the true reaſon why S. Paul ſaith; That Abraham was juſtified by faith; Which reaſon they that will not admit, deſerve to crucifie themſelves everlaſtingly, to find, how he can be truly ſaid to be juſtified by workes, that is juſtified by faith alone with­out works afore; were it not pitty, that the Scriptures ſhould be ſet on the rack, to make them confeſſe a meaning, which the words in no language, by any cuſtome of humane ſpeech will bear. For, if the Faith of him that hath no good works will not ſave him, not juſtifie him, as the Apoſtle expreſly affirmeth, can the workes that are ſaid to do this be ſaid to do it Metonymi­cal [...]y becauſe, they are ſignes or effects of Faith which doeth it, when it is ſaid that faith without them doth it not? And though, by the way of Meto­nymy, the property or effect of the cauſe may be attributed to the effect of that cauſe; Yet when that property or effect is denied the cauſe, and attri­buted to the effect, will any language indure, that it ſhould be thought proper­ly to belong to the cauſe which is denied it, and attributed to the effect only by Metonymy, that is, in behalf of the cauſe that is denied it? Is there any need to come into theſe ſtraits, when, by ſaying, that a man is juſtified by faith alone according to S. Paul, (meaning by undertaking Chriſtianity) a man will be obliged to ſay, that he is juſtified by works alſo, according to S. James, (to wit, by performing that which he undertaketh) unleſſe you will have him juſtified by undertaking that which he performes not? For, when it is ſaid, that a man is juſtified by undertaking Chriſtianity, it is ſuppoſed, that he un­dertakes it ſincerely and heartily; Which ſincerity, containing a reſolution of all righteouſneſſe for the future, juſtly qualifies him for thoſe promiſes which overtake him in ſinne, ſo that, for the preſent, he can have nothing to juſti­fie him but the righteouſneſſe of this faith alone, which the Goſ­pel tells us that God accepteth: But for the time to come, juſt ground is there to diſtinguiſh a ſecond juſtification, (which proceeds upon the ſame con­ſideration, but ſuppoſes the condition undertaken to be performed) from that firſt, which, though done by faith alone, inferreth the neceſſity of making good what is undertaken, that it may be available. Is not this that the Apo­ſtle ſaith James 11. 15, 16, 17. If a brother or ſiſter be naked or want daily food, and one of you ſay to him; Go in peace, be warmed and fed, and yet give them not things fit for his body, what is he the better? So alſo faith, if it have not workes, is of it ſelf dead. Where lies this compariſon but in this, that he who profeſſeth Chriſtianity, but doth not according to it, is like him that profeſſeth love to his brother, but relieves not his neceſſities. And ſo, when it followes; But a man may ſay; thou haſt faith and I have workes, ſhew me thy workes by thy faith, and I will ſhew thee my faith by my workes; For he that liveth like a Chriſtian, it is plaine he ſheweth his Faith by his workes, which is evidence that he pro­feſſeth Chriſtianity ſincerely; but he that onely profeſſeth, is: yet to make evi­dence by his workes, that his profeſſion is ſincere. As for the example of Abraham, the Apoſtles words are theſe, Abraham our Father, was he not juſti­fied by works, when he offered Iſaac upon the altar? Thou ſeeſt that faith wrought with his workes, and by works was his ſaith perfited. And the Scripture which ſaith; Abraham believed God, and it was counted to him for righteouſneſſe; was fulfilled, and he was called the ſonne of God. What is this, but that which we read, 1 Mac. 11. 52. Was not Abraham found faithfull in triall, and it was counted to him for righteouſneſſe? For it was counted to him for righteouſ­neſſe, that, not being weak in ſaith, he conſidered not his own body already morti­fied, as being a hundred years old, nor the mortification of Sarahs wombe, nor doubted through want of belief in Gods promiſe, but was ſtrengthened in faith[Page]giving glory to God, and being ſatisfied, that he is able to do what he hath pro­miſed; As S. Paul ſaith Rom. IV. 19, 20, 21. And therefore, much more muſt it needs be counted to him for righteouſneſſe, that, by faith he offer­ed Iſaac when he was tempted, and that he who had received the promiſes offered his onely begotten ſonne of whom it had been ſaid; In Iſaac ſhall poſterity be count­ed to thee. Reckoning that God was able to raiſe him from the dead. Whence alſo he received him in a parable; As the Apoſtle ſaith, Heb. XI. 17, 18, 19. For here, as I ſhewed afore, it is the act of faith, and not the object of it that is imputed to righteouſneſſe: And, in that obedience whereby this temptation was overcome, though there was a good work, yet there was an act of that faith: And therefore the Apoſtle deſervedly addeth, that his faith wrought with his workes; But the faith that moved him to travail after Gods promiſe, was perfected by this work, wherein that faith moved him to tender God obedi­ence. And therefore the Scripture was fulfilled which ſaith; Abraham believed God, and it was imputed to him for righteouſneſſe; Becauſe that which Moſes had ſaid, that God counted Abraham righteous for his faith, was made good, and proved not to have been ſaid without cauſe, but that he was righte­ous indeed, (as righteous he muſt be, whom God ſo accounts) that obeyed God in ſuch a triall as this. So, that which S. James addeth of Rahab; Likewiſe Rahab alſo the harlot, was ſhe not juſtified by works receiving the meſſengers and ſending them out another way? How ſhall it agree with that of the other Apo­ſtle, Heb. XI. 31. Through faith Rahab the harlot periſhed not with the unbe­lievers, receiving the ſpies in peace; But by virtue of the ſame reaſon; that, ha­ving conceived aſſurance of the promiſes of God to his people, that ſhe might have her ſhare in them, ſhe reſolved to become one of them upon ſuch terms as the caſe required, wherein certainly, the preſervation of their ſpies was required? So, if by Faith, then by Workes, if by Workes, then by Faith.
I muſt not leave this point till I have produced another ſort of Scriptures, in which the promiſes of the Goſpel are made to depend upon workes which Chriſtianity requireth; AS namely, when forgiveneſſe of ſinners is promiſed upon condition that we forgive our brethren their offences againſt us; Mat. VI. 14. 15. Our Lord rendring a reaſon why he had taught his diſciples to pray; Forgive us our treſpaſſes as we forgive them that treſpaſſe againſt us; For if it forgive men their ſinnes, your heavenly Father will forgive you alſo: But if you forgive not men their Tranſgreſſions, neither will your Father forgive your Tranſgreſſions. And the Apoſtle, James II. 13. to the ſame purpoſe; Judgement ſhall be without mercy, to him that ſheweth not mercy. And the foote of our Saviours Parable, Mat. XVIII. 35. So alſo ſhall your bravenly Father do to you, if from your hearts yee forgive not every one his Brother their tranſgreſſi­ons. So Mar. XI. 25. 26. And Luc. VI. 37. 38. Judge not and yee ſhall not be judged, condemn not, and ye ſhall not be condemned, pardon and ye ſhall be pardo­ned give, and there ſhall be given to you, good meaſure, crouded and ſhaken, and runing over, ſhall be given into your boſome, for, the meaſure that ye mete with, ſhall be meaſured to you againe, And againe Luk. XI. 41. But give Almes according to your power, and all things ſhall be cleane to you. So Solomen, Prov. XVI. 6. By mercy and truth ſhall inquity be expiated And Daniell to Nebuchodonoſor, Dan. III. 5. Redeeme thy ſins by righteouſneſſe, or, Almes deeds, and thy iniquity by ſhewing compaſſion upon the afflicted. For the verbe  [...] can ſignifie nothing but, Redeem in the Caldee, though there is a figure of ſpeech in the Prophets Language, intending, redeem thy ſelf from thy ſinnes as I ſhall have occaſion to ſay in another place, and therefore tis in the Greek;  [...]. And from hence come thoſe ſayings, Tobit IV. 11.  [...]. And againe Tob. XII. 9.  [...]. Almes delivereth from death, and ſuffereth not to enter into darkneſſe. And; Almes delivereth from death, and purgeth away all ſinne. And Ecclus. III. 33. Water quencheth flaming fire, and with almes ſhall he make prepitiation for ſinnes. And XXIX. [Page] 15. Shut up almes in thy ſtore houſes, and they will deliver thee from all afflictions. And, the words of the Apoſtle are plaineſt in this ſenſe, I Pet. IV. 8. Charity ſhall cover a many ſinnes. The Prophet alſo to the ſame purpoſe, Iſa. I. 17. For they that make that filth which alone juſtifieth not to include, or preſup­poſe that condition, to which Baptiſme tieth Chriſtians, muſt needs crucifie themſelves, and ſet the Scriptures upon the rack, to finde another meaning for them then the words bear; By which, that which God hath made due without and before any condition, may turely be ſaid, to be given in conſideration of it; Which, reaſon and the common ſenſe of all men abhors. But ſuppoſing that faith which onely juſtifieth to include the profeſſion of undertaking Chriſtianity, as the condition upon which the promiſes of the Goſpel are to be expected; So certaine as it is, that this will not be due if the condition be not fulfilled, ſo neceſſary and ſo proper it will be to ſay; That, whatſoever that condition includeth, is the conſideration upon which the promiſe cometh, though, not by virtue of the thing done, but by virtue of Gods tender, and the Covenant of Grace, and the promiſe which it containeth, and the free good­neſſe of God which firſt moved him to tender that promiſe. And therefore you ſhall find thoſe that ſuppoſe it not, alwayes tormenting themſelves, to force upon the Scriptures ſuch a meaning as the words of them doe not beare.
And in the laſt place, concerning the conſent of the Church, though the Fathers are free, in acknowledging with S. Paul, juſtification by faith alone; yet notwithſtanding they are, on the other ſide, ſo copious in attributing the promiſes of the Goſpel to the good workes of Chriſtians, that it may truly be ſaid, there is never a one of them, from whom ſufficient authority is not to be had for evidence thereof; Which will amount to a tradition of the whole Church, in this point. In particular, S. Auguſtine (to whom appeal is wont to be made, in all parts of that diſpute which relateth to the Hereſie of Pelagius) hath ſo clearly and ſo copiouſly delivered the anſwer which I maintaine, to thoſe texts of S. Paul, where he denieth that Chriſtians are juſtified by the workes of the Law; that thoſe that challenge him in other points of this diſ­pute, concerning the Covenant of Grace, doe not pretend to be of his mind in this. Though the ground of this anſwer, conſiſting in the twofold ſenſe of the Law, deſerved as I conceive, to be further cleared, even after S. Auguſtine and the reſt of ancient Church-writers.
I would therefore have the reader here to underſtand, that I account all the reſt of this ſecond book, to be nothing elſe, but the reſolution of thoſe difficul­ties, the anſwer to thoſe objections and demandes, which ariſe upon the de­termination here advanced. The chief of them is that which followes in the next place; How the promiſes of the Goſpel can be ſaid to be the effects of Gods free grace, requiring our Chriſtianity, as the condition, upon which they become due and not otherwiſe. But there are alſo others, concerning the poſſibility of fulfulling Gods Law, by the new obedience of Chriſtians; concern­ing the goodneſſe and perfection of it; concerning the force and effect of good workes, either in making ſatisfaction for ſinne, or in meriting life everlaſting; Which I ſhall allow that conſideration, in due time, which the model of this abridgement will bear. As for the ſenſe of the Fathers, evidencing the Tradition of the Church, I am yet to learn, that there ever was any exception alledged to infringe the conſent of the Church, in the neceſſity of good workes, to the obtaining of ſalvation for Chriſtians: But onely the caſe of thoſe, who, being taken away by death upon profeſſing Chriſtianity, have not time to bring forth the fruits of it. And how good workes can be the neceſſary meanes to pro­cure the ſalvation of Chriſtians, but by virtue of that Law, or condition for obtaining ſalvation which the Goſpel now expreſly enacteth, and alwaies did covertly effectuate, no ſenſe of man comprehendeth. For, that the ancient Church agreeth, in allowing the force of ſatisfaction for ſinne to workes of Penance, of Merit for the world to come, to workes done in the ſtate of Grace, none of the Reformation, (which either diſowneth [Page] or excuſeth it for ſo doing, according to the reſpect they have for it) can make queſtionable. And therefore, though this be not the place to juſtifie the ancient Church in theſe particulars, yet this is evident, that thoſe, who main­taine more then my poſition requires, do agree in that which it containes. I ſhall therefore content my ſelfe for the preſent with producing ſome ſpeciall paſſages of the Fathers, expreſſing in my opinion, the markes of my poſition, and the reaſons whereupon it proceeds; As limiting the poſition between faith and workes, in the matter of juſtifying, to thoſe works which go before faith, (that is before baptiſme) and are done without faith, not to thoſe that iſſue upon it; and therfore, placing that faith which alone juſtifieth, in the pro­feſſion of Chriſtianity by Baptiſme: and that juſtification which inſueth upon it, not in effecting that faith, but in thoſe rightes which God alloweth him that hath it, upon the account of it. S. Jerome upon that of Zach. VIII. 10. There was no reward for man or beaſt. Priuſquam fidem Chriſti quis recipiat, & in eo Spiritus Sancti fundamenta radicantur, nullus audire poterit; Eſt merces ope­ri tuo; Sive ille Judaeus ſit, ſive Haereticus, ſive Gentilis, quiequid boni operis fe­cerit, niſi in Chriſti nomine fecerit, mercedem ſui operis non habebit. Videmus Haereticorum virgines, Philoſophorum rigorem, Judaeorum in eſcarum varietate obſervantiam, & tamen dicimus, juxta Aggaeum, quod comedant & non ſa­tientur, bibant & non inebrientur, operiantur, & non caleſcant, & qui mercedes congregat, mittat eas in ſacculum pertuſum. Before a man receive the faith of Chriſt, and the foundations of the Holy Ghoſt be laid in him, no man ſhall be able to hear; There is a reward for thy work. Be he Jew, or Heretick, or Gentile, whatſoever good work he ſhall do, not doing it in the Name of Chriſt, he ſhall have no reward for his worke. We ſee the Virgines of Hereticks, the rigor of Philo­ſophers, the ſcrupuloſity of Jews in diverſities of meates, and yet we ſay according to Aggai; They eat and are not filled, they drink and are not merry, they are clothed, and not warmed, and he that gathers wages puts them into a purſe with a hole in it. Upon Galat. III. 2. Conſideremus autem diligenter, quid non dixerit; Ʋtrum ex operibus Spiritum accepiſtis; Sed adjecerit ex operibus Legis. Sciebat enim & Cornelium Centurionom, Spiritum ex operibus accepiſ­ſe, ſed non ex operibus Legis, quam neſciebat. Si enime contrario dicatur; ergo & ſine eruditione fidei accipi Spiritus Sanctus poteſt, nos reſpondebimus; acce­piſſe quidem eum Spiritum, ſed ex auditu fidei, & naturali lege, quae loquitur in cordibus noſtris bona quaeque facienda, & vitanda mala, per quam dudum quoque Abraham, Moſen, & caeteris Sanctos juſtificatos retulimus, quam augere de­inceps poteſt operum obſervatio, legis quoque notitia, non tamen carnalis legis quae praeterit, ſed ſpiritualis, quia lex ſpiritualis eſt. Neque vero quia ſidem prae­ferimus, legis opera deſtruimus, aut dicimus, ſecundum quoſdam; Faciamus mala donec eveniant bona, quorum damnatio juſta eſt; Sed ſervituti gratiam anteponimus, dicimuſque, quod Judaei propter metum faciunt, id nos facere pro­pter charitatem: Illos cogi ad bonum, nos bonum ſponte ſuſcipere. Non igitur ex fide Chriſti licentia naſcitur delinquendi, ſed ex dilectione fidei voluntas boni operis augetur, dum bona ideo facimus, non quia judicem formidamus, ſed quia ſci­mus ei placere in quem credimus. Now let us diligently conſider, that he ſaith not; Whether have ye received the ſpirit by works, but addeth, by the workes of the Law. For he knew that even Cornelius the Centurion received the ſpirit by workes, but not by the workes of the Law which he knew not. For if it be ſaid on the other ſide; That then the holy Spirit may alſo be received without the hearing of faith; We will anſwer; That he received the Spirit, but by the hearing of faith, and the Law of nature, which ſayes in our hearts that all good is to be done, and evil avoid­ed, whereby we told you afore that Abraham, & Moſes, and the reſt of the Saints were juſtified; which the obſervation of workes ſucceeding may increaſe, and knowledge of the Law, but not the carnal law which is paſt, but the Spirituall, be­cauſe the law is ſpirituall. Nor do we deſtroy the workes of the Law, becauſe we preferre faith, or ſay, according to ſome, let us do evil till good come, whoſe damna­tion is juſt: But we preferre Grace before bondage, and ſay, that we do for love that which Jewes do for feare; That they are conſtrained to that good which we do[Page]of our own accord. Therefore there riſes no licenſe to ſinne from the faith of Chriſt, but from the Law of Faith the luſt of well doing increaſeth, while we do good, not becauſe we are afraide of the Judge, but becauſe we know it pleaſes him in whom we believe. Here, the difference which I make betweene workes, and workes of the Law, is S. Jeromes. Here, the righteouſneſſe of the Fathers under the Law of nature is aſcribed to Faith, out of which they ſubmitted themſelves to it; as alſo Cornelius his title to that grace of the holy Ghoſt which the Goſpel promiſeth. Here the reaſon is ſet forth, why the workes of the Law juſtifie not, becauſe the preaching of the Goſpel ſuppoſeth that the Law can effect no more then an outward and carnal obedience to the precepts thereof, for fear of puniſhment; Whereby it appeareth, that thoſe workes which juſtifie not, are not onely thoſe of the ceremonial Law, but all that goes before the preach­ing of Faith, whether as under Chriſtianity, or as before it, according to S. Jerome. The Goſpel, both requiring and effecting that inward and ſpiritu­all obedience, which love conſtraineth. I am not afraid, after this to name the ſhort commentary upon S. Pauls Epiſtles, which uſually goeth with S. Jeromes workes, though I will ſuppoſe it to be Pelagius his, upon Gal. III. 10. Quae­ritur ſant hoc loco, ſi fides ſola ſufficiat Chriſtiano, & utrum non ſit maledictus qui praecepta Evangelica contemnit. Sed fides ad hoc proficit, ut in promitiis credulitatis accedentes ad Deum juſtificet, ſi deinceps in juſtificatione permaneat; (lege permaneant) caeterum ſine operibus fidei non Legis mortua eſt fides. Qui enim non credunt mandatis, & qui precepta Evangelica contemnunt, maledictos eſſe & ſervator edocuit, dicens; Diſ­cedite a me maledicte in ignem aeternum. Et Jacobus Apoſtolus unius mandati tranſgreſſorem omnium reum eſſe oſtendit. Here forſoeth, it is queſtionable, whe­ther faith alone be enough for a Chriſtian, and whether he be not accurſed, that ſhall neglect the praecepts of the Goſpel. But faith availeth ſo farre, as, in the be­ginning of belief, to juſtifie thoſe that come to God, if they abide in juſtification thenceforth. But without the workes of Faith, not of the Law, Faith is dead. For that thoſe who believe not the commandments, and neglect the precepts of the Goſpel are accurſed, even our Saviour hath taught, ſaying; Go ye curſed from me into everlaſting fire. And the Apoſtle James ſheweth, that he who tranſgreſſeth one commandment is guilty of all. Againe, upon 1 Tim. II. 15. Notandum quod ſola fides ei, qui poſt Baptiſmum ſupervixerit, non ſufficiat, niſi ſanctitatem mentis & corporis habeat, quae ſine ſobrietate difficile cuſtoditur. It is to be noted, that faith alone is not enough for him that ſurvives after Baptiſme, unleſſe he have the holineſſe both of mind and body, which without ſobriety is hardly preſerved. Here you have S. Jeromes diſtinction between the works of Faith and of the Law, and Baptiſme the boundary of righteouſneſſe by Faith alone, without the works of Faith. And if any man be ſo impertinent as to ſuſpect S. Jerome for a Pela­lagian, wherein he agrees with Pelagius, S. Auſtine may perſwade him, that Pelagius is no Pelagian in this, but ſpeakes the ſenſe of the Church. Serm. LXXI. De Tempore. Quomodo fides per dilectionem operatur? Et quomodo juſti­ficatur homo per fidem abſque operibus legis? Quomodo, intendite fratres. Cre­dit aliquis, percepit fidei Sacramenta in lecto, & mortuus eſt: Defuit illi operan­di tempus. Quid dicimus? Quia non eſt juſtificatus? Plane dicimus juſtifica­tum, credentem in eum qui juſtificat impium. Ergo rite juſtificatus eſt & ope­ratus non eſt. Impletur ſententia Apoſtoli dicentis; Arbitramur, juſtificari ho­minem per fidem ſine operibus Legis. Latro qui cum Domino crucifixus eſt, corde credidit ad juſtitiam, ore confeſſus eſt ad ſalutem. Nam fides quae per dilectionem operatur, etſi non ſit in quo exterius operetur, in corde tamen illa fervens ſervatur. Nam erant quidam in l [...]ge qui de operibus Legis gloriabantur, quae fortaſſe non dilectione ſed timore faciebant, & volebant ſe juſtos videri, & praeponi Gentibus quae opus legis non fecerant. Apoſtolus autem praedicans fidem Gentibus, cum eos qui accedebaut ad Dominum videret juſtificaetos ex fide (utram quia crediderant bene operarentur, non quia bene opetati ſunt credere mererentur) exclamavit ſecurus, & ait; Quia poteſt juſtificari homo ex fide ſine operibus Legis; Ʋt illi magis non fuerint juſti, qui quod faci [...]bant timort faci [...]bant. Cum fides per dilectionem ope­retur[Page]in corde, etiamſi foris non exit in opere. How workes Faith by Love? And how is a man juſtified by Faith without the workes of the Law? Brethren marke how. A man believes, receives the Sacraments of Faith in his bed, and dies, wants time of working. What ſhall we ſay? That he is not juſtified? Plain­ly we ſay he is juſtified, believing in him that juſtifies the wicked. So he is juſti­fied but wrought not. The ſaying of the Apoſtle is fulfilled; I ſuppoſe a man is juſtified by Faith without the workes of the Law. The thiefe that was crucified with our Lord, believed with the heart to righteouſneſſe, and confeſſed to ſalvation with the mouth. For Faith that worketh by love, when there is nothing to work upon outwardly, remaines nevertheleſſe fervent in the heart. For there were thoſe under the Law that boaſted of the workes of the Law, which perhaps, they did not for love but for fear, and would ſeem righteous, and be preferred before Gen­tiles, that had not done the work of the Law. But the Apoſtle, preaching the Faith to the Gentiles, and ſeeing thoſe who come to the Lord juſtified by Faith, (ſo that they did well becauſe they had believed, and not merited to believe by well doing) cries out ſecurely and ſayes, that a man may be juſtified by ſaith with­out the workes of the Law: So that, they who did what they did for fear of the Law rather, were not righteous; Whereas faith may work by love in the heart, though it go not forth in any work. Againe, Libro quaeſtionum LXXXIII. quaeſt. LXXVI. Si quis cum crediderit mox de hac vita diſceſſerit, juſtificatio fi­dei manet cum illo; Non praeſentibus bonis operibus, quia non merito ad illam ſed gratia pervenit; Nec conſequentibus, quia in hac vita eſſe non ſinitur. If a man depart out of this life ſtraight after he hath believed, the juſtification by faith remaineth with him, good workes neither accompanying, becauſe he came not to it by merit but by grace, nor following, becauſe he is not ſuffered to live. The rea­ſon being the ſame, for which, thoſe who depart without Baptiſme, if not by their own fault, are held to be ſaved: In regard whereof S. Bernard Epiſt. LXXVII. thinkes, that the Goſpel, Mark XVI. 16. Having ſaid; He that believeth and is baptized ſhall be ſaved; Doth not repeat, He that is not bap­tized ſhall be demned; But onely, He that believeth not ſhall be demned.
Here, the onely caſe in which a Chriſtian can be ſaved without good workes is, when time obliges him not to bring them forth. And the onely reaſon why the workes of the Law juſtifie not, is; Becauſe the Spirituall obedience of the Law preſuppoſeth faith, the knowledge of the Law according to the letter, reaching onely to produce the outward work, without that inward diſ­poſition, which onely Chriſtianity effecteth, as well as requireth; A thing which S. Auſtine, in the diſpute with Pelagius, ſo often repeateth. De Spiritu & Litera, Cap. VIII. & XXIX. Contra duas Epiſtolas Plagianorum, III. 2, 7. De Gratia Chriſti & peccato Originali, I. 13. II. 24. De Gratia & lib. arbitrio Cap. XII. Origen in Rom. III. Libro III. Indulgentia namque non futurorum ſed preteritorum criminum datur. Igitur, ut ad praepoſitum redeamus, juſtifica­tur homo per fidem, cui ad juſtificationem nihil conferunt opera Legis. Ʋbi vero fides non eſt, quae credentem juſtificet, etiamſi quis opera habeat ex lege, tamen qui [...] non ſunt adificata ſupra fundamentum fidei, quamvis videantur eſſe bon [...], opera­torem ſuum juſtificare non peſſunt, ſi eis deeſt fides, quae eſt ſignaculum corum qui juſtificantur a Deo. For faith granteth indulgence of ſ [...]nnes paſt, not to come. He therefore is juſtified by Faith, to returne to our purpoſe, to whoſe juſtification workes of the Law contribute nothing. But where that faith which juſtifieth him that believeth is not, though a man have workes according to the Law, yet, becauſe they are not built upon the foundation of Faith, though they ſeeme good, they cannot juſtifie their workers, wanting Faith, which is the ma [...]ke of thoſe that are juſtified by God. The ſame Origen in the ſame book, bringeth in the example of the thiefe upon the Croſſe, and of the woman that had been a ſin­ner but was ſaved by her Faith Luke VII. to the ſame purpoſe. And I will not omit the wordes of S. Jerome upon that of Iſa. LXIV. 5. All our righteouſneſſe is like a menſtruous ragge. Libro XVII. In quo conſiderandum, quod juſtitia quae in Lege eſt, ad comparationem Evangelic [...] puritatis immunditia nominetur. Etenim non eſt glorificatum quod prius glorificatum ſuit, propter excellentem[Page]gloriam. And by and by; Si quis igitur poſt Evangelum Chriſti, & adven­tum filii Dei, Paedagogae Legis obſervat ceremonias, audiat populum conſitentem quod omnis illa juſtitia panno ſordidiſſimo comparetur, cui & Eſther diadema ſu­um, quod erat regiae poteſtatis inſigne comparat. Where it is to be conſidered, that the righteouſneſſe which is in the Law, in compariſon of the purity of the Goſpel, is called uncleanneſſe. For that which was counted glorious, is not glorious, in re­gard of that glory that excelleth. And, If any man then, after the Goſpel of Chriſt, and the coming of the Sonne of God, obſerve the ceremonies of that Peda­gogicall Law, let him hear the people confeſſe, that all that righteouſneſſe is com­parable to a moſt filthy ragg [...]; Wherewith alſo Eſter compares her diadem, though the enſigne of Royall Power. The Prophet brings in the Synagogue confeſſing it ſelf deſtitute of righteouſneſſe. The Apoſtles ſhew, that the Church onely furniſheth that righteouſneſſe through faith, which the Synagogue, by the Law, cannot have. And ſhall we ſay that S. Jerome abuſes the Prophet in limitting that uncleanneſſe, which the Prophet acknowledgeth even in their righteouſnes, to that which is to be had by the Law? For, though he name onely the workes of the Ceremoniall Law, yet is all the righteouſneſſe that is to be had by the learning of the Letter of the Law, of the ſame nature, not attaining to be done with that diſpoſition of the heart, which onely the Goſpel produceth. O Ecumenius upon James II. 14. ſpeaking the ſenſe of ſome Fathers, hath expreſſed all the points of my poſition in theſe tearmes;  [...]. But ſome of the Fathers have thus judged of this buſineſſe. For they ſay, that, diſtinguiſhing Abraham by times, he is the patterne of both Faiths; Whereof one going before Baptiſme, requires no Workes, but onely Faith, and the profeſſion of ſalvation, and the word whereby we are juſtified, believing in Chriſt: The other is coupled with workes. So the Spi­rit that ſpoke in the Apoſtles, ſhewes no contrariety; The one juſtifying him that approcheth by profeſſion alone, in caſe he preſently depart this life: (For ſuch a one hath no workes, but the cleanſing of Baptiſme is to him a ſufficient paſſe­port to ſalvation) The other demanding of him that is already baptized, that he ſhould ſhew good workes. He had propoſed before another way of reconciling the Apoſtles, by diſtinguiſhing ſeverall ſignifications, in the terme of Faith, which in that effect and conſequence, falls in with this. S. Gregory, In Evang. Hom. XIX. Quod cum it a ſit, fidei noſtre veritatem in vitae noſtre conſideration [...] debemus agnoſcere. Tunc enim veraciter fideles ſumus, ſi quod verbis promitti­mus operibus complemus. In die quippe baptiſmi, omnibus nos antiqui hoſtis ope­ribus, atque omnibus pompis abrenunciare promiſimus. Itaque unuſquiſque ad conſiderationem ſuam mentis oculos reducat, & ſi ſervat poſt baptiſmum, quod ante baptiſmum ſpopondit, certus jam quia fidelis eſt, gaudeat. Which ſee­ing ſo it is, we are to acknowledge the truth of our faith in the conſideration of our life. For then are we truly faithfull, (or believers) if we accompliſh by workes what we promiſe by words. For at the day of our Baptiſme, we promiſe to re­nounce all the workes, and all the pompes of our ancient foe. Let every man there­fore turne the eyes of his minde to the conſideration of himſelf, and if he obſerve after baptiſme, that which he promiſed before baptiſme, being now aſſured that he is faithfull, (or a believer) let him rejoyce.
He aſcribeth that juſtification which requireth good workes, to the fulfil­ling of that promiſe, which our Baptiſme preſuppoſeth. To the ſame pur­poſe, the commentary upon S. Pauls Epiſtles that goes under S. Ambroſe his name, upon Rom. III. 8. Manifeſte beati ſunt, quibus, ſine labore vel opere ali­quo remittuntur iniquitates, & peccata teguntur, nulla ab his requiſita poeniten­tiae[Page]opera, ſed tantum ut credant. By and by; Quemadmodum autem ad paenitentium poteſt pertinere perſonam, cum dicit; Beati quorum tectaſunt pec­cata; Cum conſtet, paenitentes labore ac gemitu peccatorum remiſſionem acquirere? Aut quomode Martyrio congruit, quod dicit; Beatus vir cui non imputabit dominus peccatum; Cum ſciamus gloriam martyrii paſſionibus & preſſaris acquiri? Pro­pheta autem tempus foelix in adventu ſervatoris praevidens, beatos nominat, quibus ſine labore, vel aliquo opere, per lavacrum remittuntur, & teguntur, & non im­putantur peccata: Manifeſtly they are happy, whoſe iniquities are remitted, and whoſe ſins are covered, without the labour of any work, not requiring of them any paines of Penance, but onely to belivee. And; But how can it belong to the perſon of Penitents, when he ſaith, Bleſſed are they whoſe ſins are covered: See­ing it is manifeſt, that Penitents attain remiſſion of ſins by labour and grones? Or, how agrees that which he ſaith with Martyrdome: Bleſſed is the man to whom the Lord will not impute ſin; Seeing we know, that the glory of Martyrdome is at­tained by ſufferings and preſſures? But the Prophet foreſeeing a happy time at our Saviours coming, names them bleſſed whoſe ſins are remitted and covered, and not imputed by the laver of Baptiſme, without the labour of any work. Whether or no this oppoſition between remiſſion of ſins which Baptiſme alone, and that which Penance and Martyrdome giveth: he pertinently here alledged, and like a Divine (for Baptiſme is the undertaking of Martyrdome if God require it, and Penance is the voluntary undergoing of it, when ſin requireth it) evident it is, that Baptiſme is here the boundary of that juſtification which faith alone promiſeth. And upon Heb. IV. 16. he ſaies that God gives requiem ſempiter­nam fidem habentibus, eam tamen quae per dilectionem operatur, non credentibus poenam perpetuam. Ne forte relicta pollicitatione quam dedimus Deo in bap­tiſmo, iterum revertamur ad opera infidelitatis quae, abdicamus coram multis te­ſtibus. Everlaſting reſt to thoſe who have faith, but that which worketh by love, perpetuall paine to thoſe who believe no. Least peradventure, abandoning the promiſe which we made to God at our Baptiſme, we return againe to the works of infidelity, which we renounce before many witneſſes. Where the damation of a Chriſtian is imputed to the tranſgreſſing of that promiſe which he makes to God in Baptiſme. And the true S. Ambroſe when he ſaies, lib. 1. Epiſt. 1. Nec e­nim fides ſola ad perfectionem ſatis eſt, niſi etiam baptiſmatis adjiciatur gratia, & ſanguinem Chriſti redemptus accipiat. For, neither ſufficeth faith alone to perſection, unleſſe the grace of baptiſme be added, and be that is redeemed receive the blood of Chriſt; Cleerly compriſeth the Sacrament of Baptiſme (after which, the baptized alwaies received the Euchariſt in the ancient Church) whereupon S. Auguſtine afore mention Sacramenta fidei, in the plurall number, the Sacra­ments of faith, within that faith which alone juſtifieth. But the ſame S. Am­broſe Offic. II. 2. Habet ergo vit [...]m aternam fides, quia fundamentum bonum eſt, habent & bona facta, quia vir juſtus & dictis et rebus probatur. Therefore faith hath eternall life, becauſe the foundation is good: And ſo have good works becauſe a man is tried, to be righteous, by both ſaying and doing. That is, by do­ing as he ſaies: By doing theſe works, which, by his Baptiſme he undertakes to do. S. Baſil, De ſpiritu ſancto, cap. 12.  [...]. For faith is perfected by Baptiſme, and Baptiſme is founded upon faith, and both are fulfilled by the ſame names: For as we believe in the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, ſo are we baptiſed in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. And profeſſion goes afore, introducing to Salvation, but baptiſme followes, ſealing up our aſſent; Not onely to the demand; doeſt thou believe in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt? but when it is further demanded, wilt thou be baptized upon theſe termes? And this profeſſion ſo ſealed is that which ſaveth him that departs upon it, not him that ſurvives to falſifie it. S. Chryſoſtom in Rom. IV. 2. Hom. VIII. makes a long compariſon to ſhew that man gloriſies God more by believing, [Page] then by keeping his commandments; Which certainly proceedeth, not not can hold in thoſe workes, that preſuppoſe faith, having in them all that where­by faith glorifyeth God and more: And therefore is to be limitted to works done before faith. And therefore of thoſe workes is S. Chryſoſtme to be underſtood, when he ſayes, as oft times he doth, that a man is juſtified without workes, by Faith or by Grace, in Gal III. 12. In Rom. III. 27. Homil. VII. In Epheſ. II. 10. Homil. IV. The reaſon being alwayes that of Theodoret upon Galat. III. 22.  [...]. The Seripture of God convinceth both thoſe that were afore the Law, and under it, as tranſgreſſors, as well theſe of Moſes Law, as thoſe of the Law of Nature; Offer­ing the ſalvation that is promiſed by faith, for an antidote, both for theſe and for thoſe. If the Law of Moſes were not of force to juſtify, much leſſe the Law of Nature. Now the Goſpel ſuppoſeth both Jewes and Gentiles under ſinne, and liable to Gods wrath, till the Goſpel come, as S. Paul, in the beginning of his Epiſtle to the Romanes, declareth. Not as if no man had been ſaved under the Law, or before it; But becauſe they who then were ſaved belonged not to the Law of Moſes, or that of Nature, but to the Goſpel, as ſaved by the meanes of it. So ſaid S. Jerome afore, that they were ſaved by the preaching of Faith, under the Law of Nature. And thinne was the number of them who thus were ſaved, that it was requiſite the Goſpel ſhould come, leaſt the meanes which God had uſed to reſtore man afore might ſeem to have been imployed to no purpoſe. So, to be ſaved by faith and not by workes, is the ſame with S. Paul, according to the Fathers, as to be juſtified by being a Chriſtian, and not by being a Jew, by the Goſpell and not by the Law. So Tertullian, cont▪ Marc. V. 3. Ejus ergo Dei erit fides, in qua vivit juſtus, cujus & Lex in qua non juſtificatur operarius. Pro [...]nde, ſi in Lege maledictio eſt, in Fide benedictio. Therefore, that faith whereby the juſt liveth, ſhall be the ſame Gods whoſe the Law is, whereby he that worketh is not juſtified. Accordingly, if the curſe come by the Law, then the bleſſing by faith. For that Faith, which properly ſtands in oppoſtion to the Law, is Chriſtianity. S. Hilary In Mat. Can. VIII. Mo­vet Scribas, remiſſum ab hommine peccatum; Hominem enim tantum in Jeſu Chriſto intuebantur, & remiſſum ab eo quod Lex laxare non poterat. Fides enim ſola juſtificat. The Scribes are moved that ſinne ſhould be remitted by a man; For they looked upon Jeſus Chriſt as a meere man, who remitted that which the Law could not looſe: For Faith alone juſtifieth. Faith onely juſtifieth, in oppoſition to the Law which remitteth no ſin; Therefore faith is Chriſtiani­ty. Clemens Alexandr. Strom. II. To learn is to obey the commandments, which is to believe God. Becauſe, forſooth, to profeſſe the Faith, is to undertake to live by Gods com­mandments. Strom. IV.  [...] He therefore playes falſe with God, that believes not God. But he that keepeth not the commandments, believes not. Againe;  [...]. All there­fore, whatſoever ye do, do to the glory of God, whatſoever it is permitted to do, under the rule of Faith. Here, that part of Chriſtianity, which preſcribes a Chriſtian, what he is to do, what not, is called the Rule of Faith; Becauſe he believes that God requires it at his hands, though he undertake more then to believe it. Strom. VII.  [...]. He is a believer, (or faithful) that receives the com­mandments upon due conſideration, and keeps them. Pelagius upon Rom. X. 4. Talis eſt ille qui in Chriſtum credidit, die qua credidit, qualis ille qui univerſam legem implevit. Such is he that believeth, the day that he believeth as is he that hath ful­filled the whole Law. In the day of his Baptiſme, that is, if he lives not to tranſ­greſſe it. His title to heaven is as good, as if he had done whatſoever the Law requireth. I ſhewed you before, that Pelag. in the matter of juſtification departs not from the Church. Clemens of Rome S. Pauls Scholar, whom I will end with, [Page] in his Epiſtle to the Corinthians, p. 13.  [...]. Abraham who was called friend, was found faithful in that he became obedient to the word of God. p. 40.  [...]. Wherefore was our Father Abraham bleſſed? was it not becauſe he did righte­ouſneſſe and truth through Faith? p. 41.  [...], They were all, therefore, glorified and magnified, not by themſelves, or their owne workes, or juſt actions which they had done, but by his will. And therefore we who are called by his will through Chriſt Jeſus, are not juſtified by our ſelves, or our owne wiſdome, or underſtanding, or workes that we have done with holineſſe of heart: But by faith, whereby Almighty God hath juſtified all from the begin­ing of the world. The Fathers were not juſtified by their own workes, but be­cauſe, being called by the will of God, as we to Chriſtianity through Chriſt Jeſus, they were found faithfull, in doing righteouſneſſe & truth through faith, as he ſaid of Abraham before. For, the workes of Faith cannot be counted our own works, which we had never done, had not Gods call gone afore. That Faith then which alone juſtifieth importeth as great and as reall a change in the jugdement and reſoution of him that attaineth it, from unrighteous to righteous, as the difference between the Law of all righteouſnes and the Law of all unrigh­teouſnes ſignifieth For, upon other terms can no man profeſſe himſelf a Chriſti­an. And as great and as reall a change it is that ſucceeds, upon that change, be­tween the relation, which he that is ſo changed did hold towards God afore, and now holds afterwards, as the difference between the heir of Gods wrath and of his kingdome importeth. But, ſuppoſing that change which juſtifying faith importeth, already in being, that change which the effect of it, in juſtify­ing importeth, is of neceſſity, meerly morall, and conſiſteth onely in the dif­ference, between that remiſſion of ſinnes and Gods kingdome, which the pro­miſe of his grace, and the debt of puniſhment, which the ſentence of his juſtice declareth. Whether therefore juſtifying faith be Gods work or not, (which here I diſpute not, becauſe here I cannot reſolve) for the cauſe of it. the effect of it in juſtifying, which here I debate, will ſignify no more then an at­tribute due by right to him that hath it, upon Gods promiſe; importing no change in him, but that which it ſuppoſeth, how much ſoever it import his ſal­varion, that his relation to God be ſo changed. For, I may ſafely here ſuppoſe that, which the title of this diſpute, and the very name of the Covenant of Grace attributed to the Goſpel of Chriſt involveth; That Faith juſtifyeth not by virtue of the work naturally, but morally, by that will and appointment of God, by virtue whereof the Covenant of Grace ſtandeth. And this neceſſari­ly holds in the ſenſe of the Church, when it aſcribeth juſtification to faith alone, in oppoſition to the workes of the Law.
A neceſſary conſequence whereof is this; That the forgiveneſſe of our ſinnes will preſuppoſe and require of us, that we forgive others their offenſes againſt us: Becauſe we hold the forgiveneſſe of our ſinnes by the title of our Chriſti­anity; Whereof, ſeeing it is one point, that we forgive other men their offen­ſes againſt us, of neceſſity, failing of the condition required on our part, we faile of the promiſe tendered of Gods. Therefore the Fathers alſo, as the Scri­ptures afore, attribute remiſſion of ſinnes to Charity, to almes deeds, and to forgiveing of offenſes againſt us. Clemens in his Epiſtle to the Corinthians, p. 65.  [...]. Happy were we if we did do the commandments of God in the concord of Love. that our ſinnes might be for­given us through Love. The Apoſtolicall conſtitutions VII. 13.  [...]. If thou haſt, give by thine own hands, that thou [Page]mayeſt act to the redemption of thy ſinnes: For by almes and truth ſinnes are pur­ged away. Lactantius, VI. 12. Magna eſt miſericordiae merces, cui Deus pol­licetur, peccata ſe omnia remiſſurum. Si audieris, inquit, preces ſupplicis tui, & ego audiam tuas: Si miſertus laborantium fueris, ego & in tuo labore miſe­rebor. Si autem non reſpexeris, nec adjuveris, & ego animum contra te geram, tuiſque te legibus judicabo Great are the wages of mercy, which God hath pro­miſed, that he will remit all ſinnes. If thou heareſt, ſaith he, the prayers of thy ſup­pliant, I alſo will hear thine. If thou takeſt pitty on them that are in paine, I alſo will take pitty upon thy paine. But if thou reſpect not, nor help them, I alſo will carry a mind againſt thee, and judge thee by thine owne Law. S. Chryſoſt. Tomo VI. Orat. LXVII.  [...]. But there is another way of cleanſing ſinne, not inferiour to this, not to remember the ma­lice of enemies, to containe wrath, to remit the ſinnes of fellow-ſervants. For ſo, thoſe which we have done againſt our Lord ſhall be forgiven us. Behold alſo a ſe­cond way to purge ſinnes. For if ye forgive ſaith he— And by and by;  [...]. But if you will learn a fourth, I will name almes: For it hath great force and not to be expreſſed. For to Nabucodonoſor, being arived at all kinde of wickedneſſe, and going over all goodneſſe, Daniel ſaith; Redeem thy ſinnes with almſdeeds, and thy tranſgreſſions with pittying the poor. To the ſame purpoſe the ſame S. Chryſoſt. makes forgiving of injuries, giving thanks in affiction, mercy in helping our neighbours, the cure for ſinne, as well as humility, confeſſion, and prayer. In 2 ad Corinth. Hom. II. Becauſe thereby a Chriſtian retires to his promiſe in Baptiſme, expecting remiſſion only from Gods promiſe in the ſame. So alſo, In Epiſt. ad Rom. Hom. XXV. S. Ambroſe, De poenitentia II. 5. David beatum praedicavit & illum, cui pec­cata per Baptiſmum remittuntur, & illum, cujus peccata operibus teguntur. David proclaimes for bleſſed, both him whoſe ſinnes are remitted by Baptiſme, and him whoſe ſinnes are covered with workes. So charity covers many ſinnes done after Baptiſme. Caeſarius of Arles, Homil. I. Quoties infirmos viſitamus, in carcerem poſitos requirimus, diſcordes ad concordiam revocamus, indicto in Ec­cleſia jejunio jejunamus, hoſpitibus pedes abluimus, ad vigili [...]s frequentius conve­nimus, eleemoſynam ante oſtium praetereuntibus pauperibus damus, ini [...]icis noſtris quoties petierint indulgemus, iſtis operibus & his ſimilibus minuta pecca­ta quotidie redimuntur. As oft as we viſit the ſick, ſeek thoſe that are put in priſon, reduce thoſe that fall out to agreement, faſt when a faſt is publiſhed in the Church, waſh the feet of ſtrangers, aſſemble more frequently to wakes, give almes to the poor that go by the doore, pardon our enemies as oft as they demand, by theſe works and like to theſe, ſmall ſinnes are every day redeemed. S. Auſtine. Libro L. Homil. Hom. L. Cap. VIII. Non enim ea dimitti precamur, quae jam in Bap­tiſmo dimiſſa ſunt, & niſi dimiſſa credimus, de ipſa fide dubitamus: ſed utique de quotidianis peccatis hoc dicimus, pro quibus etiam ſacrificia eleemoſynarum, jejuni­orum, & ipſarum orationum & ſupplicationum quiſque pro ſuis viribus offerre non ceſſat. For we pray not for the pardon of thoſe which are already pardoned in Baptiſme, which, if we believe not that they are pardoned, we call the faith it ſelf in doubt: But this forſooth, we ſpeak of daily ſinnes, for which alſo no man ceaſ­eth to offer, according to his power, the ſacrifices of almes, and faſting, and even of prayers, and ſupplications. S. Gregory, In Pſalm. II. Poenitent. Habent enim ſancti viri aliquid quod in hac vita operire debeant: Quia omnino eſt im­poſſibile, ut in loquutione, aut etiam in cogitatione nunquam delinquant. Stu­dent igitur viri Dei, oculorum & linguae culpas tegere meritis vita, ſtudent pon­dere bonorum operum premere immoderata verborum. For holy men have ſome­thing in this life which they ought to hide: Becauſe it is altogether impoſſible that in ſpeech, or at leaſt in thought they ſhould never faile. Therefore the [Page] men of God ſtudy, to cover the faults of the eyes and tongue, with the merits of their lives: They ſtudy to preſſe down immoderate words, with the wait of good works. And by and by, Quia hoc quod tegitur, inferius ponitur, & aliud aliquid ſuper­ducitur, ut quod eſt ſubterpoſitum tegatur, tegere peccata ducimur, quae, quaſi ſubterponentes, abdicamus. Quibus nimirum, quaſi tegmen ſuperdicimus, dum bonorum operum nos indumento veſtimus. Peccata itaque tegimus, ſi bona facta malis actibus ſuperponamus. Becauſe that which is covered is laid beneath, and ſomething drawn over it to cover that which lies beneath; we are ſaid to cover thoſe ſinnes which we give over, as laying them beneath; Over which we draw a kind of covering, when we inveſt our ſelves with the covering of good workes. Therefore we cover ſinnes if we lay good deeds over evil workes.

CHAP. X. What Pelagius queſtioneth concerning the Grace of Chriſt, what Socinus further of the ſtate of Chriſt before his birth. The oppoſition between the firſt and ſe­cond Adam in S. Paul, evidenceth originall ſinne. Coucupiſcence in the unre­generate, and the inability of the Law to ſubdue it, evict the ſame. The ſecond birth by the holy Ghoſt evidenceth that the first birth propagateth ſinne.
NOW, though all agree, that we are juſtified, not by the Law, nor by Workes, but by the Goſpel, and by Grace, (becauſe it is the meer Grace of God that moved him to ſend our Lord Chriſt, by him to convince the World, that the Goſpell is true, and ought to be imbraced) yet, that the Grace of Chriſt; that is, thoſe helpes of grace which God gives in conſide­ration of his merits and ſufferings, are requiſite to inable thoſe to whome this conviction is tendred, to imbrace it and to perſevere in it, neither Pelagius of old, nor Socinus at preſent will yeild; Nor, that Abraham ſhould have any thing to bragge of, if he ſhould pretend to be juſtified by thoſe workes, which the free will of him, whoſe underſtanding is convict that the Goſpel is true, is, without other help able to produce; Or, that, in conſideration of any ſuch help, the Goſpel is to be counted Grace, which if the helps it requi­reth ſhould be purchaſed by obeying, it were not to be counted of free Grace. The words of Pelagius are well enough known, remaining upon record in S. Auſtine, De Gratia Chriſti, 1. 7. Adjuvat enim nos per doctrinam & revelatio­nem ſuam, dum cordis noſtri oculos aperit, dum nobis, ne praeſentibus occupemur, futura demonſtrat, dum Di [...]boli pandit inſidias, dum nos multiformi & ineffabili dono gratiae coeleſt is illuminat. For he helps us by revealing his doctrine, while he opens the eyes of our heart, while he ſhewes us things to come, leaſt we be buſied about things preſent, while he layes open the ambuſhes of the Devil, while he in­lightens us with the manifold gift of heavenly grace. And againe, Cap. X. Ope­ratur in nobis Deus velle quod bonum eſt, velle quod ſanctum eſt, dum nos terrenis cupiditatibus diligentes, & mutorum amantium more tantum praeſentia diligentes, futurae gloriae magnitudine;  [...] praemiorum pollicitatione ſuccendit, dum, revelatione ſapientiae in deſiderium Dei ſtupentem ſuſcitat voluntatem, dum nobis ſuadet omne quod bonum eſt. God works in us the willing of that which is good and holy, while he inflames us, being addicted to earthly luſts, and loving onely things preſent, like mute creatures, with the promiſe of great reward of glory to come, while by re­vealing of wiſdome, he raiſes the dull will to the deſire of God, while he perſwadeth us to all that is good. Where, beſides the Grace of God in making us reaſon­able creatures, he acknowledgeth alſo the grace of the Law, meaning thereby the doctrine and motives of Chriſtianity, whereby ſaith he, the mind is in­lightned to underſtand the difference between things tranſitory and everlaſting, and the will is inclined and perſwaded to preferre true good before that which is counterfeite; Which being ſaid by a Chriſtian, though, I ſee no expreſſe [Page] mention that he makes of the Goſpel of Chriſt, neceſſarily infers, that not­withſtanding, he ſuppoſed the ſame with Socinus; To wit, that, the convicti­on which the motives of faith tender to all men that are made acquainted with it, as it is neceſſarily the production of Gods meer Grace, ſo is it enough to inable a reaſonable man (being ſo convict, how much the world to come is to be preferred before this) to imbrace, and to perſevere in that courſe by which a man ſtands convict that he may attaine it. And though Socinus hath more expreſly maintained that, upon the imbracing of Chriſtianity, the holy Ghoſt is given to inable Chriſtians to preferre that which their profeſſion im­porteth; Yet, as I find the truth thereof ſo manifeſtly layd down in the Scrip­tures of the New Teſtament, that I cannot ſee how he ſhould pretend to be a Chriſtian, that ſhould deny it; So can I not remember that Pelagius ever went about to deny it. On the contrary, there is appearance enough, that Pelagius acknowledgeth the grace of the holy Ghoſt, whether in bringing a man to be, or to perſevere unto the end a Chriſtian. His own words are yet extant upon 1 Cor. 11. 10. To us who by believing have deſerved to receive the Spirit of God, which ſhewes us his will; Nobis, qui fide meruimus Sp. Dei ac­cipere, qui voluntatem ſuam nobis oſtendit; Hath God revealed it. And by and by; Senſum Domini, qui eſt in viris Spiritualibus, ſine Spiritu Dei nemo cogno­vit. No man knowes the meaning of God which is in ſpirituall men, with­out Gods Spirit. And upon Rom. IV. 17. Quare multa peccata donavit abun­dantia donationis Sp. Sancti? Quia multa ſunt dona. Ipſa enim juſtitia dona­tur in baptiſmo, non ex merito datur. Why hath the abundant gift of the holy Ghoſt pardoned us many ſinnes? Becauſe Gods gifts are many. For righteouſneſs it ſelf is given in Baptiſme, not rewarded as of merit. For why might not Pela­gius as well as Socinus, make it the purchaſe of mans free will, upon the tender of Chriſtianity, which is Gods Grace. For, the appearance is ſufficient and evident, that Socinus was ſo diſguſted with the opinion; That juſtifying faith conſiſts in believing that a man is predeſtinate to everlaſting life, in conſide­ration of the obedience of Chriſt imputed to his account, becauſe given for him and the elect, in oppoſition to the reſt of mankind; that, ſuppoſing the ten­der of the Goſpel, the accepting of it he placeth in the meer act of free will, upon which the gift of the holy Ghoſt, neceſſary to the performance of that which Chriſtianity profeſſeth depends, as due debt by Gods promiſe; Who, having prevented mankinde with that promiſe, hath ſuſpended that which fol­lows upon this compliance.
It is further to be conſidered, that Socinus alſo acknowledgeth the Grace of the holy Ghoſt preventing the undertaking of Chriſtianity on our part, under the title of the Spirit of patefaction, as you may ſee by Volkelius Inſtit. III. 14. Signifying hereby as it ſeemeth, that conviction which the Spirit of God ten­dereth by the motives of Chriſtianity, to manifeſt the truth of the Goſpel, pre­venting the will with help to inable it, but not effecting either the outward act or the inward reſolution to do it, as you may ſee S. Auguſtine diſtinguiſh upon his own words, related out of his Bookes of free will. De Gratia Chriſti. I. 41. This I here lay forth on purpoſe to ſhew, that I cannot come cleare of that which I have undertaken to reſolve, concerning the Covenant of Grace, nor any man be ſatisfied in the difficulties that concern it, without taking in hand the whole diſpute concerning the free will of man, and the free Grace of God. For having, by the premiſes, ſhewed, that the condition which the Co­venant of Grace requires on our part, is an act of free will: (Though ſuch an act as compriſeth the ingagement of a mans whole life to Gods ſervice:) Un­leſſe it appeare, that the grace of the holy Ghoſt, which God found requiſite for the performance of Chriſtianity, can never be aſcribed to the free will of man as due to the right uſeof it, it will not ſufficiently appear, how the Goſpel may be called the Covenant of Grace.
But, before I go further, I muſt not omit to obſerve a great difference be­tween Socinus and Pelagius, and how that difference ſeems to reflect upon the preſent diſpute. For Socinus, firſt had conceived ſuch diſguſt, as I ſaid, [Page] of that predeſtination, which appoints men to life, meerly in conſideration of the obedience of Chriſt, as their own for whom it was appointed. Then conſidered well, that free will ſerves not, ſo long as the helps, whereby we are inabled to imbrace Chriſt, and to perſevere in Chriſtianity, may be attributed to the obedi­ence of as aſſigned by God to the conſideration and recognizance of it. And therefore found it the onely clear courſe of eſtabliſhing that force of freewil, that he had imagined, without conſulting the proceediugs of the Church againſt Pe­lagius, to ſay; That the merits and ſufferings of Chriſt were not valuable for ſuch a purchaſe, as being a meer man, from his birth, onely, that he was conceived, not by the way of humane generation, but by the holy Ghoſt of the bleſſed Virgine: And that afterwards, being thirty yeares of age, or there­abouts, according to the time that John the Baptiſt began to preach, he was ta­ken up into heaven to God, and there made acquainted with his meſſage of the Goſpel to mankinde, which he undertaking, upon the perill of all the hardſhip which he was to indure at the Jewes hands for it, it pleaſed God to advance him for his obedience, (though due as to God from his creature) to be God, to the true power and worſhip of God, though, in dependance upon himſelf original­ly God. For, the obedience of Chriſt being thus over rewarded in his own perſon, it remaineth, that the gift of the holy Ghoſt, howſoever requiſite to the performance of Chriſtianity, be aſcribed to the meer goodneſſe of God, which moved him to propoſe the promiſe thereof, to thoſe who ſhould im­brace the Goſpel, as a recompenſe for ſo doing, not as any grace of Chriſt, that is, any help of grace given in conſideration of Chriſt, reſolving a man to imbrace it. It cannot be ſaid, that Pelagius had any hand in this part of Socinus his Hereſie, who could not have been heard in the Church at that time, had he once advanced any ſuch ground as this, though ſo pertinent to his poſition as you ſee by Socinus. But, as Pelagius thought of no ſuch thing when he began firſt to diſpute againſt the grace of Chriſt, ſo can it not be ſaid that his followers never thought of having recourſe to this plea, as the onely clear ground for their poſition to ſtand upon, could it be made good. But for the truth hereof, there being no cauſe why I ſhould ſwell this Book with thoſe things that have been ſaid already; I will remit the reader to Janſenius his Auguſt, where he ſhall find what remaines in the records of the Church, how the Pelagians went about to joyne with the Neſtorians, and to make our Lord Chriſt to have purchaſed his Godhead, by the actions and behavoiur of his humane nature, and how, in this regard they remaine involved in the condemnation of Neſtorius at the council of Epheſus. Though, whereas the beginning of this error is there aſ­cribed to Origen, it is eaſie to obſerve a vaſt difference between this pretenſe and that conceit which is found at preſent in his books  [...], (but whether reſolutely deliverd by him may be queſtioned) that the humane ſoul of Chriſt was choſen by God for the word to be incarnate in, in conſideration of that which it had done in the other world. For, this ſuppoſes the Godhead of Chriſt before his incarnation, and the truth of it, which Socinus his opinion, (to which theſe relations make the Pelagians to have inclined) deſtroyeth. And ſo it is manifeſt, that, according to Socinus, there can be no ſuch thing as the Grace of Chriſt, according to Pelagius there is not. But, that which is common to both, proceeds upon a ſuppoſition common to both; That man is preſently, in the ſame ſtate of free will in which he was created, that the fall of our firſt parents did no harme to their poſterity, neither can their children, that are baptized, be baptized into the remiſſion of ſinne, when they have none of their own; Though for Socinus his part, he laughs at the baptizing of infants, who allowes the baptizing of men that have ſinned themſelves, but as a cere­mony of indifference, which Pelagius, though he be content to allow and re­quire, yet, not to the purpoſe of remiſſion of ſinne in infants. Now the Church of God, in which the Baptiſme of infants hath been practiſed ever ſince the times of the Apoſtles, alwayes underſtood the Gentiles, (that had been left to themſelves to fall away to the worſhip of Idols) to be wholy under the power of Satan, by virtue of that advantage which he had of our forefa­thers: [Page] And the Jewes who had retired themſelves to the worſhip of one true God, ſo little able by that Law, to withdraw themſelves from under ſin, that few of them were vouchſafed Gods Spirit: acknowledging therefore all this to proceed from the leaven of the firſt ſinne, they acknowledged the neceſſity of Chriſts coming for the cure of it, the ſufficience of the cure in his Godhead, from everlaſting, and the obedience of our fleſh, wherein it was incarnate. This being the ſtate of the diſpute, it appeareth, that the intent which I propoſe obligeth me, not to diſpatch, without maintaining the eternall Godhead of our Lord Chriſt; Though not ſo as to conſider the whole controverſie of the ho­ly Trinity, but onely that of the perſon and natures of Chriſt, how farre it is declared to us by the Scriptures, and original Tradition of the Church. Know­ing nevertheleſſe, that, this being reſolved, the reſt of the controverſie con­cerning the holy Trinity neceſſarily falls to the ground of it ſelf, as having no­thing whereupon to ſubſiſt, when the everlaſting Godhead of Chriſt is once maintained afore. Now, the ready way that I can think of, to go through ſo great a diſpute as briefly as is poſſible, is to take in hand firſt the point of origi­nall ſinne, in which, the diſpute between Pelagius and Socinus on the one ſide and the Church on the other ſide is grounded. For, therefore, I hope, it will appear the ſhorteſt way to diſpatch the whole diſpute, becauſe, that be­ing decided, (together with that which dependeth upon it, as incident to it, concerning the ſtate of our Lord Chriſt before his coming in the fleſh) the reſt will appear to conſiſt, either in controverſies of Divines, or in miſtakes and diſputes about words.
I begin with S. Paul, becauſe he it is, who, having laid forth the neceſſity of Chriſtianity to the ſalvation as well of Jewes as of Gentiles, in the begin­ning of his Epiſtle to the Romanes, and in the fourth chapter, by the Example of Abraham confirmed the ſame; Or, if you pleaſe, anſwered the objection concerning the ſalvation of the Fathers, before and under the Law; pro­ceeds in the fifth Chapter to lay forth, both the ground upon which it is effectu­all, which is the death of Chriſt, and the ground upon which it was neceſſary, which is the ſinne of Adam. Thus then ſaith S. Paul Rom. V. 12, 13, 14. Therefore, as by one man ſinne entered into the world, and death by ſinne, and ſo death paſſed upon all, in whome all ſinned. For, untill the Law ſinne was in the world; Now ſinne is not imputed where there is no Law; And yet death raigned from Adam until Moſes, even upon them that had not ſinned after the likeneſſe of Adams tranſgreſſion, who is the figure of him that is to come. It is ſaid, that the wordes,  [...], are to be tranſlated in aſmuch as all had ſinned; To ſignifie, that Spirituall death came, after Ad­am, upon all that had ſinned as Adam did, inaſmuch as they had ſinned: For, as for bodily death, they believe not, no more then Pelagius, that it was the puniſhment of Adams ſinne, but the condition of mans birth; Onely the trou­bles, the cares, the ſorrowes by which men come to their graves, theſe, as they acknowledge to be conſequences, as of Adams ſinne, ſo, of all thoſe ſinnes whereby men follow and imitate Adam; ſo, they think to be meant by the ſentence; In the day wherein thou eateſt thereof ſhalt thou die the death. But this is no leſſe then to deny the literall ſenſe of the Scripture, which the Church hath received for one of Origens errors, in the interpretation of the beginning of Geneſis. What is it elſe to ſay; That Adam was liable to bodily death by nature, but to ſpiritual death by ſinne? For it is manifeſt by the premiſes, that through all the Old Teſtament, the ſecond death is no otherwiſe preached, then under the figure of the firſt death; and that, by virtue of the ground laid from the beginning that the Covenant of Grace, which tendreth life and death everlaſting, was onely intimated under the Covenant of nature, (which the Law only received, and limited to the happineſs of the land of promiſe, as to the Iſ­raelits) tendring expreſly only bleſſings and mercies of this life, to the civil and outward obedience of Gods commandments. And can it be imagined, that, in the very firſt tender that God made to man, of life in conſideration of obe­dience, and death of diſobedience, this life and this death muſt be underſtood [Page] to be the ſecond, when the obedience was onely in abſtaining from the for­bidden fruit? What was then that fruit of the tree of Life, by eating whereof they might have preſerved themſelves from death? I aske not what it ſignified, but what it was. For, all reaſon will require, admitting the premiſes, that it ſignified that, whereby the ſoul eſcapes ſpirituall death: But the ſame reaſon will inforce, that it muſt be the fruit of a tree, which, ſo long as they eat not of the tree of knowledge, they were licenſed to eat, to preſerve them from bodily death. Neither is there any difficulty in that they aske; How all the poſteri­ty of Adam ſhould have come by the fruit of that tree, that grew no where but in the garden of Eden; For, I ſuppoſe it had been as eaſie, to have plant­ed all parts of the world with the ſame tree, as with the poſterity of Adam, had he continued in obedience: Who, being not driven out of Eden, as upon his diſobedience, but ſending his poſterity, to do that, in the reſt of the world, which he did there; had made all the world Eden, by placing the Paradiſe of God whereſoever innocence dwelt. In this caſe, I ſee not why any man ſhould take care for the tree of Life, that no poſterity of Adam might die. No more, then, what ſhould become of that innocent poſterity, which, when it had ſo planted the World, the counſel of God, concerning the propagation of man kind, may well be thought to have been come to ripeneſſe. The Socinians in­deed do alledge Joſephus, who, ſpeaking of the tree of life, doth not ſay, that it ſhould have made man immortall, but onely, that it ſhould have made him live to very great yeares. But that is of no conſequence; In regard that it is not ex­preſſed in the Scripture, that God would have had man live everlaſtingly upon the earth, had he lived in obedience. For, ſuppoſing that it was a queſtion among the Phariſees, (to which ſect it appeares Joſephus inclined moſt) whe­ther ſo, or, whether God would tranſlate them to a heavenly life after a time of obedience here, (which, to the Phariſees that acknowledge the reſurrection and the world to come, muſt needs ſeem credible enough) it is no marvaile, that Joſephus ſhould ſay; That, by virtue of the tree of life, they had lived to a very great age, though, in caſe not tranſlated, they might as well have lived alwayes by virtue of it.
But let us hear S. Paul. 1 Cor. XV. 21, 22. For, ſince by man came death, by man alſo came the reſurrection of the dead. For, as by Adam all died, ſo by Chriſt ſhall all be made alive. Is there any riſing from bodily death but by Chriſt? I ſay not any riſing, in the quality of thoſe, in whom the Spirit of Chriſt dwel­leth, of whom S. Paul ſaith, that He who raiſed Chriſt from the dead, ſhall al­ſo quicken your mortall bodies, through his Spirit dwelling in you. Rom. VIII. 11. But, ſetting aſide this quality, it is the coming of Chriſt, and his trump, that raiſeth againe, even thoſe that ſhall riſe to judgement. And can it, for all this be doubted, whether that life was loſt by Adams fall, which the riſing of Chriſt ſhall reſtore? And ſuppoſing, that Chriſt raiſes onely thoſe that are Chriſts, as S. Paul ſpeaks, it is their bodies that he raiſes at laſt, and that from that death which came by Adam. Seeing then it cannot be doubted, that S. Paul, when he ſaies that by one man came death, meanes the death of the body, and ſeeing death paſſed upon all, it is manifeſt, that, Adams ſin paſſed upon all, upon whom the death paſſed, which it brought after it. For, otherwiſe how can it be ſaid, ſinne came into the world by one man? Is it poſſible to imagine, that all men ſhould propoſe to themſelves to imitate the ſinne of Adam? Not poſſible. Suppoſing all Adams poſterity ſinners to God, they may be underſtood all to have imitated their firſt Father Adam, two wayes: For, in as much as they ſinne againſt God as he firſt did, they may be ſaid to imitate him in doing the like of that which he did, though they had no knowledge of what he did, much leſſe propoſe to themſelves his example, to do that wherein they are ſaid to imitate him, in ſinning againſt God. This I confeſſe may truly be ſaid, but not to S. Pauls purpoſe; Who intends not to ſay, wherein ſinne conſiſts, as to ſay, in doing what Adam did: But, from whence it proceeds, that from thence he may ſhew how it is taken away. Now if it be ſaid, that all men in ſinning do imitate Adam, as propoſing his example to themſelves in the nature of a motive, [Page] ſo that, therefore, it might be ſaid, that ſinne came into the world by one man and death by ſin, which the Apoſtles diſcourſe requires; This would be evidently falſe: In as much as the greateſt part of the ſinnes of mankinde, are and have been committed, by them that never knew what Adam did, ſo farre from propo­ſing to themſelves, to do the like. So that it cannot be avoided, that, by the ſinne of Adam all ſinne came into the world, as well as all death. And there­fore,  [...], ſeemeth to ſignifie in whom, that is, through whom, all have ſinned, as Acts V. 16.  [...], through the faith of his name. 1 Cor. VIII. 11.  [...]; ſhall periſh through thy knowledge. For, if it be ſaid, that it is not a handſome manner of ſpeech that  [...] in whom, ſhould relate to  [...] by one man, which it ſtands in ſuch a diſtance from; Let him be ſure, that there is nothing more ordinary in S. Pauls language, then ſuch tranſpoſitions. And ſeeing death, which I have ſhewed the Apoſtle ſpeakes of, hath equally paſſed upon all mankind, it would be very impertinent to ſay; that it paſſed upon all men, in as much as every man had ſinned, And truly though  [...], may ſignifie in Greek, in as much as all had ſinned, or, ſo farre as every man had ſinned. or, be­cauſe all had ſinned, to wit in Adam; by the ſame reaſon as  [...], or,  [...] in the language of the Poets, ſignifies the ſame, (as in the beginning of Homer,  [...]) yet it ſeems to me evident, that the ſinne which S. Paul ſpeakes of, when he ſaies; that, Through the diſobedience of one man ſin came into the world, and death by ſinne; is the ſinne that every man does in the world; And therefore when it followeth  [...]; the meaning muſt be, through whom all men have ſinned thoſe ſins which themſelvs do. For, ſeeing there was mention of one man afore, by whom ſinne came into the world, it is more reaſonable, that  [...] ſhould be perſonall, relating to that one man through whom all have ſinned, then reall, to ſignifie becauſe all had ſinned. And ſo it is not ſaid by theſe wordes that all Adams poſterity did commit the ſinne of Adam, in his com­mitting of it, But it is ſaid, that all the ſinne that Adams poſterity commits comes by the meanes of Adams ſinne, that is, originall ſinne is not expreſly, but metonymically, not formally, but fundamentally ſignified, in that all ſinne is affirmed to come from that of Adam, and evicence alſo, in that death, is ſaid to come by it.
That which hath been ſaid makes me ſtand aſtoniſhed, to ſee a Doctor of the Church of England acknowledge no further ſignification of the Apoſtles words; As by one man ſinne came into the world, and death by ſinne, and ſo ſinne paſſed upon all, in whom all have ſinned; But this; That Adam ſinned firſt, and ſo all his poſterity after him: So that by one man ſinne came into the world, becauſe, coming upon all, it muſt needs come firſt upon the firſt; Not becauſe his ſinne had any influence upon others to cauſe their ſinnes. For, ſeeing Pela­gius, whom it concerned ſo much to maintaine, that Adams ſinne did no harme to his poſterity, having made it the ground of his Hereſie, could not never­the leſſe put off the force of theſe words without a ſhift of imitation, though ſo pittifully  [...]ame, that it could not reach the farre greater part of his poſteri­ty; It may juſtly ſeem ſtrange, that he who pretends not to go any thing ſo farre as Pelagius, ſhould not allow that ſenſe of them which Pelagius could not refuſe. But if he overſee that which obliged Pelagius to grant, that they intend to ſet forth the meanes by which ſinne came into the world, the obſer­ving of it will be enough to exclude his deviſe. For, to let paſſe that which is peremptory in them, the compariſon between the firſt and ſecond Adam, (by whom this Doctor will not deny the righteouſneſſe of Chriſtians to come otherwiſe then as the firſt righteous, whatſoever Pelagius or Socinus doe) becauſe I cannot void that iſſue in this place; The very proceſſe of S. Pauls, diſpute having firſt convicted both Jewes, and Gentiles of ſin, then Chap. IV. ſhewed, how that faith which he preached promiſeth righteouſneſſe, requireth us to underſtand, that he comes now to ſet forth, by what meanes this ſinne on the one ſide, and this righteouſneſſe on the other comes into the world. Nei­ther [Page] will the words of the text be ſo ſatisfied, wherein we find the ſame ſenſe repeated in divers expreſſions, which are not all capeable of that equivocation whereof theſe words, by one mans diſobedience are. For S. Paul ſaith not one­ly  [...] by one man, but, (according to the reaſons premiſed)  [...], through whom all have ſinned, and,  [...], by, that is, through the tranſgreſſion of that one, and,  [...], judgement to condemnation out of one, beſides on the otherſide,  [...], the gift through Grace, Rom. V. 12, 15, 16. And this ſhall ſerve for the pre­ſent to ſhew how unable this conceit is to ſtand againſt the evidence of the words; Reſerving that which is moſt peremptory in the matter, and the con­ſequence of it, till I come to ſhew that our Lord Chriſt, the ſecond Adam, is the meanes of our righteouſneſſe, and therefore by that likeneſſe of reaſon which S. Pauls diſcourſe proceeds upon, the firſt Adam the meanes of our ſinne.
And to this purpoſe ſpeaketh that which followeth; For, when the Apoſtle argueth, that, whereas ſinne is not imputed when there is no Law, notwithſtanding, death raigned upon all thoſe that had not ſinned as Adam did; That is, by tranſgreſſing ſuch an ex­preſſe law of God as Adam did tranſgreſſe; (Obſerving, that the Fa­thers, who walked with God, whom Adam offended, taſted nevertheleſſe, of that death which Adam incurred) he inferreth to us, that the effect of Adams ſinne, remaines in the whole kind of his poſterity, to which death, the puniſh­ment thereof belongeth. And, I beſeech you, of whom ſpeaketh S. Paul but of all mankind, when he writeth thus? Rom. VII. 5-13. For when we were in the fleſh, the paſſions of ſinne which were by the Law were exerciſed in our mem­bers, to bear fruit unto death; But now are we voided to the Law, that being dead by which we were held, that we may live in the new Spirit, not in the old letter. What ſhall we ſay then? Is the Law ſinfull? God forbid. Nay, I had not known ſinne but by the Law. For, I had not known concupiſcence, had not the Law ſaid, Thou ſhalt not covet. But ſinne taking advantage by the commandment, wrought in me all concupiſcence. For, without the Law ſinne was dead. Now I lived ſomtime without the Law. But the commandment coming, ſinne revived and I died. And, that commandment which was for life, to me was found to death. For ſinne taking advantage by the commandement, deceived me, and ſlew me by it. So the Law is holy, and the commandment holy, and juſt and good. Did then that which was good become death to me? God forbid. But ſinne, that it might appear ſinne, wrought me death by that which was good, that ſinne by the commandment might become ſinfull above meaſure. For, though S. Pauls ſpeech here be concerning a Jew, in the perſon of one, that of a Jew was become a Chriſtian, yet, ſeeing the propoſition of the Apoſtle bears, that the Gentile is much more involved in that condemnation, to which the Jew is liable; that which belongs to every Jew that comes to Chriſtianity, will be true much more a fortiori, of the Gentile, all mankinde being then compleatly divided into Jew and Gen­tile. And therefore, let no man think, that my preſent purpoſe ſhall ingage me, before I can make uſe of this Scripture, to decide the queſtion now on foot among Divines, whether S. Paul here ſpeakes, in the perſon of an unre­generate man or regenerate, which notwithſtanding, in another place I may be ingaged to decide. For the preſent, it is enough for my turn, that an unre­generate man, admitting S. Paul, cannot refuſe his owne caſe to be that, which S. Paul here ſets forth to be this; That, being in the fleſh, the paſſions of ſinne were exerciſed in his members, and ſo forth. For, I know it is ſaid, that, to be in the fleſh is to be in the cuſtome of ſinne; But what difference makes that in the caſe, when all to whom the Goſpel firſt comes, are in the fleſh, excepting thoſe who, under the Law, though not by the meer Law, came to that ſtate of Grace in which the Fathers ſtood? And therefore it is to me of no conſequence, whatſoever the meaning of the Apoſtle may be, when he deſcribes thoſe ſinfull paſſions, which he ſaith were exerciſed in their members, to be thoſe that were through the Law. I ſee there are two opinions of his meaning, when he ſaith [Page] afterwards; That ſinne, getting advantage by the comandment, (without which it was dead, but, the man alive, and when it came, ſinne revived and he died. So that the Law which tendred life, became to his death, becauſe ſin by advan­tage of the Law ſlew him deceitfully) wrought in him all concupiſcence. For, one opinion ſaies; That, when an unregenerate man becomes convict, that the Law of God takes hold of his inward inclinations, which he findes to be evil, the inbred corruption of nature, not ſubmitting thereto upon this meer conviction, flies out into utter defiance of God and his Law, in all diſobedience to it, whereby the concupiſcence that is oppoſed may be ſatisfied. The other ſaith; That the Law of Moſes, in the outward and literall ſence thereof requiring onely civil obedience, anſwerable to that temporall happineſſe which it tendereth; It is no marvaile, that Jewes, being tied to the letter of the Law, as their ſtudy and buſineſſe, ſhould think the outward and civile obſervation thereof to be the utmoſt intent of it, which we ſee, to this day, to be the error that detaines them from Chriſtianity: And therefore it is properly ſaid, ac­cording to this opinion, that ſinne, taking this advantage by the Law, ſlew me by deceit. But, to me this diſpute is of no conſequence; Or rather, both o­pinions are to be admitted, in relation to the two ſeverall ſenſes of the Law, which I have advanced. For, as to the literall ſenſe of the Law, (which the Gentile could have nothing to do with) it is manifeſt this might be. For it is manifeſt that it is become a ſcandale to the Jew, to make him think, that he ſtands right in Gods Court, without any Goſpel of Chriſt, and thereupon, to induce him to defie it. But, as to the ſpiritual ſenſe of the law (in which the Gen­tile alſo hath his intereſt, as concerning things) written in the hearts of all men whatſoever the occaſion is, by which it becomes revived in the heart, in which at any time it may have been dead, (becauſe it neither gives rule to the acti­ons thereof, nor bindes it over to judgement) moſt certaine it is, and moſt evident the meaning of S. Paul, that when it cometh to convict a man of his duty, and, by conſequence what he is liable to upon the faileure, the Law that is for life will prove to death: That is, if Grace help not, ſinne will over­come. For, if the helpe of the Law, convicting of one true God, his pro­vidence and judgement, even upon the ſecrets of the heart, were not able to reclaime thoſe that were bred under it to ſpirituall righteouſneſſe; much leſſe ſhal that conviction, whereby the light of nature evidences the ſame, be of force to the ſame purpoſe.
And this is that which S. Paul intimates Rom. VIII. 3, 4. For, whereas the want of force in the Law was weake through the fleſh; God, ſending his ſonne in the likeneſſe of ſinfull fleſh, and concerning ſinne, condemned ſinne in the fleſh, that the righteouſneſſe of the Law might be fulfilled in us, that walk not according to the fleſh, but according to the Spirit. For, if the doctrine of Moſes Law, (which, as I have ſhewed, giveth ſo really eminent advantages towards the choice of true righteouſneſſe) was uneffectuall to the Jewes, by reaſon of the fleſh; of neceſſity, the light of nature muſt needs become uneffectual to the Gentiles, in the ſame regard, of the fleſh; Which is therefore the common principle, by meanes whereof true righteouſneſſe can take no place, without the Goſpel of Chriſt, neither in Jews nor Gentiles. And therefore, that which follows in S. Pauls diſcourſe Rom. VII. 14—, (leaving for the preſent the diſpute, how farre it takes place in the regenerate) in all opinions muſt take place in the unregenerate, upon a principle common to all mankind; Which is this, that as the Law of God is ſpirituall, ſo, man is carnall, and by conſequence ſold under ſinne. For, in whom there is a contradiction to the Law of God, and that righteouſneſſe which it requireth of man, from the inward motions of the heart, ſo ſoon as the underſtanding becoms convict, that, this it requireth,  [...]n him there is, unqueſtionably, a principle of rebellion againſt God, for ſome­thing that he is inclined to deſire for himſelfe, without, and againſt all reſpect of God. Now, by the proceſſe of S. Pauls diſcourſe, all Chriſtians that admit S. Paul muſt allow, that it ſuppoſeth ſuch a principle, in all that come to Chri­ſtianity, whether or no it inferre the like, in thoſe that are already come to it; [Page] To wit, not to do what they like, but what they hate, and, approving the Law to be good that forbids it, to do the evil which they would not do, not the good which they are willing to do: So that, though there be a Law of God which in their judgement they approve, yet there is another Law in their men­bers, which prevailes againſt it, to captive them to the law of ſinne. Which law, be it the cuſtome of ſinne as much as you will, provided that this cuſtome have paſſed over all mankinde, all that the Goſpel is tendred to; Seeing it is the choice of no man, no nation, but common to Adams poſte­rity, it muſt needs be derived by propagation from his ſinne, whom his poſterity not knowing, could not purpoſe to imitate.
The words of S. Paul Gal. V. 16, 17. are to the ſame purpoſe. Now I ſay; Walk in the ſpirit, and fulfill not the deſires of the fleſh. For the fleſh Iuſteth againſt the ſpirit and the ſpirit againſt the fleſh, and theſe are oppoſite to one another, ſo that ye may not do that ye would. For, ſuppoſing the ſame diſpute, whether they be meant of Chriſtians, or of the unregenerate; at leaſt, when Chriſtiani­ty is tendered, when men are exhorted to imbrace it, then is there in man a principle oppoſite to that, which the ſpirit of God, bringing the Goſpel, and brought by the Goſpel, requires: And that inferrs the ſame conſequence as afore. But I muſt not forget the paſſage of S. Paul Epheſ. I. 1, 2, 3. And you, being dead in treſpaſſes and ſins, in which once ye walked, according to the age of this world, according to the Ruler of the dominion of the aire, the ſpirit that now worketh in the children of diſobedience; among whom, all we alſo converſed once in the luſts of our fleſh, doing the deſires of our fleſh, and thoughts, and were by na­ture the children of wrath as the reſt alſo. For I muſt obſerve, that Paul, writing to a Church of Gentiles converted to be Chriſtians, himſelf of a Jew, firſt con­cludeth the Gentiles to be under the power of Satan; And then, leaſt it ſhould be thought that the Jews, of whom himſelfe was one, were invited to be Chri­ſtians upon other termes; he inferreth of them, that, we alſo among them Gen­tiles, were by nature children of wrath. Where it is plaine, that S. Paul, ha­ving expreſſed the ſinnes of the Gentiles, in which he ſaith they were dead, and having aequalled the Jewes to them, for walking according to their luſts, cannot poſſibly be underſtood to ſpeake of the common birth of all men, when he ſaith we were by nature the children of wrath as well as others. Whoſoever ſhall peruſe Epiphanius, a Chriſtian Writer, but in ſuch a ſtile, as thoſe that were not bred to the learning and elegance of the Greeks language may be ſuppoſed to uſe, (and therefore much reſembling the ſtile of the Apoſtles, and of very good uſe for them, who would inwardly be acquainted with their language) he ſhall find this word  [...] very ordinarily uſed by him, not to ſignifie as com­monly it doth, by nature, or, by birth, but truly and really. Which ſignifica­tion, how well it ſuits with the words of S. Paul, when he ſaith; We Jewes were  [...], really the children of wrath, as alſo the reſt that were Gentiles; Let any man that can judge of learning judge. So, I inſiſt not upon this word  [...], but upon S. Pauls diſcourſe: and upon the ground hitherto perſwaded, I argue; That, Jewes as well as Gentiles, being thus concluded under the ne­ceſſity of the Goſpel, which is the grace of Chriſt, the ground of it can be no other, then the corruption of all the poſterity of the firſt Adam which onely the ſecond Adam can cure.
I come now to our Saviours inſtruction to Nicodemus, when, of a Doctor of the Jews, he became firſt a diſciple of Chriſt, John III. 3, 5, 6. Verily, verily, I ſay unto thee; Ʋnleſſe a man be born againe, that is, of water, and of the holy Ghoſt, he cannot ſee, or enter into the kingdom of God. That which is born of the fleſh is fleſh, and that which is born of the ſpirit is ſpirit. Marvaile not that I ſaid to thee; We muſt be born again. And to the ſame effect S. John himſelf ſpeaking in his own perſon of our Lord Chriſt, John I. 12, 13. But as many as received him, to them gave he power to become the children of God, to wit, to thoſe that believe in his name: Who were not born of blouds, or of the will of the fleſh, but of God. In theſe words I acknowledge a very conſiderable difficulty, though, perhaps, it is not that which moſt men do forecaſt; But I, that do maintaine, that the [Page] Baptiſme of Chriſt was not inſtituted when theſe words were ſaid; having ſaid already, that the Baptiſme of Chriſt is that, to which the promiſe of re­miſſion of ſinnes is allowed, muſt needs find it hard to anſwer, what our Lord meant when he ſaid; Ʋnleſſe a man be born of water and of the holy Ghoſt. For, if the Sacrament of Baptiſme were not then inſtituted, when our Saviour ſpake theſe things to Nicodemus, how ſhall we ſay, that originall ſinne is ſigni­fied by theſe words, wherein there is no mention of the cure of it? Surely, upon the ground afore ſetled, that the ſecond birth is by the holy Ghoſt, and the holy Ghoſt given, in conſideration of the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, by being baptized. For this being ſetled, it may remaine queſtionable, what Ni­codemus could then underſtand by the name of water; but, it cannot be queſti­onable, that there is no regeneration without the holy Ghoſt, and no holy Ghoſt without that condition upon which the gift of the holy Ghoſt is due, that is, without Baptiſme. To anſwer this queſtion then, which, we are thus ſecured, that it cannot be anſwered to the prejudice of the Church, and the faith thereof; It will be worth the while to compare the diſcourſe of our Lord, to the company that followed him to Capernaum, in the ſixth of John, with this to Nicodemus. For, no man can be ſo unreaſonable as to imagine, that the Sacrament of the Euchariſt was inſtituted by our Lord, at the time of that diſcourſe, or by virtue of it, of the inſtitution whereof we have ſo due ac­count in the Goſpells, before the ſuffering of our Lord. And yet it would be a ſtrange thing to imagine, that all that long diſcourſe of our Lord ſhould have no relation to that Sacrament: Eſpecially, ſeeing it is ſo agreeable to all reaſon, that our Lord ſhould deliver unto his diſciples the effect of his Goſpel, in ſuch terms as ſuted beſt with the ceremony of that Sacrament, wherewith he intended to eſtabliſh the ſame. For ſuppoſing, the eating of the fleſh of Chriſt crucified, and the drinking of his blood, to be the conſideration of his paſſion, tending to a reſolution of taking up his Croſſe; we have in it the ſumme of Chriſtianity, conſiſting, in the bearing of Chriſts Croſſe, that is, in conform­ing our ſelves to his ſufferings. Report we this to the diſcourſe of our Lord with Nicodemus, and it will ſeem ſtrange to me, that any man ſhould marvaile, that, when the Sacrament of Baptiſme was not yet inſtituted, our Lord ſhould propoſe his Goſpel to him, upon this ground, that no man born of the fleſh could attain to the kingdome of God, without being born againe of water and the holy Ghoſt. Seeing that, whether he underſtood or not, what our Lord meant by water, it is enough, that the Spirit, which reneweth the old birth of the fleſh, dependeth upon that which it ſignifies, whatſoever it is. Whether Nicodemus, for the underſtanding of our Lord, betake himſelfe to the conſide­ration of the ſeveral Baptiſmes of the law, or to the Baptiſm of John the Baptiſt, or to the Baptiſme by which proſelytes were made Jews, which divers learned men have both declared and alleadged, to the clearing of this difficulty, to very good purpoſe; certaine it is by the premiſes, that the condition of ſalvation is the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, by baptiſme; that the gift of the holy Ghoſt is not promiſed upon any other terms. Therefore, the Sacrament of Baptiſme be­ing inſtituted, there is no aſſurance of ſalvation without it, where the precept thereof takes place, therefore the firſt birth of the fleſh is liable to originall ſinne.

CHAP. X. The Old Teſtament chargeth all men as well as the wicked to be ſinfull from the wombe. David complaineth of himſelfe as born in ſinne, no leſſe then the Wiſe man of the children of the Gentiles. How Leviticall Lawes argue the ſame. And temporall death under the Old Teſtament. The book of Wiſdome and the Greek Bible.
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BUt it is requiſite that we look into the Old Teſtament, to ſee what argu­ments of the ſame will diſcover themſelves there, provided that we be ad­viſed, not to expect, the reaſons upon which the neceſſity of the Goſpel is grounded, clearly expreſſed there, where the Goſpel it felf is but intimated. Thoſe that will not admit the Faith of the Church, without ſuch proofes as themſelves require, may with the Jewes, disbelieve the Goſpel, if our Lord will not prove it by ſuch miracles as they would have, and when and where they would have them done. But, admitting the truth of Chriſtianity upon ſuch reaſons as God hath made effectuall to ſubdue the world to it, it will be conſequently neceſſary, that there ſhould be arguments of originall ſinne in the Old Teſtament, but darker then thoſe which have been, and ſhall be pro­pounded out of the New. Certainly it deſerveth much conſideration, that Moſes ſaith, Gen. VI. 5. And the Lord ſaw that great was the evil of man up­on earth, and every imagination of the thoughts of his heart onely evil all the day long. And againe, Gen. VII [...]. 8. Upon ſmelling Noahs ſacrifice, God ſaith to himſelf; I will no more curſe the earth for man, becauſe the imagination of mans heart is evil from his youth. For, firſt God declares himſelfe, as a ſevere judge, to take vengeance upon the ſinnes of mankind by the deluge, becauſe the world was overflowed with ſinne: And afterwards, either for the ſame reaſon, (be­cauſe ſinne cannot be waſhed out, no not with the waters of a deluge, ſo long as mankind is in being upon the earth) or, notwithſtanding it, he declares, that he will curſe the earth no more for mans ſake. Here it will be impoſſible, to render a reaſon of that deluge of ſinne (which firſt, brought a deluge of wa­ters, but could not overcome Gods goodneſſe for mankind) without a prin­ciple common to all mankind. Such variety there is in their fanſies, ſuch con­trariety in the inclinations which they produce, that it is impoſſible that they ſhould agree in miſchief, were they meerly of Gods making. And therefore Solomon having premiſed a hard word for women; That, ſeeking account one by one, he had found a man of a thouſand, but a woman of all theſe he had not found; inferreth, Eccl. VII. 29. Onely this, behold, I have found that God made man right, but they have found out many deviſes. Where, I ſuppoſe he ſummon­eth all men to inferre, that between the uprightneſſe in which God made man, and the many crooked deviſes which they have found out to themſelves, there muſt ſomething have fallen out to create a common principle, to which thoſe many inventions may be imputed. But the act of Adam, which paſſed away ſo ſoon as it was done, had it left nothing behind it, could have born the blame of it ſelf alone, and of nothing elſe. When God commandeth the Iſraelites to put a fringe upon the corners of their garments, he giveth this reaſon for it; Numb. XV. 39. And ye ſhall ſee it, and remember all the commandments of the Lord and do them: And not look after your hearts, and your eyes, after which ye commit whoredome. Surely, when he ſets the luſts of their eyes and the imagi­nation of their hearts in oppoſition to the commandment of God, he juſtifies the words of our Lord, Mat. X. 36. taken from the Prophet. Mich. VII. 6. to be fulfilled in every mans heart; A mans enemies are thoſe of his own houſe. And Solomons taunt to the young man, Eccleſ. XI. 9 Walk in the wayes of thine heart, and in the light of thine eyes; But know thou, that for all theſe things, God will bring thee to, judgement. Gods complaint by the Prophet [Page] Ezek. VI. 9. I am broken with their whoriſh heart, which hath departed from me; and with their eyes, which go a whoring after their Idols: Leadeth us (for the reaſon and ground of both) to that of the Apoſtle, 1 John II. 16. For what­ſoever is in the World, the luſt of the fleſh, the luſt of the eyes, and the pride of life, is not of the Father but of the World. But what is there between God and the world, but the old ſerpent, and the leaven which he hath poiſoned man with? And this is that venim which we read of, Pſal. LVIII. 4 5, 6. The wicked are eſtranged from their mothers womb as ſoon as they are born they go aſtray and ſpeak lies: They have venime like the venime of a ſerpent, like the deaf addar that ſtoppeth his eare; That will not hear the voice of the inchanters, that inchant with charmes cunningly.
For, if it be ſaid, that all this ſpeakes onely of the wicked, which, of their own choice have addicted themſelves to ſinne, and that, by being bred to it by their Fathers, and predeceſſor, and ſo debauched from their own natural innocence; I ſhall preſently appeale to David himſelf, and his confeſſion, with which he pretends to grace, Pſal. LI. 7. 8. Behold I was formed in wickedneſſe, and in ſin did my mother conceive me. But behold, thou requireſt truth in the intrailes, and ſhalt make me to underſtand wiſdome ſecretly. I know it is ſaid, that this is nothing but an hyperbolicall expreſſion of the Prophet, whereby he chargeth himſelfe with ſinne even before he could underſtand what ſinne was, and that, from the time of his conceiving in the womb, were that poſſible, he hath been liable to ſinne, and ſo left, without mercy. And to this purpoſe is alledged that of the Phariſees to the blind man. John IX. 34. Thou waſt wholly born in ſinne, and doſt thou teach us? To argue that among the Jews, it was an ordinary expreſſion to aggravate a mans ſinne, by ſaying; That he was borne in ſinne. And truly, what the Jews of that time might conceive, of the coming in of ſinne, is not alltogether ſo cleare, in regard of the Apoſtles words to our Lord, upon the occaſion of the ſame man, when they askt our Lord; whe­ther he was born blinde for his owne ſinne, or for the ſinne of his parents, John IX. 2. Which our Lord anſwering: for neither, but for a particular intent, of ſhewing a particular work of God upon him; Denies not the common taint of our nature, when he affirmes; That, particualr workes of providence upon particualr perſons, have particular reaſons and ends, for which God will have them come to paſſe: But ſhews, that there were ſeverall opinions in vogue at that time through the nation, and, that there might be a conceit, of mens ſoules ſinning in other bodies, or, before they came into theſe bodies, ac­cording to the poſition of Pythagoras, or the conjecture of Origen; (Though, the opinion of Herod concerning John the Baptiſt, that he ſhould be alive againe in our Lord, Mat. XIV. 2. doth not appeare to proceed from any ſuch pre­ſumption as this, but from an imagination, that dead mens ſoules might come and live againe in the world, whether in the ſame or other bodies) From this opinion then, the reproach of the Phariſees to this man, that he was born in ſinne may well ſeem to proceed. And their error will not prejudice the truth, that all men are indeed born in ſinne.
But I obſerve further, that the people of God, as they were totally divided from the worſhip of Idols, ſo from the conſequences thereof, which Paul, in the firſt of the Romanes, ſheweth to have been all ſorts of uncleanneſs in the firſt place, and then, the reſt of thoſe evils, which, towards the end of the Chapter he quali­fies the Gentiles with. For, it is manifeſt, that uncleanneſſe which contained no civil in juſtice was counted but an indifferent thing with all the Gentiles. Let him that would be ſatisfied of this peruſe what the Wiſe man hath ſaid of the ſeed of the Gentiles, which he compareth with the Jews whom they perſecuted, all along his whole work, Wiſdom III. 12-IV. 1-6. Where it is manifeſt, that he ſetteth forth the poſterity of the Gentiles, as defiled with the unclean­neſſe wherein they were bred and born. And this is moſt certainely the reaſon why S. Paul ſaith of Chriſtians married to Gentiles 1 Cor. VII. 14. For the unbelieving husband is ſanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is ſanctified by the huſband; Elſe were your children uncleane, but now are they holy. [Page] To wit, that a heathen husband or wife, conſenting to dwell in wedlock with a Chriſtan, is ſanctified by a Chriſtian husband or wife, by whoſe meanes he is brought to this ingagement. For, when S. Paul adviſeth the Chriſtian party to con­tinue in wedlock contracted with an Idolater before Chriſtianity, he preſuppo­ſeth, that the Gentile ſhall be willing to forbear the vulgar uncleanneſſes of the Gentiles, for the love of a Chriſtian yokefellow. Otherwiſe it could not be honeſt, nor for the reputation of a Chriſtian among the Gentiles, having power of di­vorcing, (as both parties had in the Romane Empire) to continue in wedlock with him that acknowledged not Chriſtian, but onely civil wedlock; That is, the wife to be tied in regard of the iſſue, but the man free to all uucleanneſſe, which the Romane Lawes no way reſtrained. And therefore their children ſo farre from being unclean, according to the manners of heathen parents, that they are holy, upon preſumption, that they ſhall be bred in the inſtruction of Chriſtianity, by the meanes of that party which was Chriſtian. I obſerve againe that the Prophet David, ſpeaking of his wicked enemies, (the figure of the Jewes, whom thereby he deſigneth aforehand to be the enemies of our Lord and his Church) applieth the ſame expreſſion to them, (being of the carnall people of God, but farre from Jewes according to the ſpirit) which the people of God other whiles uſe concerning the Gentiles; when he ſaith, that they are eſtranged from the wombe, and, as ſoone as they are born, go aſtray and ſpeak lies. For, it is manifeſt, that he calls them  [...] Pſal. LIX. 6, 9. which, by the title, appeares to be written of the Jewes his enemies. And ſo Pſal. XLII. 2. Which word commonly ſtands in as ill a ſenſe with the Jewes, as  [...], Gentes, &, Na­tiones to the Chriſtians, not for people,  [...], or,  [...] but for Eth­nicks or Gentiles, that is to ſay, Idolaters. And ſo to this day the Jewes call us Chriſtians  [...], that is to ſay Gentiles. And upon theſe obſervations I am induced to believe, that the Phariſees, and thoſe of the Conſiſtory, (out of the confidence they had of their own holineſſe, which they preſumed of upon the Curiſity which they kept the Law with) did judge of thoſe that pretended not to the ſame, as of people once removed from Gentiles, and ſo ſinners from their birth, by the groſſeneſſe of thoſe manners in which they were bred. But when David comes to confeſſe of himſelf that he was altogether born in ſinne, and conceived by his mother in wickedneſſe; It is not poſſible that any ſuch reaſon ſhould take place, but rather ſuch a one as may make good whatſoever can be attributed to the ſpirit of God, ſpeaking of Gods own people, in the mouth of David.
And without doubt, as Idolatry was the originall of the moſt groſs cuſtomes of ſinne, as appeares by the premiſes; So can there be no greater argument of the corruption of mans nature, then the departure of all nations, from the worſhip of one true God, to the worſhip of they knew not what. That all nations coming of one blood, from one God, which at their firſt apo­ſtaſy was ſo well known to them, and not able to blot out of their own hearts the conſcience of the ſervice they ought him, ſhould imagine themſelves diſ­charged of that obligation, by tendring it to what they pleaſed, (ſaving a ſmall part of mankinde, whom he reſerved to himſelfe, by making them acquainted with himſelf, through the familiarity which he uſed them with) if all other arguments, of a common principle of corruption, in our common nature, were loſt, is enough to make the apoſtaſy of our firſt forefathers credible, which the relation of Moſes makes truth. Wherefore, when David attributes to himſelfe by nature, that which the people of God attribute to the Gentiles, it muſt needs be underſtood in regard of a principle common to both, which the Grace of God ſuffereth not to come to effect, but preventeth in his people. And when he attributeth the ſame to his malicious enemies, Jewes onely by the firſt birth, he warranteth us to ſay the ſame of thoſe that are Jewes by the ſecond birth, ſo farre as the birth of both is the ſame.
I will not forbear to alledge here the Law of Leviticus, that appoints a time of impurity for women that have brought forth, as no leſſe fit to ſignifie, the [Page] evil inclination, to which our nature by the fall of Adam, is become liable, then the ceremonies of the Law are fitly uſed by God, to ſhadow the truth of the Goſpel. Not that I make any doubt, that this impurity, of it ſelf, is but legall, as the impurity contracted by touching a dead man, or a living creature that was unclean, or that of the leproſie, or by the cuſtome of women, or the like; Which, I am reſolved, amounts to no more, then an incapacity of freely converſing with Gods people, or an obligation to a ſacrifice, which is there called  [...], or,  [...], becauſe it purged this incapacity, which in regard of that poſitive Law, may be called ſinne. But this being granted, and theſe Legall incapacities being, by the correſpondence of the Law with the Goſpel, to ſignifie the cauſe for which men are uncapable of heaven; As the leproſie of the body, and the touching of a dead man, or a living creature that is unclean by the law, neceſſarily ſignifieth that incapacity, which cometh by the cuſtome of ſinne; So that uncleanneſſe which ariſeth from thoſe things which come from our own bodies ſeemeth, by neceſſary correſpondence, to ſignifie that incapacity of coming to heaven, which ariſeth from the inward in­clination of our nature to wickedneſſe. Neither will I omit to allege the ſay­ing of the Prophet David, alleging the reaſon of Gods compaſſion to his peo­ple in their ſinnes, to be their mortality, Pſal. LXXVIII. 40. For he conſider­ed that they were but fleſh, and even as a wind that paſſeth away and cometh not againe. And Pſal. CIII. 14-17. For he knoweth our frame, he remembreth that we are duſt. The dayes of man are as of graſſe; as the bud of the field ſo ſpringeth he. For a wind paſſeth upon it and it is not; And the place knoweth it no more. But the goodneſſe of the Lord is from generation to generation upon them that fear him, and his righteouſneſſe upon childrens children. For, having ſhew­ed, that the bodily death to which Adam was ſentenced, implied in it ſpritituall death, and ſuppoſed the ſame according to S. Paul, I may well ſay, that he could not expreſſe that reaſon, which Chriſtians alledge to God for his compaſſion upon their infirmities, more properly to the time and ſtate of the Law, then by alleging the death which our bodies are ſubject to, as an argument of ſinne which it is allotted to puniſh. And the antitheſis which follows between our ſhort life, and the continuance of Gods mercies to his ſervants of their poſte­rity, comes coreſpondently to ſet forth the grace of the Goſpel, though ſparing­ly ſignified, as under the Law. And here I muſt not forget the Wiſe mans ex­hortation Wiſdome I. 12—. Affect not death, through the error of your life, nor purchaſe deſtruction through the workes of your hands. For God made not death, nor taketh pleaſure in the deſtruction of the living. For he made all things to in­dure: And the beginnings of the world were healthful, and no deadly poyſon among them, nor any dominion of hell upon the earth. For righteouſneſſe is immortall. But the wicked with their words and works purchaſed it. And, thinking it their friend, decayed, and made a covenant with it, becauſe they are worthy to be on the ſide of it. Here it is evident, that the ſpeech is of temporall death, but ſo, that by it is intimated ſpirituall death, according to that which hath oft been obſer­ved, and will oft come to be obſerved, that the myſtery of Chriſtianity, inti­mated in the old Teſtament, begins more plainly to be diſcovered in theſe books, then in the canonicall Scriptures. And therefore, though the purchaſe of death is attributed to the evil words and works of the wicked; yet, ſeeing it hath taken place over all the world, contrary to the firſt inſtitution of God, thereby he leaves us to argue the corruption of nature, which moveth mankinde to take pleaſure in thoſe workes by which death takes place. Laſt of all, I will allege, not the authority of the Book of Job, which is not queſtionable, but the authori­ty of the Greek Tranſlation of it. Be the author thereof who may be, be the authority thereof what it may be, it is manifeſt how ancient it is, and that it came from the people of God, while they continued the people of God, and hath paſſed the approbation of the Apoſtles. When therefore it is ſaid, that no man is clear of ſin, no not the infant of one day old upon earth; It remaineth manifeſt, that this was the ſenſe of the then people of God. As it appeares alſo by Philo;  [...] [Page]  [...]. That to ſinne, is a property born with all that are born, in as much as it is come to birth. And divers ſayings of the Heathens might be alledged, as ob­ſcure arguments of that truth which the Goſpel is grounded upon: But that I conceive, the diſorders of the world, the greateſt whereof that can be named, is that which I named even now, of the worſhip of Idols, are greater and more evidences of the ſame, then any ſayings of Writers; Which therefore, it will not be requiſite to heap into this abridgement.

CHAP. XII. The Haereſie of Simon Magus the beginning of the Gnoſticks. That they were in being during the Apoſtles time. Where and when the Haereſie of Cerin­thus prevailed, and, that they were Gnoſticks. The beginning of the Encra­tites under the Apostles. It is evident that one God in Trinity was then glorified among the Christians, by the Fullneſſe of the Godhead which they intro­duced in ſtead of it.
I Should have propounded that evidence for originall ſinne which is drawn from the neceſſity of the Grace of Chriſt, before that which is drawn from the Old Teſtament, had it not been for that exception which the Socinians make to it, by queſtioning the ſtate of our Lord Chriſt, before his coming in the fleſh; In regard whereof, I hold it the ſhorteſt courſe to void this iſſue firſt, and then ſee what witneſſe, the neceſſity of the Grace of Chriſt renders to originall ſinne. And becauſe that Tradition of hiſtoricall truth, which remaines in the records of the Church, evidences that meaning of the Apoſtles writings, which I ſhall advance; I ſhall not make difficulty to propound in the firſt place, ſome things upon undeniable record, in the Fa­thers, that may ſerve to argue the intent of the Apoſtles in this point. I ſay then, that it is a thing undeniable to common ſenſe, that, what time the Apoſtles writ, there were divers Hereſes in being, whether openly divided from the church, or lurking within it, under the common profeſſion, to get opportunity to pervert the ſimple, and in fine, to withdraw them from the Church. The firſt whereof was that of Simon Magus, who, being diſcove­red by the Apoſtles, to have onely counterſeited himſelfe a Chriſtian, to get the power of doing thoſe miracles which the Apoſtles did, that he might draw followers after himſelfe; fell away from Chriſtianity, to declare himſelfe, among the Samaritanes, (who expected the Meſſias no leſſe then the true Jewes) to be the Chriſt, whom the Apoſtles preached our Lord Jeſus to be. But with­all it is certaine, that he taught his diſciples, that he alone could reveale unto them God, whom their Fathers knew not, for that the world had been at firſt made by Angels, in oppoſition to him, who alſo gave the Law, and brought in among men the difference between good and bad, which he, by that knowledge of God which he profeſſed, undertook to teach how men ſhould become free from, and by this freedome attaine the fellowſhip of God in the world to come. It cannot then be ſaid, that the author of this hereſie conti­nued any longer in the Church, becauſe when S. Peter ſaies to him; Acts VIII. 22. 23. Repent thee of this thy malice, and beſeech God, if perhaps this deviſe of thy heart may be forgiven thee; For, I ſee thou art in the gall of bitterneſſe, and the bond of unrighteouſneſſe; Though he anſwer; Pray ye to the Lord for me, that none of the things which you have ſaid come upon me. For we find not, that his after behaviour deſerved that he ſhould be admitted to penance and recon­cilement with the Church. And when he declared himſelf to be the Chriſt, (as did after him his diſciple Menander (witneſſe Iren [...]us Epiphanius and Theodoret) when he being dead and gone, his pretenſe appeared vaine) then was he of neceſſity, at defiance with the Church and all Chriſtians. But [Page] this muſt be ſaid, (which upon the faith of hiſtoricall truth is averred by the ſame witneſſes) that of him, and the ſeeds of his doctrine, came afterwards many Sects, the authors whereof, not pretending themſelves to be the Chriſt, pretended all to make known God, otherwiſe unknowne, to their diſciples, and by that knowledge, to ſave them in the world to come, through abandon­ing them to all licentiouſneſſe in this; Which ſects, were therefore called by the common name of Gnoſticks, or, knowers, though, there was one of thoſe Sects, which had no other particular name beſides. Among theſe one was ſet up by Nicolas one of the ſeven, Acts VI. 5. Or at leaſt, under his name. For, though ſome, in Clemens Alexandrinus, ſeem to hold him an holy man, yet no man doubts that there was a ſect of Gnoſticks, which, either becauſe raiſed by him, or by others upon miſtake of ſome things that he had taught, bore his name. Which, though it be not requiſite here to decide, yet it is evident by S. John Apoc. II. 6. that then the Sect was on foot. And though we diſpute not the time when Baſ [...]lides at Alexandria, Saturninus at Antiochia, Valentine at Rome, or in Cyprus and Aegypt, Carpocrates, Marke the Magi­cian or others ſet up, (ſo as to affirme that they were in being when the Apo­ſtles writ) yet it is evident, that under the Apoſtles there were ſuch as coun­terfeited themſelves Chriſtians, with an intent to withdraw the ſimple ſort of Chriſtians to this doctrine, which theſe Fathers of Hereticks in their ſeverall times were the heads of, whoſoever then ſet them on work.
I will uſe but two arguments to evidence this. The firſt is, the common infection which they brought in every where, of eating things ſacrificed to Idols, that is to ſay, of worſhipping Idols. For, the feaſts and entertainments of Idolaters conſiſting of thoſe things, which had been ſacrificed to their Idols, to feaſt with them was to communicate in their Idolatries. This cannot be more evident then it is evident by S. Paul, 1 Cor. X. 7. Nor be ye Idolaters as ſome of them were as it is written; The people ſate down to eat and drink, and roſe up to play. The Idolatry of the Iſrarlits conſiſting in the feaſt, as well as in their ſacri­fices: And by Moſes, Exod. XXXIV. 15, 16. Leaſt thou make a league with the in­habitants of the Land, and they go a whoring after their gods, and ſacrifice to their gods, and invite thee, and thou cat of their ſacrifices: And thou take of their daugh­ters, to thy ſons, and their daughters go a whoring after their gods, and make thy ſons go a whoring after their gods. Which you ſee how punctually it came to paſſe in the buſineſſe of Baal Peor, Num. XXV. Now it is manifeſt, by the moſt ancient Writers of the Church, Juſtine the Martyr, Clemens Alexandrinus, Iren [...]us, Tertulliane. Origen, that the Gnoſticks did generally communicate in the Idolatries of the Gentiles, whoſe teſtimonies have been produced by Doctor H. Hammond in divers of his writings. And the reaſon is plaine, by that old obſervation; That the gods of the heathens are good fellows, but the true God onely a jealous God: That is to ſay; That falſe gods never grutched one another the worſhip of God, becauſe all ſet up by the devil, to whoſe ſervice that worſhip redounded. For the Gnoſticks being themſelves Idolaters and Magicians, it is no marvaile, that they communicated as freely in the Idolatries of the Gentiles, as they in one anothers Idolatries. But it is no leſſe manifeſt, that theſe Hereſies, which the Apoſtles writ againſt, agreed all in teaching to eat things ſacrificed to Idols, and to communicate with Ido­laters. For, the way of Balaam, in which they are by the Apoſtles charged to go aſtray, Jude 11. 2 Pet. II. 15. Is interpreted Apoc. II. 15. That then were in the Church of Pergamus, thoſe that held the doctrine of Balaam that taught Balak to lay a ſtumbling block before the children of Iſrael, to eat of things offered to Idols, and to commit whordome. So haſt thou, ſaith he, thoſe that hold the doctrine of the Nicolaitanes; Which by and by, is attributed to Jezabel the Propheteſſe.
The ſecond argument is, that both S. Peter and S. Jude, in the places alledged, do manifeſtly ſhew, that the doctrines which they writ againſt, tended to re­concile the licentiouſneſſe of the fleſh with the hope of the world to come, [Page] which, I have ſhewed, was the pretenſe of the Gnoſticks; And makes it very probable, that the ſame Hereticks found acceſſe to thoſe Chriſtianes to whom S. James writes, and intimated to them hope of ſalvation through the bare profeſſion of Chriſtianity, without thoſe workes whereby it is fulfilled; which is the occaſion that he takes James II. 14.—to lay down thoſe termes of the juſtification of Sinners which I have declared in due place.
For, conſider the terms in which S. Peter writes; Many ſhall follow their corruptions, for whom the way of truth ſhall be blaſphemed. For what can this ſignifie, but that which is witneſſed by ſo many of the Fathers, that the ill opi­nion which the Gentiles had of Chriſtianity, was unjuſtly occaſioned by the vi­lainies of the Gnoſticks, who, though holding in ſecret a faith utterly deſtru­ctive to Chriſtianity, nevertheleſſe counterfeited themſelves Chriſtians, to withdraw Chriſtians to themſelves. Againe, Thoſe that go after the fleſh through the pollution of concupiſcence. And; Thinking it pleaſure to revel it by day, ſpots and ſtaines, making good chere in their deceit [...], when they feaſt with you, having eyes full of adultery, not to be quieted from ſinning. And, they beguil with the luſts of the fleſh thoſe who had truly eſcaped thoſe that live in error, promiſing them liberty, but being ſlaves to corruption themſelves: For by whom a man is ſubdued his ſlave he becoms. 2 Pet. II. 2, 10, 13, 14, 18, 19. And S. Jude, Theſe dream­ing defile the fleſh. And, the things which they know by nature as bruit beaſts, in them they corrupt themſelves. Comparing them to Sodom and Gomorrah, who went a whoring in like manner as theſe, following after ſtrange fl [...]ſh. Jude 7, 8, 10. Which, he who compares with the vilainies of the Gnoſticks related by Irenaeus, Epiphanius and others, either he hath loſt his right ſenſes, or (knowing by Iraeneus, that all the Gnoſticks ſprang from Simon Magus, and that Simon Magus pretended to ſhew how to attain the world to come by loo­ſing the raines to all vilainy) muſt needs allow, that they are of this traine whom theſe▪ Apoſtles writ againſt. Nor is the teſtimony of Hegeſippus related by Euſebius. Eccleſ. Hiſt. III 32. to the contrary. He ſaith indeed that the Church had continued a pure Virgine under the Apoſtles and their hearers, he ſaith that it began to be defloured in the next age; Not by the com­ing in of Anti-Chriſt, as ſome imagine, (unleſſe they will have Simon Magus to have beene Anti-Chriſt, which though true, is not for their turne) but by the coming in of the Gnoſticks. For, though it appeare by the writinges of the Apoſtles, that they were very buſy during their time, in ſeducing Chriſtians by counterfeiting themſelves the like; yet may it well ſtand good that the Church continued a Virgine by caſting them out, according to the precept of S. Jude, which I ſpoke of afore But, that aſter the death of them and their hearers, they prevailed ſo farre, that they might be ſaid to have de­floured the maidenhead of Chriſtianity, for the number of Chriſtians whom they had ſeduced. Beſides, it is eaſy to take notice, that the relation of Hege­ſippus concernes particularly the Church of Jeruſalem, as following upon the martyrdome of Simeon, and the confeſſion of our Lord Chriſt to Domitian made by his kindred according to the fleſh; For ſo Euſebius expreſly affirm­eth. And truly, having related afore the Hereſies of Simon Magus, and Me­nander, of Ebion, of the Nazarites, and of Cerinthus, he muſt have given him­ſelf thely, had he intended to ſay, out of Hegeſippus, that the Gnoſticks, be­gan under Adriane, though being the time when Saturninus, Baſitides, Va­lent ne, and probably others ſet up for themſelves. But I will wiſh the ene­mies of this light, which the knowledge of good learning (that will ſurely be revenged of them who neglect it) tenders to the obſcure paſſages of the Apoſtles, no worſe puniſhment, then to be bound to expound them without it: For, make uſe of it, and all is plain and ſmooth before you, unleſſe it be a ſmall circumſtance, that they tremble not to blaſpheme glories. 1 Pet. II. 10. Or as S. Jude 8. that they deſpiſe dominion and blaſpheme glories; Whereas, if you put it out, you will neceſſarily reaſon of the Apoſtles diſcourſe as blind men do of colours. And in truth there are two ſeverall paſſages of Hegeſippus related by Euſeb the former whereof I have quoted, aſſigning this deflouring of the [Page] Church to the time of Simeons martyrdome. But the other, though related by Euſebius, IV. 22. at the time of Hegeſippus, aſſignes it unto his beginning, immediately inſuing upon the martyrdome of S. James, and the choice of Si­meon for Biſhop of Jeruſalem, and that by a very expreſſe mark of the author thereof, one Thebulis, (ſo R. Stevens copy reads it not T [...]ebuthis) that miſſed the Biſhoprick there, and upon that attempted to deflour the Church which they called then a Virgine, ſaith Hegeſippus expreſly there. Now it is manifeſt that the martyrdome of James was before the warre which the Ro­manes, the ſame year that Feſtus left the Province, as you have it in Euſebius, II. 23. at which time it may be a queſtion whither either the ſecond Epiſtle of S. Peter, or that of S. Jude were written at all, or not. Wherefore it is manifeſt, that Hegeſippus aſſigneth the deflouring of the Church to the time of Simeons martyrdome, when none of the Apoſtles remained alive: But ſo that Thebulis began to deflour it from the death of S. James, and the beginning of Simeon; That is, the Church of Jeruſalem, becauſe he was refuſed the Biſhop­rick of it.
But I muſt not forget Epiphanius his relation of Cerinthus, that he was one of thoſe that firſt contended with S. Peter, about admitting Cornelius and his company to baptiſme, that afterward raiſed the contention about Circumci­ſion in the Church of Antiochia, (which we ſee decided by the Apoſtles Acts XV.) and, that afterwards, it was he, or his diſciples, that troubled the Church of Corinth, and the doctrine which S. Paul had taught it. For the argument is undeniable, that, the things done under the Apoſtles have in them expreſſe markes, of that which the ſucceeding Hereticks, did and taught afterwards.  [...], ſaith he,  [...]. For thoſe men, ſtepping aſide, and becoming falſe Apoſtles, and ſending other falſe Apoſtles, as I ſaid afore, in thebeginning to Antiochia, and other places, ſaying, that unleſs ye be circumciſed and keep the Law of Moſes, ye cannot be ſaved; there came no ſmall trouble, as I ſaid afore, and theſe are they, that in Paul, are called falſe Apoſtles, deceitfull wor­kers transforming themſelves into Apoſtles of Christ. For here Epiphanius, di­ſtinguiſhing two kinds of falſe Apoſtles, one that pretended to be ſent by our Lord Chriſt, another by his Apoſtles, applyes unto them the words of S. Paul, 2 Cor. XI. 23. by virtue of that, of the Synodicall Letter of the Apoſtles, Acts XV. 24. to whom we gave no ſuch charge; and ſayes, that, whatſoever they pretended, they were neither ſent by our Lord Chriſt, nor yet by his Apoſtles, commiſſion from Chriſt.
Herewith agrees, all that which the Apoſtle writes, againſt eating things ſacrificed to Idols in the VIII. and X. Chapters of this firſt Epiſtle. For there is no queſtion to be made, that the Sect of Cerinthus was one of the Gnoſticks, becauſe it is expreſſed in Epiphanius, that they alſo taught the unknown God, whom they pretended to make known. And therefore, when S. Paul ſaith in the beginning of that eighth chapter; As concerning things offered to Idols, we know that we all have knowledge: knowledge indeed puffeth up, but charity edifieth; It is manifeſt that he civily reproveth that pretenſe of knowledge, which ſome weak Chriſtians were then in danger to be carried away with, to believe; That thoſe who knew the true God, (whom their maſters pretended to teach) and, the Idols of the Gentiles to be nothing, might, without ſcru­ple of conſcience, communicate in the worſhip of thoſe whom they ſcorned and thought to be nothing; Intending in the X. Chapter to proteſt, that they could not communicate in the ſame without renouncing their Chriſtianity: And if any man ſay, that Cerinthus, according to Epiphanius, ſaith; That our Lord Chriſt is not to riſe againe till the laſt day, and therefore, that the opini­on of thoſe that deny the reſurrection which S. Paul diſputes againſt, 1 Cor. XV. can neither be imputed to Cerinthus, nor the C [...]rint [...]ians: It is anſwered, [Page] that Epiphanius himſelf declares, that the Cerinthians were not all of a minde. Some of them denying the reſurrection of Chriſt, and by conſequence of Chri­ſtians▪ againſt whom the maine of that Chapter argues; Others affirming, that Chriſt was not to riſe again till all ſhould riſe againe at the worlds end. And truly I ſee not why S. Paul ſhould argue that it is neceſſary that we ſhould be­lieve the reſurrection of Chriſt, ſaying; If Chriſt be not riſen againe, then is our preaching vaine, and we are found falſe witneſſes, then is your faith vain, and y [...] are yet in your ſinnes, 1 Cor. XV. 14-17. Unleſſe, among thoſe whom he ar­gues againſt, the reſurrection of Chriſt had been queſtioned, which is Epiphani­us his argument. And, I would faine hear, who can give a better account of that everlaſting difficulty in S. Pauls words, that follow, 1 Cor. XV. 29. For, what ſhall thoſe that are baptized for the dead do, if the dead riſe not againe? why are they baptized for the dead? then Epiphanius gives according to this ſuppoſition, and that upon the credit of Hiſtorical truth, not of any conjecture of his owne;  [...].. For, in this coun­trey, I mean Aſia and Galatia this Sect flouriſhed much. Among whom a point of Tradition is come to us, how ſome of them dying before Baptiſme, others are bapti­zed for them in their name, that, riſing at the reſurrection, they may be liable to no ſentence of puniſhment, as not having received Baptiſme, and become obnoxious to the power of him that made the world. Where, by the way, you ſee the Cerin­thians were Gnoſticks, becauſe, by baptiſme, they pretended to free men from the bad principle which made the world; This being the doctrine of the Gno­ſticks.
Now, if it be true, as Epiphanius underſtood, that the Cerinthians in Aſia and Galatia baptized others for thoſe that were dead without baptiſme, ſhall we think it ſtrange, that thoſe falſe▪ Apoſtles, who transformed themſelves into Apoſtles of Chriſt, as Satan into an Angel of light, ſhould teach the Corin­thians to do the ſame? And what need S. Paul ſtand to condemne this, condemning all their impoſtures, by the diſpute of both Epiſtles.
Neither is it more difficult, to diſcerne, thoſe whom S. Paul diſputes againſt in the ſecond Chapter of his Epiſtle to the Coloſſians, to be of the ſame ſtamp, if we obſerve two points of his reproofe; The one, the worſhip of Angels, the other abſtinence from certaine meats, and from women, which S. Paul couches in theſe words, Coloſ. II. 21. Touch not, taſte not, come not nigh thoſe things, which all tend to periſh in the uſing. This you may perceive by the warn­ing he gives Timothy of the like men, who afterwards ſhould depart from the faith, giving  [...]eed to deceiving ſpirits and doctrines of devils, who ſhould forbid marriage, and injoyne abſtinence from meats, which God hath made, to be re­ceived of thoſe that know him, with thanksgiving, 1. Tim. IV. 1, 2, 3. I know there is a plauſible opinion abroad, that, theſe doctrines of devils, as I tranſlate it, are the Traditions which have crept into the Church, for the worſhiping of the ſouls of holy men departed; which ſome Chriſtians have brought into the ranke of thoſe ſecondary gods, which the Gentiles call daemones, or daemonia. But this opinion cannot be true. Firſt, becauſe it is plaine, that the ſecond,  [...], ſerves to interpret the firſt,  [...]. Now it is manifeſt, that by ſeducing ſpirits, S. Paul can mean nothing but thoſe inſpira­tions, (true or pretended) which the devil and his miniſters corrupted Chri­ſtianity with. And therefore, when he declares himſelf further, by adding, and doctrines of devils; He meanes doctrines taught by devils. Secondly, be­cauſe the word daemones, or daemonia, is never uſed in a good ſenſe among Chri­ſtians, as it is among Pagans. For thoſe that knew not the difference between good ſpirits and bad, but in effect, as S, Paul ſaith, 1 Cor. X. 20, 21. worſhip­ed devils, it is not to be expected, that they ſhould expreſſe a meaning to [Page] ſcorne or deteſt thoſe whom they worſhipped. And whatſoever opinions, thoſe Philoſophers which followed Plato and Pithagoras had, of the vulgar Ido­latries of their countryes; ſeeing there is ſo much appearance, as I have ſhew­ed in another place, that they were Magicians, it is no marvaile, that they make not the difference between good and evil ſpirits, which Chriſtianity alone fully declareth; The Jewes themſelves not having ſufficiently diſcovered it, in and by the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament. But, as the word  [...], an Idol, ſignifying, of it ſelf indifferently any image or repreſentation, to Chriſtians and Jewes who underſtand the Gentiles to worſhip falſe gods, ſignifies the image of thoſe Gods in an ill ſenſe; So, to thoſe that underſtand the devils to put themſelves upon the world, to be worſhipped for gods, the doctrines of devils muſt needs be thoſe which, men guided by devils do advance. I muſt here ſuppoſe further, that which I reade in Epiphanius that Marcion and Ta­tianus, with his Scholars the Encratites, (who enjoyned their diſciples to abſtain from women, and certain kindes of meats, as not of Gods making) had their beginning from Saturninus, he from Simon Magus, as Iraeneus, I. 30. af­firmeth. Whereby it cannot ſeem ſtrange, that their doctrine ſhould be in vogue during the time of the Apoſtles. I demand then, what reaſon can be given why they, who taught the worſhipping of angels, ſhould alſo injoyne abſtinence from women, and meates, were there not in the caſe an opinion, that marriage and thoſe creatures come not from God, but, by ſome failleur of his, as Simon Magus ſaid from the beginning, from the Angels? To which purpoſe we muſt obſerve, that S. Paul gives them warning of Philoſophy. Col. II. 8. becauſe it is certaine, that theſe ſects took their riſe from the writitings of Plato and Pythagoras, and their followers, whom Tert [...]llian [...], therfore, ſtileth the Patriarchs of Hereticks.
But the words of Irenaeus deſerve here to be conſidered. Having promiſed to refute Marcion in due place; Nunc autem neceſſario meminimus ejus, ut ſcires quoniam omnes qui quoquo modo adulterant veritatem, & praeconium Eccle­laedunt, Simonis Samaritani Magi diſcipuli & ſucceſſores ſunt. Quamvis non con [...]i [...]eantur nomen magiſtri ſui, ad ſeductionem reliquorum attamen illius ſen­tentiam docent; Christi quidem Jeſu nomen tanquam irritamentum praeferentes, Simonis autem imp [...]etatem varie introducentes. But it was neceſſary that we ſhould remember him now, that thou mighteſt know, that all thoſe who any way adulterate the truth, and wrong that which the Church preacheth, are the Scho­lars and ſucceſſours of Simon the Magician of Samaria. Though to deceive others they profeſſe not their masters name, yet they teach h [...]s ſenſe; Pretending indeed for a Stale the name of Chriſt Jeſus, but divers wayes introducing Simons impious doctrines. And by and by; Ʋt exempli gratia dicamus, a Saturnino & Marci [...] ­ne qui vocantur Continentes▪ abſtinentiam a nuptii [...] annu [...]ciaverunt, fruſtrantes antiquam plaſmationem Dei▪ & oblique accuſantes, eum qui & maſculum & foeminam ad generationem hominum fecit, &  [...]orum quae dicuntur apud eos ani­malium abſtinentiam induxerunt, ingrati exiſtentes ei qui omnia fecit Deo. To ſpeak for example, from Saturninus and Marcion, thoſe that are called Encrati­tes, preach abſtinence from marriage, fruſtrating that which God framed of old, and indirectly blaming him that made male and female for the procreation of man­kind, and introduce abſtinence from thoſe which they call living creatures, being ungratefull to God that made all things.
If Marcion and Saturninus had this doctrine from Simon Magus, of ne­ceſſity it muſt have been on foot during the time of the Apoſtles. Onely, here will ly a difficult objection from that which I ſhewed a little afore, that Simon Magus baited his doctrine with the pleaſures of ſenſuall concupiſcence, as the meanes to gaine followers, if, in ſtead of the hardſhip of Chriſts Croſſe, he could perſwade them, that, believing the ſecret knowledge, which he taught, the free uſe of them was the meanes to attain the world to come. And of Cerin­thus in particular, he that ſhall peruſe what Euſebius hath related out of Cai [...]s and Dionyſius of Alexandria, Eccleſiaſt. Hiſt. III. 28. ſhall eaſily perceive the whole aime of his Sect to have been the injoying of ſenſuall plea­ſure, [Page] So that the ſaying of thoſe whom Saint Paul writes againſt, 1 Cor. XV. 32. Let us eate and drink for to morrow we ſhall dy; exactly fits his followers. And ſo doth the pretenſe of thoſe who ſeduced the Galatians to obſerve the Law, though themſelves kept not the Law that they might not be perſecuted with the Croſſe of Chriſt. Gal. VI. 12, 13. That is, that would have them comply with the Jewes in keeping the Law, ſo farre as might ſave them from being perſecuted by the Jews; as well as with the Gentiles in their Idolatries, to ſave them from perſecution at their hand. According to the common principle of the Gnoſticks, that it was a folly to ſuf­fer for profeſſing the Faith.
To this it is eaſie to anſwer; That the devil might have ſeverall baits for ſeverall qualities of perſons, even in the ſame common principles of Simon Magus; whereof, if we ſee ſome ſects imbrace ſome, others thoſe that ſeem inconſiſtent with them, being certified, that both ſpring from the ſame ſource, it is no wayes incredible that the ſeeds of all of them were ſowen in his com­mon doctrine. That Carpocrates, that Prodicus and the Gnoſticks that followed Nicolas, according to Epiphanius, ſhould be remarkable for unnaturall unclean­neſſe, having the way plained for them by Simon, how can it be ſtrange? that re­fined ſpirits ſhould be taken with ſuch groſſe pretenſes as brutiſh people are apt to be ſeduced with, would be ſtrange on the other ſide. And that Magick which Simon and Menander, with the Baſilidians, and Carpocratians frequent­ly practiſed, (whatſoever the reſt did) had alwayes pretenſes of auſterity in diſcipline, not onely as a meanes to obtaine influence from pow­ers above, but to ſeduce the ſimple with a colour of ſeverity and abſtinence. Seeing then that Saturninus, upon Irenaeus his credit, derived this diſcipline from the doctrine of Simon Magus, how can it ſeeme improbable, that during S. Pauls time ſome branch of the ſame doctrine ſhould ſpread over the parts of Aſia concerned in S. Pauls Epiſtles to Timothy and to the Coloſſians. Whe­ther by Cerinthus or by whom beſides him, I need not diſpute. There is no doubt indeed, but, according to Epiphanius, his Hereſie had vogue in theſe parts; As in Galatia, beſides Epiphanius, Sirmondus his Praedeſtinatus ſaith, that it is condemned there by S. Paules Epiſtle. And Gaius in Euſebius III. 28. teſtifieth, that Cerinthus pretended revelations by Angels, and Tertulli­ane, contra Marc. V. that thoſe who ſeduced the Coloſſians did the like. But whether Cerinthus, or ſome other branch of Simon Magus, the ſource of his doctrine is plainly from the ſame principle with Marcion and the Eucratites afterwards.
Now, if any man demand, what all this may conduce to the underſtanding of thoſe Scriptures which ſpeak of our Lord Chriſt; let it be but conſidered, that Simon Magus, pretending to be the Chriſt, and to ſeduce Chriſtians, from our Lord Jeſus, to himſelf, and withall, and to be worſhipped with honours due to God, doth hereby effectually ſuppoſe, that our Lord was effectually ſo worſhiped by Chriſtians from the beginning. Irenaeus ſaith further, of the doctrine of Simon Magus, I. 20. That he was glorified of many as God, and taught that he was the man who had appeared among the Jewes as the Sonne, (that is, the Meſſias) had come in Samaria as the Father, but to the reſt of the Gentiles, as the holy Ghoſt. So that being indeed the ſoveraigne power of all, that is, the Father, he was content nevertheleſſe, to be whatſoever they called him. Hic igitur a multis quaſi deus glorifi catus eſt, ſaith Irenaeus, & docuit ſemetipſum eſſe qui inter Judaeos quidem, quaſi filius appar [...]erit, in Samaria autem quaſi pater deſcenderit, in reliquis vero gentibus quaſi Spiritus ſanctus adventaverit. Eſſe autem ſe ſublimiſſimam virtutem, hoc eſt, eum qui ſit ſuper omnia Pater, & ſuſtinere vocari ſ [...] quodcunque  [...]um vocant homines. Where pretending firſt to be both Father and Sonne and holy Ghoſt, Secondly to be worſhipped for God, it is manifeſt, that, ſetting up himſelf in ſtead of our Lord Jeſus, for the Meſſias, whom the Samaritanes expected as well as the Jews, he had no other reaſon to pretend to be alſo the Father, and the holy Ghoſt, but becauſe he knew our Lord, whom he counterfeited, had taught that he is one and the ſame with the Father and the holy Ghoſt. And ſo, by [Page] what the counterfeit would be, it appeareth what the truth is, and taught him­ſelf to be; To wit, the Sonne of God, to be worſhipded as one God with the Father and the holy Ghoſt. For, we are not to think that Epiphanius contra­dicts his Maſter Jrenaeus, when he ſaies, that Simon, who praetended to be the Father among the Samaritanes, (as the Son among the Jewes) made his con­cubine Selena to be the holy Ghoſt, whom he called alſo the Ennaea, or, Con­ceit of him the Father, whereby he made the angels that made the world and mankind. But rather to underſtand that, intending to adulterate the Chriſti­ane Faith by bringing in a counterfeit imitation of it, on purpoſe he pretended himſelf and his Conceit to be both one, becauſe he knew, that, according to the Chriſtian faith, both Father and Sonne, (both which he pretended to be, as you have heard) are one and the ſame God with the holy Ghoſt; which, he pretended his Conceite to be, according to Fpiphanius, but himſelf among the Gentiles, according to Irenaeus. The Hereſie of his Scholar Menander is thus deſcribed by Irenaeus L. 21. Qui primam quidem virtutem in [...]ognitam ait om­nibus, ſe autem  [...]um eſſe qui miſſus ſit ab inviſibilibus ſalvatorem pro ſal [...]te homi­num. Mundum autem factum ab Angelis, quos & ipſe ſimiliter ut Simon, ab Enn [...]a emiſſos dicit. Who ſaith, that the firſt Power is unknown to all, and that himſelf was the Saviour that was ſent by the inviſible Powers for the ſalvation of men. But that the world was made by the Angels, whom he alſo, like as Simon, ſayes, were put forth by the Fathers Conceit. Where you ſee, above the Angels, whom he maketh Creator of the world, the unknown Father, whom he pre­tendeth to make known, his Conceit from whence the Angels came, and the in­viſible Powers, that ſent him for the Saviour of the world. Both theſe then, pretending to be that which our Lord Chriſt indeed and in truth is, did make themſelves one ingredient or parcel of that unknown and inviſible Godhead, from whence they ſo made the angels to proceed, that nevertheleſſe, banding a faction againſt the ſame, they make the coming of a Saviour ne­ceſſary for this end, to deliver mankind from the ſervitude of theſe Angels that made the world. As for Saturninus, pretending the father of all to be unknown, (otherwiſe then as he pretended to make him known) it appears why he is a­mong the Gnoſticks. But he pretends that two ſorts of men were made by the Angels: One by the good; beeing an Image of the Power which is above, which being infinitely taken with, they ſaid; Let us make man after our image, becauſe it was inſtantly with drawn from their ſight. But ſo that it had not come to life had not the power above ſtruck a ſparke of light into it. The other by the devils, which the Saviour, who is indeed unknown, onely ſeemed a man, came to ſubdue. So Irenaeus l. 22. But Baſilides; Ʋt altius aliquid & veri [...]imilius adinveniſſe vid [...]atur, in immenſum extendit ſententiam doctrinae ſuae, oſtendens, Nun primo ab i [...]noto natum Patre. ab hoc autem natum Logon, deinde a Logo Phroneſin, a Ph [...]oneſi autem natas Sophian & Dynamin, a Dynami autem & Sophia Virtutes & Principes & Angelos, quos & Primos vocat, ſaith Irenaeus l. 23. He, that he may ſeem to have added ſome higher thing, and more likely to their invention, extending the meaning of his poſition beyond all bounds ſhews, that Nus (or Meaning) was firſt born of the Father who was not born: Of him Logos, (Reaſon or the Word) of him Prudence, of it Wiſdom and Power, of them Virtues Princes and Angels, whom he calls the prime on [...]s. Where you ſee manifeſtly, the fullneſſe of the Godhead is made to conſiſt of the Titles and Attributes of our Lord Chriſt. Which Valentinus after theſe makes to conſiſt in XXX. Aeones, or intelligible worlds, which he derives from the unknown Father, and ſilence, or his conceit and Grace, (Bythos or the bot­tome, and Charis Ennaea or Si [...]) in whom he placed the firſt ſource of this Fulneſſe. And it hath been obſerved already, that his number of XXX. is the ſame that the heathen Gods are contrived into by He [...]iod [...] Theogonia. Much to my purpoſe. For S. Cyril. Catech. V. calls Valentine  [...]. The Preacher of the XXX Gods. This fullneſſe of the Godhead which they taught being the deity which they worſhipped. As did alſo not onely Ptolemaeus and Secundus who followed Valentine, and changed what they thought fit in his [Page] deſigne, or, the Gnoſticks which followed Nicolas, as you may ſee by Epi­phanius; But the reſt from Simon Magus, whoſe followers worſhipped him and his Trull Selene▪ under the images of Jupiter and Minerva, ſaith Irenaeus expreſly. For Menanders firſt Power, and the Ennaea or Conceit thereof, and the inviſible Powers by whom and from whom he pretended to be ſent for the Saviour of mankind, ſhew, that this was that fullneſſe of the Godhead in which he taught his followers to believe. And when Ep [...]p [...]nius, confuting Saturninus, ſaith, that according to him,  [...]; The [...]e ſhall be found no fullneſſe in the Power above; It is manifeſt that he taught his followers to worſhip that fullneſſe which Epiphanius refuſeth Simon Magus himſelf meant the like when he ſaid, according to Epiphanius; that the Angels, though they proceeded from his Ennaea, or Conceit, yet were without the Fullneſſe, that is, not comprehended within it.
As for C [...]inthus, whom all agree to have made our Lord Jeſus the Sonne of Joſeph and Mary, born as other men are, Epiphanius ſaies further of his ſenſe;  [...]; But, that after Jeſus was growne a man, who was borne of the ſeede of Joſeph and Mary, the Chriſt came downe upon him from the God that is above, that is the Holy Ghoſt in the ſhape of a dove at Jordane, and revealed to him the Father that was unknowne, and by him to his diſciples, whereby, after the power came downe upon him from above, he did miracles. And that, when he had ſuffered that which came from above fl [...]w up againe from Jeſus. So that Jeſus ſuffered, and roſe againe, but the Chriſt which came upon him from above flew up againe without ſuffering, which is that which came downe in the ſhape of a dove, and that Jeſus is not the Chriſt. Where, you ſee, he makes the coming of Chriſt to be nothing elſe, but an eſcape made by the Holy Ghoſt, when he came upon our Lord, out of the Fullneſſe of the Godhead, to return thither againe when he had ſuffered. Now it is agreed upon, that Cerinthus had ſpread his Here­ſies in Aſia, when Saint John writ his Goſpell: And though Epiphanius report, that it was Ebion whom Saint John met with in the bath, and refuſed to come in it ſo long as he was there, calling away his Scholars with him; Yet it muſt be reſolved, that it is a meere miſtake of his memory, becauſe him­ſelfe teſtifies, as afore, that the Hereſy of Cerinthus flouriſhed in Aſia and in Galatia, and becauſe Euſebius after Irenaeus, (who converſed with Saint Johns Scholar Polycarpus) reports it of Cerinthus. As for the Hereſy of Ebion, it is manifeſt by Epiphanius himſelf, in his Hereſy that it ſprung up firſt, and flouriſhed moſt in the parts of Paleſtine, beyond, or beſides Jordane, which they called Peraea, what time the Church of Jeruſalem had forſaken the City, to remove themſelves to Pella, where God had provided for them at the deſtruction of it. So that it appeareth not that Saint John ſaw the birth of it, being probably, removed into Aſia before that time. I ſhall therefore neede to ſay nothing of the Hereſy of Ebion, having Saint Jerome in Catalo­go to witneſſe, that the Goſpell of Saint John was written at the requeſt of the Biſhops of Aſia, in oppoſition to Cerinthus: But, the ſtocke of that evidence which I ſhall bring out of the Scripture, for the ſtate of our Lord Chriſt, and his Godhead▪ before his coming in the fleſh, lying therefore in the beginning of that Goſpell which was writ on purpoſe to exclude it; I ſhall referre the reſt of that which I ſhall gather out of the New Teſtament, to the ſenſe and effect of it.

CHAP. XIII. The Word was at the beginning of all things. The apparitions of the Old Teſta­ment Prefaces to the Incarnation of Chriſt. Ambaſſadors are not honoured with the honour due to their Maſters. The Word of God that was afterwards incarnate was in thoſe Angels that ſpoke in Gods Name. No Angel honour­ed as God under the New Teſtament. The Word was with God at the begin­ning of all things, as after his return.
[Page]
THE Goſpel of Saint John then beginneth thus; In the beginning w [...]s the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God; The ſame was in the beginning with God. In which words, the Socinians will not have the be­ginning to be the beginning of all things, but the beginning of preaching the Goſpel; That is to ſay, when John the Baptiſt began to preach; And the Word to be the man Jeſus, ſo called, becauſe, he was the man whom God had ap­pointed to publiſh it. So that, in the beginning was the Word, is, in their ſenſe; When John the Baptiſt began to preach, there was a man whom God had ap­pointed to publiſh the Goſpel. And truly, I cannot deny, that the beginning here, might ſignifie the beginning of the Goſpel, by the ſame reaſon, as in the Scripture, and in all Languages, words ſignify more then they expreſſe. But that reaſon can be no other then this, becauſe a man ſpeakes of things mention­ed afore in diſcourſe, or, of that which is otherwiſe known to be the ſubject of his diſcourſe. So, words ſignifie more then they expreſſe, becauſe ſomething that is known need not be repeated at every turne. What is the reaſon then why this addition, not being expreſſed, is to be underſtood? Forſooth, Saint Mark beginneth his Goſpel thus; The beginning of the Goſpel of Jeſus Chriſt the Sonne of God. As it is written in the Prophets; Behold I ſend my Meſſen­ger before thy face, that ſhall prepare thy way before thee. The voice of him that cry­eth in the wilderneſſe: Prepare  [...]e the way of the Lord, make his path plaine. John was baptizing in the wilderneſſe. Is not this a good reaſon? Becauſe, in one Text of Saint Marke, you find the beginning of the Goſpel to be the preach­ing of John, therefore, whereſoever you read the beginning, you are to under­ſtand by it the beginning of the Goſpel? At leaſt, in the beginning of S. Johns Goſpel we muſt ſeek no other meaning for it? But who will warrant, that the word Goſpel in S. Marke ſignifies the preaching of the Goſpel, as ſometimes it does, or, this book of the Goſpel, which S. Mark takes in hand to write? The words, it is manifeſt, may ſignifie either, and therefore it cannot be manifeſt, that the word beginning, without any addition is put to ſignifie the one and not the other. For, if you underſtand the beginning of the book of the Goſpel, when S. John ſaies; In the begining was the Word; Their turne is not ſerved. As for the title of the Word, which ſcarce any of the Apoſtles but S. John attributes to our Lord; Look upon the beginning of his firſt Epiſtle; That which was from the beginning, which we have heard and ſeen, and our hands have handled of the Word of Life, (for the Life hath been manifeſted, and we have ſeen and bear witneſſe, and declare unto you that everlaſting Life which was with the Father and hath been manifeſted unto us.) That which we have heard and ſeen declare we unto you. Here, it muſt be a man that S. John calls the Word, when he ſpeakes not onely of hearing, but of ſeeing and handling the Word of Life; But when he ſaies, that the Word was with God from the beginning, and ſince hath been made manifeſt to us, is there nothing but the man, and his office of preaching the Goſpel to be conſidered, for the reaſon why he is called the Word? What meant then the Apoſtle Ebr. IV. 12, 13? The Word of God is quick and active and cutteth beyond any two edged ſword, and cometh ſo farre as to divide between the ſoul and the ſpirit, to the joints and marrow, and judgeth the thoughts and [Page]conceits of the heart. Neither is any creature obſcure to it, but all things naked and bare to the eyes of him whom we have to do with; Where you ſee, he begins his diſcourſe concerning the Goſpel, but ends it in God: And therefore at­tributes to the goſpel under the name of the Word, thoſe things which onely God can do; becauſe, to the Author of it, under the Name of the Word, he attributes the knowledge and governing of all things.
For the reaſon, then, why our Lord is called the Word, we muſt have re­courſe to that which the moſt ancient Fathers of the Church, Clemens Alex­andrinus, Tertulliane, Origen and others, with Juſtine the Martyr have taught us; That God ſpake unto the Fathers of the Old Teſtament, by the miniſtery of the ſame ſecond perſon of the Trinity, by whom in our Fleſh the Goſpel was intended to be publiſhed, in the laſt ages of the world; And that there­fore our Lord Chriſt is called the Word of God. The Socinians think they have ſaid enough, to refute and renounce this advantage, which Chriſtianity hath al­waies uſed againſt the Jewes, when, with the Jews, they have alledged, that all thoſe apparitions, which thoſe Fathers believe, were miniſtred by our Lord Chriſt, were the apparitions of meere Angles, among whom one, as principall in the Commiſſion, repreſented the perſon of God, and, in that regard, is both called by the propper name of God not communicable to any creature (which we, I know not by what right, tranſlate Jehovah, ſeeing it is a thing manifeſt, that our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles did not pronounce it, as it is certaine the Jewes among whom they lived, did not at that time, and alſo worſhiped with the honour that is properly due to God alone. And truly, that it was alwaies ſome angel, that is called by the proper name of God, and worſhipped as God by the Fathers in their apparitions, is a thing ſo manifeſt, through the Scriptures that I will not undertake any unneceſſary trouble to prove it. Neither do I think this any thing prejudicial to that which the Fathers of the Church teach. For, when they deliver, that theſe appariti­ons were of the nature of prefaces, and preambles to the apparition of the Word in our fleſh, it ſeems to be ſuppoſed, that, as the Word at the laſt aſſum­ed our fleſh wherein to appear, which afterwards he was never to let go againe, (according to the ſaying of divines after S. Gregory Nazianzene, quod ſemel ac­cepit, nunquam dimiſit) ſo, at the firſt he was wont to aſſume ſome Angelicall nature, wherein he might appear, to deal with men; though, not to retaine it for ever, but to diſmiſſe it, the buſineſſe for which it was aſſumed being done. Neither is that any thing difficult which may be objected, that theſe Angels did take unto them uſually the bodies of men, in which they might converſe with men; And therefore that, when they are called by the name, and worſhipped with the honour of the onely true God, there being ſomething viſible to which theſe things cannot be attributed, they muſt be aſcribed to the inviſible nature of the Angels; Not for it ſelf, (which were Ido­latry) but in regard of God, whoſe perſon they repreſent as Ambaſſadors, and therefore are honoured with the honour due to the Prince whom they re­preſent, as the Jewes, and with them the Socinians do underſtand thoſe titles, whereſoever, in the Old Teſtament, they are attributed to Angels. This were ſome thing indeed, if it were not manifeſt, that the proper name of God is attri­buted to thoſe Angels, by whom God deales with men, without aſſuming to them mens bodies. There is nothing of this kind more eminent then that of Moſes, Exod. XXIII. 21, 22, 23. Behold, I ſend an Angel before thee to keep thee in the way, and to bring thee into the place which I have prepared. Look to thy ſelf becauſe of him, and hear his voice, provoke him not, for he will not pardon your apoſtaſy, for my name is in the midſt of him. But, thou ſhalt hearken to his voice, and ſhalt doe all that I ſhall ſpeak, I will be an enemy to thine enemies and perſecute thy perſecutors. For, afterwards, when they had ſinned, and God proffers to ſend an Angel with them to drive out their enemies, becauſe if he ſhould go himſelf among them, and they rebell againe, he ſhould deſtroy them; It is manifeſt, that Moſes is not content, till he hath obtained of God, that himſelf would go along with them. For before, when Moſes had [Page] pitched the Tabernacle without the camp, he ſpake with God face to face there, and the people worſhipped towards that quarter: But afterwards, by his prayer he obtains that Gods face ſhould go with them to give them reſt, having otherwiſe no deſire to venture upon the voyage, Exod. XXXIII. 2, 5, 9, 10. 11, 14, 15, 16. Whereby it is manifeſt, that, the face of God, in this place is the ſame, that is called in another place, the Angel of Gods face, becauſe he re­preſented the perſon of God, and therefore is called by the name of God, and the name of God is ſaid to be in him, and Moſes is ſaid to talk face to face with God, becauſe he had conference with this Angel in the name of God, who is called God, face to face: Whereas, when God proffers barely an Angel, he is not content, but inſiſts upon this. And for this reaſon it is, that, whereas it is certaine, that the Law was given by the miniſtery of Angels, nevertheleſſe it is ſaid, that God ſpake all the ten commandments; Becauſe that Angel that had the commiſſion, and is called God, ſpake them. And afore, though it is certain, that it was the Angel of God, who went before the camp of Iſ­rael in a pillar of a cloud by day and a pillar of fire by night (becauſe it is ſaid Exod. XIV. 19. And the angel of the Lord that went before the camp of Iſrael removed, and came behinde them, and the pillar of cloud removed from before them, and ſtood behind them) yet it is ſaid Exodus XIII. 20. that it was the Lord that went ſo before them. It is therefore manifeſt, that the Name and Worſhip of God is given to the Angels, that repreſent God, as well when they aſſume to themſelves no bodies as when they doe.
As for that which the Jewes, and with them the Socinians alledge, that it is becauſe Ambaſſadors repreſent the perſons of the Princes that ſend them, and therefore are honoured with the honour that is properly due to them; It is ridiculous, and againſt common ſenſe. For certainly, it is one thing to ſay, that Ambaſſadors are honoured in conſideration of the Princes from whom they come, another, with the ſame honours. Ambaſſadors are ſtrangers where they come Ambaſſadors, and therefore, for their own ſakes, muſt be reſpected where they come, otherwiſe then at home, otherwiſe then their aequalls, where they come: much more in reſpect of the Princes from whence they come. But that any Prince ſhould honour the Ambaſſador of any Prince with the ſame ho­nour wherewith he would honour his Maſter if he were there, is ridiculous to imagine. Much leſſe the Ambaſſador of God, between whom, and any crea­ture that he can imploy upon any Ambaſſage, there is incomparably more diſtance, then between any Prince, and any ſubject he can uſe. Honour, in­wardly, is nothing but the eſteem a man hath of that which he honours, out­wardly, nothing elſe but the ſignes whereby he expreſſeth it. And, though, the conceit which a man hath of God, is comparable with that which he hath with his creature, as both are repreſentations to mans mind, and therefore in themſelves, of the ſame nature; yet the one repreſents God, incomparable to that which the other repreſents, concerning the creature. As for the outward ſignes of honour, though they may be equivocall, and ambiguous, yet there wants not meanes to determine, whether a man intend to expreſſe that eſteem which is incomparable to any he can have of any creature, or not. This is the eſteem which the propper name and worſhip of God ſignifies, which, if they who know not God ſhould tender to a creature, they muſt be thought Idola­ters; If they which know God, they muſt know, that God is in that creature as Chriſtians know that God is in Chriſt, whom therefore they worſhip for God. When, therefore, we find the Fathers of the Old Teſtament worſhip­ping the apparitions they had, for God, when the Scriptures call them God, it is becauſe God was in them for the time, as for ever in Chriſt, after whoſe coming, we do not find any angel called God, or worſhipped for God. Not that before his coming all angels that come from Gad are called by the name of God; But that, where they are ſo called, ſo it was. For, I need not ſtand here to ſhew, how many apparitions of Angels are mentioned in the Old Teſtament, of whom there is none called by the proper name of God, or ſaid to be worſhipped by the Pro­phets, whom they deal with. It is true, S. John in the New teſtament, two ſe­verall [Page] times, tenders the Angel that appeares to him that worſhip which he re­fuſeth; Apoc. XIX. 10. XXII. 12. But though, he ſaies, in refuſing it, worſhip God; yet doth it not appear, nor is it of it ſelf any way credible, that S. John ſhould be ſo ſurprized, as to honour and eſteem the Angel as God, whom he knew to be ſent by God. For, to bid him reſerve unto God that honour which he re­fuſes, is to bid him reſerve unto God that honour, which is incomparably more then that which he refuſeth. And who is it that can ſay or imagine, that Cor­nelius intended to worſhip S. Peter for God, becauſe he tenders him that ho­nour which S. Peter refuſeth, Acts X. 26. Saying; Ariſe, I alſo am a man; Being one whoſe Religion was to worſhip the onely true God, whoſe ſervant be thought S. Peter to be. And therefore I ſhall not need to ſay that, which otherwiſe I ſhould have ſaid; That S. John knew not this difference betwen the diſpenſa­tion of God in the Old and New Teſtament, nor the reaſon why the Fathers worſhipped thoſe Angels that dealt with them in Gods Name, which, out of this difference, may be obſerved; To wit, becauſe the Word of God (who, at this time had aſſumed our fleſh, in the womb of the Virgin, ſubſiſting therefore by the Word which aſſumed it, and not to be diſmiſſed any more) formerly aſſumed an Angel ſubſiſting afore, to deal with man by, and therefore diſmiſſed him againe when the buſineſſe was done
Let us now compare that ſenſe which theſe words create, according to Soci­nus, with that which followeth from the premiſes, and then I will be willing to leave it to the reader to chooſe. For, is it not a great ſecret which the Evan­geliſt diſcovers by theſe words, in his ſenſe, that, when S. John Baptiſt began to preach, there was ſuch a man in the world, as he whom God had appointed to publiſh the Goſpel? Is it that which he needed tell them, that knew all before, that there was ſix moneths between their ages? Or, did it not concern them to know, that the ſame Word of God, which dealt with the Fathers, which, by and by, he meanes to tell them, was incarnate, the ſame was from the begin­ning; that is to ſay, to the confuſion of Arrius, no leſſe then of Soci­nus, from everlaſting? Was it not to the purpoſe, to ſettle that which Cerinthus undermined, upon the ſame credit, upon which they were Chriſtians?
Proceed we now to that which followes, and we ſhall finde, that, if we admit Socinus his ſenſe, when S. John ſaies; The Word was with God, and af­terwards; The ſame was in the beginning with God; I ſay if we admit the ſenſe of theſe words to be this; That, what time S. John Baptiſt preached, Jeſus was with God in heaven; We ſhall not give an account of thoſe things which he ſayes of himſelf in the Goſpel pertinent to Chriſtianity; Which, according to the ſenſe of the Church, we ſhall do. John III. 11, 12, 13. Our Saviour ſaith to Nicodemus; Verily, verily, I ſay unto thee; We ſpeak that we know, and we witneſſe what we have ſeen, but ye receive not our witneſſe. If I have ſaid to you earthly things and ye believe not, how will ye believe if I tell you heavenly? And no man is gone up into heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the Sonne of man that is in heaven. Againe, John V. 19, 20, 30. Our Lord, gi­ving a reaſon why he bad the man whom he had cured take up his bed and walk, Anſwers and ſayes to them; Verily verily I ſay unto you; the ſonne can do nothing of himſelf except he ſee the Father do ſomething: For, what he doth the ſame doth likewiſe the Sonne. For, the Father loveth the Sonne, and ſhoweth him all that he doth: And will ſhew him greater things then theſe, that ye may mar­vaile. And to the ſame effect, our Lord ſaith to the Jewes, John VIII. 38. I ſpeake what I have ſeen with my Father, and therefore ye do what ye have ſeen with your Father; Or, at your and my Fathers houſe;  [...]. So John VI. 46, 50, 51, 58. 62. Not that any man hath ſeen the Father, but he that comes from God; He hath ſeen the Father. And; This is the bread that commeth down from heaven, that a man may eat of it and not dy. I am the living bread that is come down from heaven. And againe; This is the bread that is come down from heaven. And laſt of all; What, then, if you ſee the Son of man go up thither where he was before? Finally, when our Lord, now ready to [Page] leave the World, tells his diſciples, John XVI. 29. I came forth from my Fa­ther and came into the World: Againe, I leave the World and go to the father; I demand of all the World that read, and believe by theſe words, that our Lord going back to the Father, ſtayes there for everlaſting; whether they can under­ſtand, when he affirmes in the ſame form of words, that he came from the Fa­ther, that he meanes onely, that he had been with the Father ſince the Baptiſt began to preach? Or that he had been there from everlaſting before? When he ſaith; What if you ſee him go up thither where he was before? That he had been there afore while the Baptiſt was preaching, or that he had been there afore, a while anſwerable to that while that he ſhall ſtay there, after his going hence? When he ſaith; That they will not believe him when he tells them heavenly things; Becauſe none of them have been in heaven, as the Sonne of man, who, being come from heaven, notwithſtanding remaines in heaven; Whether he mean onely; That, having been there in heaven, and learnt the effect of his commiſſion, and, being ſtill there in heart as all Chriſtians are, he can tell them things from heaven which they will not believe? Or, that having been in heaven, and not having forſaken it for his coming into the World, he knowes the truth of all that he witneſſes here, by ſeeing the counſailes of God there; even while he is here? And, that theſe are thoſe things which he hath ſeen in his Fathers houſe; to wit, thoſe counſailes, which the Father out of his love to him▪ had made him acquainted with, and taught him to execute, even as they had learnt in the devils ſhop, their Father, to execute his deſignes? For, can any man imagine, that his being onely born of the Virgine by the power of God, (which is, they ſay, the holy Ghoſt) is a ſufficient reaſon, why God ſhould not onely ſhew him what he meant to do for our ſalvation, but joyne him with himſelf in the work, and that honour for it, whereof no Angel, that is the high­eſt creature is capeable? Or, that all this is ſuch an expreſſion as manhood can bear, of that participation of Gods counſailes, which the Word having been ac­quainted with from everlaſting, was no ſtranger to, while, being in the World, he was executing the ſame? Surely, when our Lord ſayes, that he is to leave the world, to go back to the Father, he declares an intent to abide in heaven for everlaſting. Therefore when he ſaies; he came forth from the Father to come into the world; To underſtand onely, that he left the private life he had lived afore he began to preach, to appear publickly to the World in his Office; might juſtly be accounted a piece of frenzy, if there were not haereſy in it: The oppoſition between heaven, where the Father is, and the world, being ſo manifeſt in the words, that nothing but the vaine glory of maintaining a party could cauſe it to be overſeen.
If theſe things be true, we ſhall not need to go farre for the ſenſe of our Lords words John XVII. 5. And now glorify thou me, O Father, with that glo­ry which I had with thee, before the foundation of the World. Becauſe we ſee how many times in this Goſpel, by being with the Father, our Saviour expreſ­ſeth (not his being in heaven when the Baptiſt began to preach, but) his being in heaven from the beginning of the World, till he was born upon earth. For, can any doubt be made, that the glory which he had with the Father from the be­ginning, is that which he was to be exalted to at his riſing againe? As for that anſwer of his to the Jews, that demanded of him (having ſaid; Abraham your Fa­ther deſired to ſee my day, and ſaw it, and rejoyced) Thou art not yet fifty years old, and haſt thou ſeen Abraham? To which Jeſus anſwered and ſaid; Verily, verily I ſay unto you, before Abraham was, I am; John VIII. 56, 57, 58. I perceive the World is aſhamed to hear, what Socinus is not aſhamed to anſwer: That the ſenſe of the words is, and ſo they ought to be tranſlated, Before Abraham be­come Abraham: Or, before he become Abraham, I am: Meaning, that, here you ſee me, before the calling of the Gentiles, whereby the Propheſie of Abra­hams name Father of a great people, is fulfilled. For the words,  [...]; make, both the name of Abraham, to go before the Verbe in ſenſe, and the verb to ſignifie the time paſt,: So that there muſt have been another  [...] after  [...], as well as this that goes afore, and if there had been ſo, it [Page] muſt have been tranſlated, before Abraham was Abraham, or, before he was Abraham; not, before he become Abraham. But for our Lord to ſay; be­fore Abraham was, I am; to wit, in the purpoſe of God; is no leſſe imperti­nent to their queſtion, then to ſay; I am here before the calling of the Gentiles. And to imagine, that our Lord would give an anſwer utterly impertinent to their queſtion, I know not how it can ſtand with his profeſſion; though, not to declare all that truth, which, for the preſent, they were not able to beare, may well ſtand with it.

CHAP. XIV. The Name of God not aſcribed to Chriſt for the like reaſon as to creatures. The reaſons why the Socinians worſhip Chriſt as God do confute their limitati­ons. Chriſt not God by virtue of his riſing againe. He is the Great God with S. Paul, the true God, with S. John, the onely Lord, with S. Jude. Other Scriptures. Of the forme of God, and of a ſervant in S. Paul.
BUT the Apoſtle adds ſtill more and goes forwards, ſaying; And the Word was God: Though here the Socinians thinke they have enough to plead, when they can ſay, that the name of God which is here uſed, is not proper to ſignify God himſelf, which the name of four letters  [...] ſo ſignifyeth in the Old Teſta­ment, that it is never attributed to any creature but by abuſe; That is to ſay, as imployed to expreſſe the ſenſe of ſuch men as believe not in the true God alone, but attribute his honour to ſome of his creatures. For it is very well known, and granted on all hands, that the name  [...], which the Greek  [...] here tranſlateth, is attributed firſt to Gods Angels, then to Gods mi­niſters in governing his People. The reaſon whereof I take to be this, that, having entred into covenant with God, to have him for their ſoveraigne, and to live by his Lawes, they muſt needs be bound to acknowledge and to honour thoſe who had commiſſion from him, whether immediately or mediately to go­vern his people by the ſaid Lawes, in ſtead of God himſelf; as deputies, Commiſ­ſioners, or Ambaſſadors repreſent the perſons of thoſe Soveraigns from whom they come. This, I ſuppoſe, is a generall reaſon why this name of God in the Old Teſtament, is communicated to the Governours of Gods people, which the Socinians cannot with any reaſon refuſe: Neither can I imagine how it ſhould be more evidently juſtified then by that of God to Moſes, Exod. VII. 1. Behold I have made thee Pharaohs God, and Aaron thy brother ſhall be thy Pro­phet. For Aaron is made Moſes his Prophet, to publiſh his Orders to Phara [...]h becauſe he was a man of a ready tongue; which Moſes was not, Exod. IV. 14, 15, 16. Prophet being no more then Interpreter, or Truchman, as On­kel [...]s tranſlates it. And therefore Moſes is called alſo here Aarons God, be­cauſe he was to give the Orders which Aaron was to publiſh. But Pharaohs, God, as Ruler and Prince over Pharaoh (who was Ruler and Prin [...] of all Egypt) as to thoſe things which God ſhould by him command Pha­raoh to do.
I ſuppoſe then, that we cannot come to a more peremptory iſſue with the Socinians, then by putting to triall, whether this name of God be attributed to our Lord Chriſt,▪ to ſignify ſuch a quality as is incompetible to a creature; no [...] that be more peremptorily tried, then by evidencing what is the honour and eſteem, which the name of God importeth in our Lord Chriſt, and in Gods creatures. For, ſeeing that honour inwardly, is nothing elſe but the eſteem which a reaſonable creature beareth in mind of that which it honoureth, outwardly, the ſigns of that eſteem; And, ſeeing the diſtance between the na­ture of God and that of the creature is ſo unvaluable, that it is impoſſible, that he who believeth, that there is that which deſerveth the name of God, [Page] ſhould ever imagine that there is more then one; It muſt remaine, no leſſe impoſſible, that, whoſoever takes God for God, ſhould ever take any crea­ture of never ſo great eminence, for the ſame. Indeed, that inward honour which I found in the eſteem of the minde, is a thing of a finite and moderate nature, whether it repreſent God or his creature; the underſtanding in which it is, not being capable of any thing, that is not proportionable to it: Which notwithſtanding, nothing hinders a finite conceit, in the mind of a crea­ture, to repreſent an infinite perfection in that which it repreſenteth, if any true conceit of God can be found in any of his underſtanding creatures. It is then manifeſt, that, (I ſay not among the Socinians, but) among thoſe who, upon miſunderſtanding the grounds of Reformation, have fallen away from the moſt holy Faith of the Church concerning the ever bleſſed Trinity, there hath fallen a difference whether our Lord Chriſt is to be worſhipped as God or not; Soci­nus being now in appearance the head of that party which would have it ſo. And therefore I ſhall not much need to diſpute that, but onely for ſatisfaction of the reader, repeat ſome of thoſe texts of Scripture, which they ſeem to have ſtopped the mouthes of their adverſaries with. For, when the Apoſtle ſaith; Heb. I. 6. When he bringeth his onely begotten Sonne into the World, he ſaith; And let all the Angels of God worſhip him; Suppoſeth he not, that men ſhould do that, which Angels by Gods authority do? And our Lord diſcourſes, John V. 22, 23. that God hath given the power of judging to the Sonne; That all may hanour the Sonne as the Father. He that honoureth not the Sonne, honoureth not the Father that ſent him. And▪ This is that will of God, the knowledge whereof moves Angels and men to fall down before the Lamb that was ſlaine, and give him honour and glory, Apoc. V. 8-13. Nor can any Chriſtian deny, that he was worſhipped in any other ſenſe or quality, either by the blind man whom he had reſtored to ſight, John IX. 39. or by others, whom we find to be accepted of him, as thoſe who had been well inſtructed of him and by him in that which they owed him. Luke XVII. 5. Lord increaſe our Faith. Mar. IX. 24. Lord uphold my unbelief. Mat. XX. 30. Have mercy upon us, O Lord thou Sonne of David. Luke XVII. 13. Jeſu Maſter have mercy upon us. And; Lord ſave us we periſh. Therefore our Lord ſaith to the Angel of Laodicea, Apoc. III. 18. I adviſe thee to buy of me gold tried from the fire. For what ſhould he buy it with, but the worſhip of God by prayers? And the Apoſtle, Heb. IV. 14, 15. We have not an high Prieſt that cannot compaſſionate our in­firmities, but who was tempted in all things like us without ſin. Let us therefore go to the Throne of his grace, that we may obtaine mercy, and find grace for help in time. Againe, S. Paul, Rom. X. 12, 13. The ſame Lord is rich to all that call on him. For, whoſ [...] ſhall call upon the Name of the Lord ſhall be ſaved. For, that the worſhip of the onely true God goes with the name of the Lord, aſcribed to the Lord Jeſus in the New Teſtament, no queſtion can be made So ſaith S. Luke, of the firſt of Martyrs Acts VII. 59, 60. And they ſt [...]ned Stephen praying and ſaying; Lord Jeſu receive my Spirit. And, kneeling he cried with a loud voice, ſaying, Lord, lay not this ſinne to their charge. Every Chriſtian can tell by what he does, whom Stephen calls Lord. And that is enough to ſhew, how ridiculous they make themſelves, who, when S. Stephen, ſaies,  [...], would have it underſtood, that he calls upon the Lord of Jeſus, not upon the Lord Jeſus. For when S. Stephen offers to Chriſt the ſame prayer, which Chriſt had offered to the Father, and David to God, Luke XXIII. 46. Pſal. XXXI. 6. Is it not the ſame honour, whereof God alone is capable? For they that ſhould ſay, that S. Stephen prayed this, not be­cauſe all Chriſtians are to pray ſo, but becauſe he ſaw our Lord Chriſt at the right hand of God; Should make that, which would have been Idolatry other­wiſe, to become acceptable ſervice to God, upon an accident depending on the free will of God. And, what elſe did S. Paul, when he ſaid, 2 Cor. XII. 8, 9. Therefore beſought I God thrice, that it might depart from me: But he ſaid to me; My Grace is ſufficient for thee: For my power is effectuall through weak­neſſe. Moſt willingly therefore will I glory in my weakneſſe, that the power of[Page]God may dwell in me. And S. John, when he prayes; Come Lord Jeſus, Apoc. XXII. 20. prayes to him whoſe coming he deſires, that is, whoſe ſtrength is effectuall through weakneſſe. And whom elſe prayes S. Paul to when he ſaies, 1 Theſ. III. 11, 12. But God who is our Father, and our Lord Jeſus Christ proſper our Journey to you. And, 2 Theſ. II. 16. Our Lord Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, and God our Father, who hath loved us, and given everlaſting comfort, and good hope through grace, comfort your hearts, and ſtrengthen you in every good word and work. For there being here no difference between the worſhip ten­dered to God and to Chriſt, I muſt needs infer, that it is the ſame which S. Paul ſignifies, when he intitles his Epiſtle to all that call upon the name of the common Lord, 1 Cor. I. 2.
It is true, they that alledge all theſe arguments, doe likewiſe caution, that this worſhip, and theſe prayers, which are tendered to God abſolutely, are tendered to Chriſt, with limitation of ſome certaine circumſtances, which be­ing ſuppoſed, it becomes due to Chriſt, being alwayes due to God. But if the difference between God and his creature be not acknowledged, it is impoſſible Chriſtianity ſhould ſtand. If, the difference between the worſhip due to God and to his creature be not acknowledged, it is impoſſible the difference between God and his creature ſhould ſtand; Becauſe worſhip is nothing elſe but the ac­knowledgement of this difference: Therefore, where the worſhip of God is tendered to his creature, either the creature is made an Idol, or truly ſuppoſed to be God. Therefore our Lord argues, that the Father judging no man him­ſelf, hath given the power of judging to the Sonne; That all may honour the Son as they honour the Father; Becauſe he that honoureth not the Son honoureth not the Father. John V. 22. 23. To wit, ſince the ſetling of Chriſtianity. Whereby we may ſee how eaſie it is to anſwer the objection that is made from the words o [...] S. Peter, Act. II. 36. Let all the houſe of Iſrael know aſſuredly, that God hath made this Jeſus whom ye crucified, Lord and Chriſt; As if this honour and worſhip were due to our Lord Chriſt upon the title of being raiſed from the dead by God; And ſo much ſignified by S. Paul, when he tells the Jews of Piſidia, Act▪ XIII. 33. That God hath fulfilled the promiſe made to the Fathers, to them and their children, raiſing up Jeſus, as it is written in the ſecond Pſalme; Thou art my ſonne this day have I begotten thee. For, when the Apoſtle argues, that Chriſt is become ſo much ſuperior to the Angels, as he hath inherited a more excellent name: Becauſe to whom of the Angels was it ever ſaid; Thou art my ſonne this day have I be­gotten thee? Heb. I. 4, 5. It is pretended that, (not the title of Sonne of God, which at preſent I ſpeak not of, but) the honour and worſhip due to him that weares it, is due by Gods raiſing him from the dead, to the eſtate of ſitting at his right hand. Then which nothing can be more unjuſt. For, as it is truly ſaid by our Lord after his riſing againe, Mat. XXVIII. 18. All power is given to me in heaven and in earth; So it is no leſſe truly ſaid Mat. XI. 27. All things are delivered to me by my Father: Neither knoweth any man the Sonne but the Father, nor knoweth any man the Father but the Sonne, and whomſoever the Son will reveal him to. And therefore not diſputing at preſent, what the power given the Sonne by the Father is, it ſhall be enough for my pupoſe, that it is the ſame which was given him when he roſe from the dead; To wit, that which all Chriſtians acknowledge, when they Worſhip him for God. For, how ſhould any man underſtand that the man Jeſus, by being raiſed from the dead, by being taken up into heaven to the Throne of God, by any thing that his hu­mane nature can be indued with, ſhould be worſhipped for God, had not this worſhip been due to him from the time of his being man, as I have ſhewed you, thoſe who make this objection do acknowledge it to have been due? For, it is our Lords argument, that the Son is to be honoured as the Father, becauſe his Father hath given him the Power of raiſing the dead to life, and of judging the quick and the dead, John V. 25, 30. even then when he argued with the Jewes.
Therefore, when S. Thomas, being ſatisfied that our Lord was riſen from the dead, crys out, my Lord and my God, John XX. 28. There can be no [Page] more cauſe, to underſtand any abatement in the notion of God or Lord, then when David, or our Saviour upon the Croſſe, cries out, My God my God, why haſt thou forſaken me? Pſal. XXII. 1. For, if David, or S. Thomas, were ſuch men as believed thoſe to be God which were not, it would be neceſſary to ſay, that their God is not abſolutely God. But ſuppoſing them to ac­knowledge the true God, we cannot deny him to be the true God, whom they ſo acknowledge. In the words of S. Paul, Rom. IX. 5. Of whom is Chriſt according to the fleſh, who is over all, God bleſſed for evermore; there is ſome pretenſe made, that Eraſmus finds not the word God alledged by S. Hillary, and S. Cypriane. And Grotius, I know not upon what miſtake, hath ſaid; That it is not in the Syriack: For, he that ſhall read the Syriack will find it there, as plain as any thing elſe that is there. And, ſuppoſing it not there, he that conſidereth what the Jews (with whom S. Paul having been bred, never fell from their God) underſtand by the Bleſſed, will never underſtand him to be called any thing leſſe then God, that is called bleſſed for evermore. Now when S. John ſaith, 1 John V. 20. We are in the true God, in his Son Jeſus Chriſt, this is the true God and eternall life; When S. Paul ſaith, Titus II. 13. Expect­ing the bleſſed hope and glorious appearance of the great God and our Saviour Je­ſus Chriſt; When S. Jude ſaith of the hereticks whom he writeth againſt; Denying that onely Lord God and our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, Jude 9. It is ſtoutly inſiſted upon by the Socinians, that God and Chriſt are ſpoken of here as ſeve­rall perſons, and ſo, that theſe attributes, belonging to God, concern not Chriſt. And, examples are brought to ſhow, that it is not unuſuall, and there­fore not unreaſonable, that, in the words of S. John, This he is the true God, ſhould have reference, not to the Sonne Jeſus Chriſt, mentioned next afore, but, to the true God, which is the Father, mentioned at more diſtance; That in the words of S. Paul and S. Jude, though the article is not repeated, when they ſay;  [...]; Yet this does not argue the ſame Chriſt to be meant by both titles referred to him by the ſame article; But is onely a bare want of the article in the ſecond place, of which they give us examples enowe. But all this can prove no more, then that theſe texts might be ſo underſtood, if there were any thing in the words to argue that ſo they muſt be underſtood, which here appeares not. On the other  [...]de▪ for the text of S. Jude, if we compare it with S. Peter, who (writes the ſame things with S. Jude, of the ſame Hereticks) we ſhall find, that, in the beginning of the chapter, in ſtead of the words quoted out of S. Jude, he puts onely, that they deny the Lord, or the Maſter that bought them: In the end of it, he ſignifies manifeſtly that he ſpeakes of Chriſtians that fell away, 2 Pet. II. 1, 20, 21, 22. Whereby it may appear that it is our Lord Chriſt Jeſus whom he calleth the onely Lord or Maſter, becauſe he re­deemed us from the State of captives, and therefore that it is the ſame whom he calleth God. And truly, as I ſhewed afore, that S. John in his Epiſtle to the ſeven Churches in the Revelations, writes againſt the ſame hereticks, ſo can there no queſtion be made, that they are the ſame, of whom he ſayes 1 John II. 22, 23. Who is the liar but he that denieth that Jeſus is the Chriſt? This is the Antichriſt, that denieth the Father and the Sonne. Whoſoever denieth the Son, neither hath the Father; Though we ſuppoſe this Epiſtle to be written to the then Chriſtian Jewes. For, whereas they all pretend to hold God the Father, whom, as Jews originally, they acknowledge; the Apoſtle argues, that, bring­ing in another Chriſt, not the Son of God who made the world, they could not rightly ſay, that they held God the Father. So that, his argument, being proper againſt them, demonſtrates who they are. And this is the reaſon of that which went afore; And ye have an unction from the holy one, and know all things. I have not written unto you becauſe ye know not the truth, but becauſe ye know it, and that no ly is of the truth; And of that which immediately followes; Let that therefore which ye have learned from the beginning remaine in you. If that remaine in you which ye have heard from the beginning, ye alſo ſhall remaine in the Sonne and in the Father. For, becauſe they knew what Faith they had im­braced [Page] when they became Chriſtians, no man need tell them, that they who would not have our Lord Jeſus to be the Chriſt were liars, and the holy Ghoſt, which good Chriſtians receive upon the hearty profeſſion of Chriſtianity, he juſtly preſumes, will maintaine them in it. This for the text of Saint Jude.
But I ſay further, that the Name of the true God, the great God, the onely God, which all of them attribute to God, is attributed to him in equivalent terms, not onely in thoſe texts of the Old Teſtament, (when the proper name of God is given to the Angels that ſpake in the perſon of God) which I ſpoke of afore: But alſo in thoſe, where the name attributes an action of the onely true great God are given to the Meſſias, which, we agree, is our Lord Jeſus. And there­fore that there can be no cauſe to bring in unuſual figures of ſpeech to expound theſe texts, for fear they ſhould ſay that, which is ſo many times ſaid in the Scriptures. S. Paul Rom. XIV. 10, 11. We ſhall all ſtand before the judgement ſeate of Chriſt, ſaith he; For it is written; As I live ſaith the Lord, unto me ſhall every knee  [...]ow, and every tongue give praiſe to God. Which, any man may ſee, is ſaid of God, by his Prophet, Iſa. XLV. 23. And therefore I marvaile, it ſhould ſeem ſtrange, that the ſame perſon ſhould be called the great God and our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, Titus II. 20. when the appearance there mentioned is not the appearance of the Father, but of Chriſt, who ſhall appear judge at the laſt day, though he have from the Father the glory wherein he ſhall ap­pear.
Againe, when he ſaith, 1 Cor. II. 8. Had they known, they would not have crucified the Lord of Glory: It is manifeſt, that he aſcribes unto Chriſt, the title of the onely true and great God in Pſal. XXIV. 7, 8, 9, 10. So the Apoſtle Heb. I. 10. affirming that to be ſaid of Chriſt, which we read, Pſal. CII. 25, 26, 27. Thou Lord in the beginning haſt laid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the work of thine hands: They ſhall periſh, but thou ſhalt indure; They all ſhall wax old as doth a garment: And as a veſture ſhalt thou fold them up, and they ſhall be changed, but thou art the ſame, and thy years ſhall never fail. For, whereas they grant, that the end is of Chriſt, where he ſpeakes of ending the world at his coming to judgement: But not the begin­ning, where he ſpeaks of making the world, becauſe there he is called by the proper name of God; I call all the world to witneſſe▪ what there is in the words to argue, that he ſpeakes not ſtill of the ſame perſon, of whom he began to ſpeak. What will they not do to rack the Scriptures, and force them to ſay what they never meant, that are not aſhamed to advance pretenſes, in which there is ſo little appearance, rather then confeſſe what all the Church of Chriſt maintaineth? So, when the Prophet ſayes, Mal. III. 3. Behold I ſend my meſſenger, and he ſhall ſweepe the way before thee, and ſuddenly ſhall the Lord, whom ye ſeek, come to his Temple: It is ſo manifeſt, that he aſcribes the title of the onely true God to the Meſſias▪ that Grotius, who is ſo much carried away with the Socinians expoſition of divers texts in this point, could not for­bear to ſay, that the hypoſtaticall union is ſignified by this: And therefore it is manifeſt, what Lordſhip we are to underſtand, where Zachary ſaith to the Baptiſt his Sonne; Thou ſhalt go before the face of the Lord to prepare his wayes, Luke I. 46.
So when the Prophet David ſaith of the Meſſias, Pſal. CX. 1. The Lord ſaid to my Lord, ſit thou on my right hand, untill I make thine enemies thy footſtool: And the Apoſtle inferreth upon it, Heb. I. 13. To which of the Angels ſaid he ever; Sit thou at my right hand, untill I make thine enemies thy footſtoole? He remitts us, for his meaning, to that which he had premiſed there of Chriſt. Heb. I. 3. that having merited by himſelf the cleanſing of our ſinnes, he ſate down on the Throne of Majeſty in the higheſt heavens. And againe, Heb. VIII. 1. We have ſuch an high Prieſt, as is ſet down on the right hand of the Throne of Ma­jeſty in the heavens. For, the Majeſty of God, being preſented in the Scri­pture, by that which is moſt glorious upon earth, of a King upon his Throne, as king of heaven and earth, whoſe commands all the Angels ſtand about the [Page] Throne ready to execute; To ſeat our Lord Chriſt upon the ſame Throne, is to commit the higheſt degree of treaſon againſt the Majeſty of God, by chal­lenging for him the honour due to God alone, if he be not the ſame God, on whoſe behalfe thoſe words challenge it. Ask any Jew, that hath learned God from the Old Teſtament, what  [...], The Thron of Glory, is, or ra­ther, what he is that ſits on it, and ſee if he do not refuſe our Lord Chriſt that priviledge, becauſe he muſt allow him to be the onely true God, if he do not
But, why ſhould I be troubled to fit him with the title of the onely true God, wo expreſſely challenges to be eſteemed aequall to God. John V. 21, 22, 23. For, as the Father raiſeth and quickneth the dead, ſo alſo doth the Sonne quicken whom he pleaſe. For neither doth the Father judge any man, but hath given all judgement to the Sonne, that all may honour the Sonne as they honour the Father; He that honoureth not the Sonne honoureth not the Father that ſent him. Which is as much as if he had ſaid, he that honoureth not the Sonne as he honoureth the Father; having ſaid afore; That all may honour the Sonne, as they honour the Father. As for that anſwer of his, John X. 32-36. The Jewes anſwered him ſaying; For a good work we ſtone thee not, but for blaſphemy, and becauſe thou being man makeſt thy ſelf God. Jeſus anſwered them; Is it not written in your Law, I have ſaid ye are Gods? If he called them Gods, to whom the Word▪ of God came, and the Scripture cannot be voided; Tell you him whom the Fa­ther hath ſanctified, and ſent into the world, thou blaſphemeſt, becauſe I ſaid I am the Sonne of God? Where, they ſay, it is manifeſt, that he challengeth not the title of God properly, but as it is communicated to creatures, as here to the Judges of Iſrael. It is to be granted, that our Lord here imployes that which S. Chryſoſtome often calles  [...], that is, good husbandry or ſparing [...]eſſe in his language; Expreſſing in more reſerved terms, that which he intends not to renounce. For, ſeeing the Jewes ready to ſtone him for that which they underſtood by it, no marvaile if he abated his plea without quitting it, arguing from the leſſe, if they to whom the Word of God came are called Gods, much more he that is ſanctified and ſent into the World by the Father, may call him­ſelf ſo, and plead this reaſon too, without diſclaiming the property of the title, becauſe of that which immediately followes; If I do not the works of my Fa­ther believe me not. But if I do them though you believe not me, believe the workes: That ye may know and believe, that the Father is in me, and I in him. Where, it is plaine, he holds up his claime, by pleading the evidence of it. As for that of S. Paul Phil. II. 6-11. Let the ſame minde be in you as in Chriſt Jeſus: who, being in the form of God, made it not an occaſion of pride, (or, of ad­vantage) that he was equal with God: But emptied himſelf, having taken the form of a ſervant, and become in the likeneſſe of men: And being found in figure as a man, humbled himſelf, becoming obedient to death▪ even the death of the Croſſe. Wherefore God alſo hath overexalted him, and given him the name that is above every name: That at the name of Jeſus every knee ſhould bow, both of things in heaven, and upon the earth, and under the earth, and every tongue confeſſe, that J. Chriſt is the Lord to the glory of God the Father. Here I admit with Gro­tius, the ſpeech to be of Chriſt incarnate, that the man Jeſus is ſaid to have emptied himſelf, and taken the form of a ſlave, becoming obedient to death. For, this man it is, who, when he ſo emptied himſelf, was preſently in the form of God, of which he emptied himſelf, thinking it no occaſion of pride (ſo I allow him to tranſlate it, though ſome words of Euſebius make me think it more properly tranſlated advantage) that he was  [...]qual to God; but, conde­ſcending ſo far to diſſemble what he was, as to be crucified. But ſuppoſing this, I demand, how came Jeſus to be in this forme of God, before he humbled himſelf, and wherein it conſiſted? For, if they ſay, that, in conſideration of his undertaking the meſſage of God, (when, being thirty years old, he was taken up to heaven, as they ſay) he was exalted to it, then can they not ſay that he was indowed with it from his birth, as being conceived by the H. Ghoſt. But if as S. Paul ſaies, he was ſo, when he emptied himſelf of it, then it is to be demanded, by virtue of what [Page] he was ſo; For, by virtue of being conceived by the H. Ghoſt, and born of a Vir­gin, according to them, he will no more be ſo, then the firſt Adam, being formed of Virgin earth, and the breath of God breathed in him. But if, by virtue of the power and glory of God, that is, of God dwelling in him, according to Grotius, then by virtue of the hypoſtatical union, which afore, you ſaw, he confeſſeth. But the name above every name, at which all things in heaven and earth and under the earth bow, importing the honour that is proper to God, which no man can give to any creature without making it God, though given to the man Jeſus, yet ſignifies, the reaſon for which it is given to ſtand in the Godhead, that is communicated to his manhood; And that alwaies due ſince he was man, though not declared to be due, nor publiſhed to the world while he was in it, till he was overexalted to it, upon his riſing againe, and the holy Ghoſt ſent to inable his Apoſtles to preach it.

CHAP. XV. Not onely the Church but the World was made by Chriſt. The Word was made fleſh in oppoſition to the Spirit. How the Prophets, how Chriſtians, by receiving the Word of God, are poſſeſſed by his Spirit. How the title of Sonne of God importeth the Godhead. How Chriſt is the brightneſſe and Image of God.
THis is the next argument, which the next words of S. John point out to us, when he ſaith; All things were made by him, and without him was nothing made. Which, becauſe they are peremptory in this cauſe, ſo long as they are underſtood as all Chriſtians have hitherto underſtood them; (That the World was made by that word of God which, we believe to have been incarnate in our Lord Chriſt) Socinus hath playd one of his Maſteerpeeces upon them, to per­ſwade us to believe, that they mean no more, but that our Lord Chriſt is the Au­thor of the Goſpell, whereby Chriſtians are, as it were, new made, and created a Church; Seeing it is manifeſt that the Prophets do often deſcribe the delive­rances and reſtorings of Gods people, by comparing them to the making of a new World, with a new Sun and Moon and Stars, and all Creatures new. But when rhey do ſo, it is firſt underſtood, that they ſpeak as Prophets, for whom it is proper to expreſs things to come in figurative ſpeeches, becauſe it is not the intent of Gods Spirit, that the particulars ſignified ſhould be plain afore­hand, that the dependance of Gods people upon him and his word may be free▪ Then, by the conſequence of the Propheſies, compared with the events, argument enough is to be had, that theſe ſpeeches are not properly but figuratively meant. As for example, when the Prophet Eſay ſaith; Behold I make a new Heaven and a new Earth; In that very addition, of new, there is argument e­nough to conclude, that he ſpeaks by a propheticall figure, which if a man read on, he ſhall find ſtill more to conclude. But had he ſayd; Behold I make Hea­ven and Earth; Either we muſt underſtand make, for have made, or that he means to make indeed ſuch as theſe are: And that, ſuppoſing theſe deſtroyed; In aſmuch as, theſe abiding, thoſe that might be made, could not be called Heaven and Earth, but a Heaven, and an Earth. Now, in theſe words, there is no­thing added to intimate any abatement in the proper ſignification of all things: And therefore S. John, ſpeaking in ſuch terms, as he that writeth dogmatically would be thought ſo to uſe, as not to be miſtaken, muſt needs be underſtood to mean, that the World was made at firſt by Gods word, which, by and by he will tell us that it was incarnate. Eſpecially, that we may not make him to ſpend words to tell Chriſtians ſuch a ſecret as this; That Chriſt is the firſt Au­thor of the Goſpel, and Founder of his Church, which they that believe not might know by ſeeing Chriſtians ſpring from his Doctrine. Neither is that [Page] which followes any thing leſs clear; He was in the World, and the World was made by him, and the World knew him not. Though Socinus hath uſed his skill to darken it with a ſtrange deviſe of three ſenſes of this one word World, in this one ſentence; which he conceives will be an elegant expreſſion, if we under­ſtand the World, when it is ſayd, He was in the World, to ſignifie his new peo­ple: when it is ſayd; The World was made by him; The Church, that is, all Chriſtians: When it is ſayd; The World knew him not; the unbelievers. And truly I believe, moſt Languages will juſtifie, the people among whom a man lives, to be called the World. The ordinary French ſayes; Il y a beaucoup de monde d [...]ns ceſte ville. There is a great deal of World in this Town; word for word: But that, in the two clauſes following, the World ſhould ſtand, firſt for Believers, then for unbelievers; is ſuch a figure, without any thing added to give occaſion ſo to underſtand it, as nothing can be added to make it paſſable, though ſomething might be added to make it to be underſtood. Beſides, conſi­der what followes; He came to his own, and his own received him not. For, are the Jewes his own people onely becauſe he was of that people? Are the Jewes no otherwiſe his own then the Engliſh may be called mine own, becauſe being Engliſh, I bring that which here I have written to the Engliſh? Surely S. John meant to aggravate their fault more, then by charging them to have refuſed a Countryman of their own: To wit, him that had made them, and whoſe they were upon that ſcore. Conſider what went before; This is that true Light that lighteth every man that comes into the World. For, unleſs we underſtand this to be every man that comes into the Church (which will be to deny that Chriſt gives any light to unbelievers, at leaſt to be ſignified by theſe words, and to make them import no more then the ſame great ſecret, that Chriſt is the Author of Chriſtians) we muſt underſtand by it, (as the truth requires it to be underſtood) That our Lord came into the world becauſe he came to live a­mong that people, called the world, by that moſt ordinary figure of ſpeech, that is called  [...]; That the World ſo properly called (and therefore all that it containeth, that is, the World  [...] ſo called, to wit that peo­ple) was made by him; and that nevertheleſſe, this world, being the body of that people, knew him not, that is owned him not being his own, as all people are whom he enlightneth.
And what meanes the Apoſtle when he ſaies of the Sonne Heb. I. 2, 3. Whom he made heir of all things, by whom alſo he made the Worlds. And; Who beareth or moveth all things with his powerfull word. For, if any man attempt to apply the ſame ſalve to this wound alſo, what will he have theſe worlds to be, but thoſe of which he ſaith againe, Heb. XI. 5. By faith we underſtand that the worlds were made by the Word of God: To wit, the world of inviſible things, and this viſible world, which, by the Jewes writings we underſtand, that their anceſtors were wont co call this world, and the world to come, becauſe they ex­pected to live in it after this; Whereupon the ſame Apoſtle ſaith againe, Heb. II. 5. For he hath not ſubjected the world to come to Angels; meaning the in­viſible world of Angels, which to us is to come. As for that which follow­eth, whether he ſuſtaine or whether he move all things by his word, ſeeing it is his word that does it, the ſame is Gods Word that made all things, called his word alſo, becauſe incarnate. And what is it leſſe for him to move all things, then that which S. Paul ſaith of God, Acts XVII. 28. that in him we live move and have our being?
And S. Paul Col. I. 16. For in him (or rather through him) were all things created that are in heaven▪ and that are on earth, viſible things and inviſible, whe­ther dominions, or magiſtrates, or powers, all things were created by him and to him. For what hath Chriſt done for the angels, that he ſhould be ſaid to have made them? ſuppoſe the redemption and reconcilement of mankinde make a new world with us, is the reconciling of the Angel to us by reconciling of us to himſelf, the making of them, as it is the new making of us? Is the making of him head of them the making of them? If it be, it is not he that made them, ſeeing it is the Father that made him head of them. But what ſhall become of [Page] all viſible things, beſides man, which are ſaid here to have been created by Chriſt, and cannot be made anew? Therefore, it is the whole world that S. Paul meanes was firſt made, not men and Angels that he meanes were reſtored by Chriſt. And when he ſaies they were made by him and to him, that is, for him, he barres that ſnare, which ſome put upon the Apoſtles words, when he ſaies, By whom alſo he made the worlds; To wit, that he meanes, for him he made the worlds; according to a common ſaying among the Jews, which they think he points at; That the world was made for the Meſſias. I ſee that  [...] ſignifies ſometimes  [...], both ſerving to ſignify a meane, which belongs ſtill to the ef­fective cauſe. As when it is ſaid that all things ſubſiſt  [...], Apoc. IV. 11. that the martyres overcome  [...], Apoc. XII. 11. that the falſe Prophet deceives,  [...], Apoc. XIII. 14. It is all one whether we underſtand, For the will of God; For the blood of the Lamb, and the word which they witneſſe; For the ſignes which were granted him to do; Or, by and through the ſame: becauſe both import a mean effective cauſe. But that  [...] ſhould ſignify  [...] for the final cauſe, is that which no Greek will indure. And in this place, S. Paul, having ſaid that all things were made  [...], through him, and to him, that is, for him; Leaves no room to underſtand any thing elſe by theſe words. But there is a further reaſon in the caſe, and theme which S. Paul ſpeaks to, whereby it is evident, that he challengeth the making of all things to Chriſt, becauſe he challengeth to him that worſhip, which the Hereticks, whom he writes againſt, tendred to Angels, as thoſe by whom the World was made; Which, I ſhewed before, was the doctrine of Simon Magus and Cerin­thus, both in the Apoſtles times, and inferreth the abſtinence from Gods crea­tures, as proceeding from another principle, from which alſo Moſes Law came according to their doctrine; the obſervation whereof they therefore preſſed, not as Moſes had delivered it, but as it was revealed to them by the ſaid An­gels; from whom, Tertulliane ſaith, they pretended to have received thoſe do­ctrines, which they impoſed upon the Colloſſians, though according to the Law of Moſes. And this is the ground of thoſe things which S. Paul diſ­courſes, as well againſt legall obſervations, as againſt the worſhip of angels, Col. II. 16.—which, if you will ſurvay what Crotius hath noted upon that place, and upon 1 Tim. IV. 1-5. you ſhall finde to be directly oppoſed to the doctrines of thoſe Hereſies, which had their beginning even during the Apo­ſtles times. So that, the reaſon why he ſaith, that They hold not the head, from whom the whole body, furniſhed and compacted by joints and bands, groweth the growth of God, Col. II. 19. is becauſe they would not have the Angels and the World to be his work, which therefore S. Paul muſt be underſtood to oppoſe. And truly when they grant, the paſſage of the Pſalme noted by the Apoſtle, and repeated before, Heb. I. 10. Thou Lord in the beginning haſt laid the foun­dation of the earth—to belong to Chriſt, where it ſpeaketh of changing the world, but to God, where it ſpeakes of making the world; (there being no difference imaginable, between the making and the changing of it) what reaſon can be imagined, why all, and the proper name of God with all, ſhould not be ſaid of Chriſt? Thus much at leaſt, our Lord not onely ſayes but argues, John V. 19 That God hath given him ſuch workes to do as himſelf doth, (to raiſe the dead, for example, and to judge both quick and dead) that all men might ho­nour him, as they do the Father; which is neither more nor leſſe, then, to eſteem him neither more nor leſſe. And in the place afore named, reſuming and re­inferring his claime of being equall to God, which, to divert the fury of the Jewes, he had ſeemed a little to wave, John X. 37, 38. If I do not the works of my Father believe me not▪ but if I do them, though ye believe not me, believe the workes; That you may know that my Father is in me and I in him. Where you may ſee that, by the miracles, which our Saviour ſhewed them, having obliged them to believe that he was a Prophet come from God, and by conſequence that whatſoever he came to teach them is true; By the works which he fore­told, of his ſitting down at the right hand of God, ſending the H. Ghoſt, calling [Page] the Gentiles, raiſing the dead, and judging both quick and dead, he obligeth thoſe that believe him to be Chriſt, to believe him to be God, being ſuch things as none but God can do.
Now when S. John ſaies further; And the Word was made fleſh, and dwelt amongſt us; And we ſaw his glory as the glory of the only begotten ſon of God, full of grace and truth; It is not to be denied, that the name of fleſh intimateh the weak­neſſe of that meane eſtate, in the which it pleaſed Chriſt to come: But that implying this, it ſhould not expreſſe his being man, is a thing which the bare name of fleſh will not indure; The people of God onely being acquainted with ſpirituall and inviſible ſubſtances, in oppoſition to which, man being call­ed fleſh, (or, fleſh and blood) the weakneſſe of his nature muſt, by conſequence be implied, the nature it ſelf being directly underſtood and expreſſed. Wherefore when the Apoſtle ſaith John IV. 2, 3. Every Spirit that acknowledgeth Jeſus who is come in the fleſh, to be Chriſt, is of God. And every ſpirit that acknow­ledgeth not Jeſus Chriſt that is come in the fleſh, to be Chriſt, is not of God; It is manifeſt, that he ſpeakes of thoſe hereſies, which would have the Chriſt to be ſomething elſe then the man Jeſus, belonging to the fullneſſe of the Godhead, whether it came upon the man Jeſus to leave him againe (according to Cerin­thus, during the time of the Apoſtles, and Valentine, and others afterwards) or, whether it never appeared in the perſon of a man in the World: For, I have made it manifeſt before, that theſe were the Doctrines, of thoſe Haereſies, wher­of he gives them warning. Beſides, we muſt here recall all the reaſons that have been uſed, to ſhew, that S. John in the premiſes, ſpeaks of the ſtate of the Word before the birth of our Lord, and not before his appearing to Preach: By which it will appear, that we ſhall not need to diſpute with Socinus, a­bout the ſignification of the word  [...], whether it may at any time, or whether here it may, or muſt ſignifie was, or became: The conſequence of the Text neceſſarily inferring, that, when S. John ſayes,  [...]; his meaning is not, that this Word was a mean man, but, that the Word became man, which it was not afore. And therefore, for S. Johns meaning, we muſt look to the oppoſition between the Fleſh and the Spirit, ſo often expreſſed and ſig­nified to be in our Lord Chriſt, by the Apoſtles. S. Paul ſpeaking of the Fa­thers, Rom. IX. 5. Of whom, ſayth he, is Chriſt according to the fleſh, who is God bleſſed for evermore: Intimating that he is another way according to the Spirit. That way he expreſſeth, Rom. I. 3. ſaying that Chriſt who came of the Seed of David according to the fleſh, is decla [...]ed, (or as the Syriack tranſlates it, known to he) the Son of God according to the Spirit of Holineſſe, by riſing from the dead. Whereupon another Apoſtle ſayes, 1 Pet. III. 18. that he was put to death in the fleſh, but quickned in or by the Spirit. Or as S Paul again, 2 Cor. XIII. 4. Cru­cified out of weakneſs, but alive out of the power of God. For in all theſe ſpee­ches, as the fleſh, and the weakneſs thereof ſignifies the manhood, ſo the Spirit the Godhead. For, in the Goſpells, ſometimes he profeſſeth to do miracles, and caſt out Devils by the power of God; ſometimes by the Holy Ghoſt, Mar. VI. 5. IX. 39. Luke IV. 36. V. 17. VI. 19. Where we hear what the Sinne againſt the Holy Ghoſt in the Goſpell is; Namely, for thoſe that ſtood ſo plentifully con­vict, that theſe works were done by the power of God in him; to ſay, that they were done by the Prince of Devils. For, vvhen the Baptiſt ſayth, John III. 34. He whom God hath ſent ſpeaketh the words of God: For God giveth him not the Spirit by meaſure; He maketh the difference plain enough, between the fulneſs of the Spirit dwelling in Chriſt (vvhich is the Godhead of the Word incarnate, never to be parted from the Manhood of Chriſt) and, that mea­ſure of it by vvhich the Prophets ſpake, for the time that they vvere inſpired. As S. Paul ſayes of the Church, that grace is given it, according to the meaſure of Chriſts gift, Epheſ. IV. 7. Wherefore the Apoſtle, having obſerved afore, that Melchiſedeck is called a Prieſt, not according to the commandment of a carnall Law, but according to the virtue of indiſſoluble Life, Heb. VII. 16., thus proceed­eth Heb. IX. 13, 14. For if the blood of Bulls and Goats, and the aſhes of an Heifer ſprinkled, ſanctify the polluted to the purifying of the fleſh; how much more ſhall [Page]the blood of Chriſt, who, through the everlaſting ſpirit offered himſelf to God blame­leſſe, cleanſe our conſcience from dead works, to ſerve the living God? For, though the Soul of Chriſt raiſed from the dead have immortality, which is life indiſſolu­able, yet it hath not the virtue of it, which is to be aſcribed to the Spirit, which raiſed him from the dead as vvell as us▪ according to S. Paul, Rom. VIII. 10. 11. If Chriſt be in you, though the body be dead, becauſe of ſin, yet the Spirit is life becauſe of righteouſneſs. But if the Spirit of him that raiſed up Jeſus from the dead dwell in you, he that raiſed Ieſus from the dead ſhall quicken your mortall bodies alſo, through his Spirit that dwelleth in you. And whether the cleanſing of ſin can be aſcribed to any gift beſtowed upon the humane Soule of Chriſt, as here they vvould have it aſcribed to the immortality thereof, let all the World judge. I deny not indeed, that Chriſt offers the Sacrifice of himſelf to the Father, in the Heaven of Heavens, as the Prieſt offered him the blood of thoſe Sacrifices which were burnt without the Camp, in that Holy of Ho­lies: But, if I ſhould deny, that he offered himſelf to God vvhen he vvas cru­cified, I might as vvell deny that the Prieſts offered therein Sacrifices to God, when they killed them at the Altar, and burnt them upon it. So manifeſt, ſo certain it is, that the eternall Spirit, by virtue whereof the blood of Chriſt, being offered, cleanſeth ſin, was in Chriſt before his riſing again.
And this is that which S. Paul ſaith, 1 Tim. III. 16. And without crontroverſie, Great is the myſtery of Godlineſs; God was manifeſted in the Fleſh, juſtified in the Spirit, preached to the Gentiles, ſeen of Angels, believed of the World, taken up into Glory. It is ſayd indeed, that the Syriack, the Vulgar Latine the Arabick, and the Commentaries under S. Ambroſe his name, all want  [...] here, and underſtand S. Paul to ſpeak of the Goſpel all the while; And that, the Goſpel being ſayd to be preached, before it is ſayd to be taken up into Glory,  [...] muſt be no more, then, that it is ex­alted and glorified. As if the order of the words did inforce, that which is firſt ſayd to have been firſt done, or as if  [...], or  [...] did not ſig­nifie the taking of him up to God, but the making of the Goſpel famous. Such violence will a prejudicate ſuppoſition offer even to Gods words, rather then to quit an argument. For, to what ſenſe can the Goſpel be ſayd to be manife­ſted in the fleſh, becauſe preached by the man Chriſt? And, ſuppoſe it may be ſayd to be juſtified by the Spirit, (as Wiſdome is juſtified by the Children of Wiſ­dome, Mat. XI. 9. Luke VII. 35.) how much more proper is it to underſtand, that God, who appeared in the fleſh, ſhould be ſayd to be juſtified, ſo to be, in or by the Spirit, the Works whereof ſhewed him ſo to be, as afore? Neither ſhall we need to make any greater doubt of the reading of thoſe vvords of S. Paul, Acts XX. 28. Look therefore to your ſelves, and to the whole Flock, ever which the Holy Ghoſt hath made you Biſhops, to feed the Church of God which he hath gotten with his blood. Though the written Copy at S. James, and the Sy­riack read here  [...], inſtead of  [...]: Becauſe, that the Church over which the Holy Ghoſt makes Biſhops, it bought with the blood of Chriſt, is the ſame with that of the Apoſtle afore, that the blood of Chriſt; offered by the eternall Spirit, cleanſeth ſin. Neither is it ſo eaſie to avoyd the words of the Apoſtle▪ Heb. XI. 16. as ſome imagine, For he took not Angels, but the Seed of Abraham he took. Suppoſe  [...] be to challenge, which is done by laying hands on that which we challenge: Is the ground therefore void, upon which he challenges theſe to life as his own, that through feare of death were in bondage? does not the whole Epiſtle argue, that this is done by the offering of our fleſh? ſaith he not expreſly, that it behoved him to become like his Brethren in all things, and that he is not aſhamed to call them Brethren, becauſe he that ſanctifieth, and thoſe who are ſanctified are all of one. Heb. XI. 11. 14. 17. does Chriſt vindicate man­kind, or the Seed of Abraham? For, though this is written to the Hebrews a­lone, yet it was written at ſuch time as all chriſtians underſtood, that it belongs no leſs to the Gentiles. Wherfore it is manifeſt that the word  [...], (wch might ſeem to ſignifie, Chriſts challenging mankind, or vindicating them into freedome from death, as well here, as elſwhere) is reſtrained by the Text and [Page] conſequence of the Apoſtles diſcourſe, to ſignifie the aſſuming of mans nature, by the means whereof, he won mankind into freedome, and maintains it in the ſame.
In fine, when the Apoſtle ſayth, 1 Pet. I. 11. That the ancient Prophets did ſearch, againſt what, or what manner of time, the Spirit of Chriſt that was in them did declare and profeſs the ſufferings to come upon Chriſt, and the glories fol­lowing the ſame; He ſheweth plainly, that the ſame Spirit, by which they ſpake by fits, dwelt in the fleſh of Chriſt for ever, having once aſſumed it: Of which Spirit the Evangeliſt ſayth, Marke XI. 8. That Jeſus knew by the Spirit how the Phariſes reaſoned of him within themſelves. For, as I ſayd afore, that when it is ſayd in the Old Teſtament, that the word of God came to this or that Prophet, an Angel appeared unto him, ſpeaking in the perſon of God, vvho vvas therefore vvorſhiped as God, becauſe the Word of God (for vvhich be­ing incarnate, our Lord Jeſus is for ever to be Worſhiped as God) vvas in that Angel at the preſent for that Service; So I muſt further note here, that, upon ſuch Word of God coming to a Prophet, he became inſpired, that is poſſeſſed, and acted by the Spirit of God, for the time of that Service, vvhich God, by ſuch a meſſage imployed him about. Not that all Prophets did receive ſuch Word, by ſuch meſſage from God, before they ſpake thoſe things, which, we believe ſtill they ſpake by the Spirit of God. For, there is a great deal of ap­pearance in the Scripture, for that which the Jewes doctors deliver unto us, Abarbanel by name, (alleging Maimoni for his ſaying) upon Numb. XI. that there are inferior degrees of Propheſie, which comes not by apparitions, in which a man ſaw one that ſpake to him in Gods Name; but ſometimes meerly by inſpiration of Gods Spirit, inwardly moving either to act, or to ſpeak as God moved. So it is often ſaid, that the Spirit of God came upon, paſſed upon, inveſted either Judges or Prophets, Judg. III. 10. XI. 29. XIV. 6, 19. 1 Sam. X. 6, 10. Judg. VI. 34. 1 Chron. XII. 18. XXIV. 20. whereupon, it is to be acknowledged that thoſe Judges were alſo Prophets, from Joſhua the ſucceſſor of Moſes, to whom that promiſe of God Deut. XVIII. 18.—ſeems to belong in the firſt place. Nor is it therefore requiſite, that I diſpute here, by what meanes, theſe Prophets were all aſſured, that it was Gods Spirit, not an evil Spirit which moved them either to act or ſpeak; Much leſſe, how they were inabled to aſſure others of it. Thus much we ſee in the caſe of Balaam (who by ſacrifices to devils hoped to obtaine of them a commiſſion to curſe Gods people) that when he went to meet his familiars to that purpoſe, and was met with by God, he knew God ſo well, and his meſſage, that he durſt not but do it. I ſhewed you afore, that thoſe Angels, by whom God ſpake to the Prophets in the Old Teſtament, did not alwaies ſpeak in the perſon of God; and, that in the New Teſtament the Word of God, having once aſſumed the fleſh of Chriſt though we read of divers apparitions of Angels, yet we never read that the Angel who ſpeakes in Gods Name is called God, or honoured as God. As for thoſe Prophets which we read of in the Churches under the Apoſtles, 1 Cor. XII. 10, 28, 29. XIV. 29, 32, 37. Epheſ. III. 5. IV. 11. as it is neceſſary to underſtand, that their Graces were inferior to the Graces of the Apoſtles, that it may be true which S. Paul ſaith, 1 Cor. XIV. 32. The Spirits of the Prophets are ſubject to the Prophets; So can there be no reaſon to doubt, that they were of that inferior ſort of Prophets that ſpake by the meer inſpiration of Gods Spirit, without aparition of any Angel ſpeaking to them, either aſleep or awake, either in the name onely, or further in the perſon alſo of God. When therefore the Angel Gabriel appeared to the bleſſed Virgine, ſaying; Luke II. 35. The holy Ghoſt ſhall come upon thee, and the moſt high ſhall overſha­dow thee; And therefore, the holy thing that is born, ſhall be called the Sonne of God. We are to underſtand that the holy Ghoſt (who upon the Word of God delivered to a Prophet, poſſeſſed his ſoul for a time, till he had de­livered Gods Word to them to whom it was ſent) upon this meſſage poſſeſ­ſing the fleſh of the bleſſed Virgine, made it a tabernacle for the Word of God alwayes to dwell in, in which Word, the Spirit of God alwaies dwelt: [Page] For ſo the difference holds between our Lord Chriſt, in whom dwells the fullneſſe of his Spirit, and his ſervants, that have each of them his meaſure of it, If we underſtand the word incarnate to have in it reſident the power of Gods Spirit, by which our Lord Chriſt proved himſelf the ſonne of God; (in particular, as S. Paul ſaith, by riſing from the dead, by the Spirit of holyneſſe) But the ſervants of God, to whom this word came, to be poſſeſſed and acted by the ſame Spirit onely, while they were charged with the Word of God, that is with their meſſage. Neither ſeems it more difficult to underſtand how Chri­ſtians are poſſeſſed of Gods Spirit by the generall Promiſe of the Covenant of Grace, when the aſſiſtance of God is, by Gods appointment, aſſured them to all ſuch purpoſes, as the common profeſſion of Chriſtianity re­quires.
This is the reaſon of the alliance which the Scriptures expreſſe, between the Word and Spirit of God in our Lord Chriſt; in regard whereof, I have thought requiſite to referre thoſe Scriptures which ſpeak of the Spirit of God in our Lord Chriſt, to the grace of union, rather then to the grace of unction, as the Schoole diſtinguiſheth; that is to ſay, rather to the Godhead of the Word dwelling in the fleſh of Chriſt, (containing alwayes and implying the Spirit) then to thoſe graces parted out upon his ſoule which I neither doubt of, nor that they are expreſſed in diverſe paſſages of the Scriptures. And this is the rea­ſon why the very name of the Spirit is attributed to the word incarnate, in divers paſſages of the moſt ancient Church-Writers, which Grotius hath carefully col­lected, upon the foreſaid text of Marke II. 8. And the poſition of Cerinthus is very remarkable, that, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt being born as other men of Jo­ſeph and Mary, at his baptiſme, the holy Ghoſt (that is Chriſt) ſaith he, came down upon him, in the ſhape of a dove, revealing the unknown Father to him and to his followers, and that by this his Power, coming upon him from above, he did miracles. And that when he had ſuffered, that which came from above flew up againe from Jeſus. So that Jeſus ſuffered and roſe againe, but Chriſt that came upon him from above, which is that which came down in the ſhape of a dove, flew up againe without ſuffering: So that Jeſus is not Chriſt. For, hereby, as it is manifeſt, that they hold with the Church, that Chriſt is God (aſ­ſuring us thereby that it was the originall faith of the Church) ſo they ſhew that the overſhadowing of the bleſſed Virgine by the holy Ghoſt imports the incarnation of the Godhead, to them who believe it, as the coming down of the holy Ghoſt at the Baptiſme, imports the dwelling of Gods Spirit in Chriſt till his ſuffering, to Cerinthus. And the ſame Epiphanius, telling us of the Ebi­onites, that ſometimes they contradict themſelves; Otherwhiles, ſaith he, they ſay otherwiſe; that the Spirit of God, which is Chriſt, came upon, and inveſted the man that is called Jeſus. I will give you here, if you pleaſe, that which goes before in Epiphanius: Some of them ſay, ſaith he, that Chriſt is that Adam, that was framed firſt, and inſpired with the breath of God. Others of them ſay, that he is from above, and was made before all things, being a Spirit, (or the Spirit) and above the Angels, and ruleth all things, and that he is cal­led Chriſt, and hath inherited that world, and cometh hither when he pleaſeth: As he came in Adam, and appeared to the Patriarchs, putting on a body, com­ing to Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob. The ſame ſay he came theſe laſt dayes, putting on the ſame body of Adam, and appeared a man, and was crucified, and roſe, and aſcended againe. Here you ſee, that, borrowing from the Scriptures the cor­reſpondence between the firſt and the ſecond Adam, they force upon it their own fable, that both was one. You ſee alſo by the ſame reaſon, that, their relati­on of Chriſts appearing to the Patriarches, (as in our fleſh afterwards) though corrupted by them, is nevertheleſſe borrowed from the Tradition the Church. In fine you ſee, that the rule of all things, the inheritance of the world, and the principality of Angels, and the Spirit that is called Chriſt, here mentioned, argues, that the faith of the Church, which they corrupted by denying theſe attributes to the man Jeſus, attributed the ſame things, [Page] to him, which, they denying, were therefore excluded out of the Church.
When S. John proceedeth, ſaying; We ſaw his glory as the glory of the onely begotten Sonne of God; he refers to that which went afore; he dwelt among us. Now, ſeeing it is ſo ordinary for the Jewes, to call the majeſty of God dwell­ing among men  [...], which is the very word that S. John uſes,  [...]; we are obliged thereby to underſtand, that, the majeſty of God dwelling a­mong us in the tabernacle of Chriſts fleſh bodily, (as figuratively it had done in the Tabernacle or Temple of the Jews) declared it ſelf, notwithſtanding, by thoſe glorious works which it wrought in his fleſh, to be what it was. For the title of Sonne of God is given in the Old Teſtament to the Angels firſt, and to the Meſſias, when David ſaith, Pſ. LXXXIX. 18. I will make him my firſt born, high­er then the Kings of the earth. Whereby it is evident, that this title in the Li­terall ſenſe belonged firſt to David: Of whom alſo, he that will maintaine the difference between the literall and the Spirituall ſenſe upon that ground which I ſetled before, muſt maintaine thoſe words of David, Pſal. II. 7. Thou art my Sonne, this day have I begotten thee; To be ſaid. Now I ſuppoſe, that thoſe who expected the Meſſias to come as a temporall Prince, to deliver the people of Iſrael from the yoke of their oppreſſors, into the free uſe of that Law which they had received from God, (as did not onely the reſt of the world when Chriſt came but even his own diſciples, before his riſing againe) could by no meanes be informed of that Spirituall kingdome, which, by the dwelling of the Word in our fleſh, was intended to be raiſed. Which if it be true, though they called the Meſſiah the Sonne of God, as well as the Sonne of David, yet is it impoſſible that they ſhould conceive the ſame ground for which he is ſo called, and by conſequence, underſtand the title in the ſame ſenſe, as we do. And this differ­ence of ſignification is neceſſary, even in the underſtanding of the Goſpel. For when the Centurion ſaith, at our Lords death; Mark XV. 39. Of a truth this man was the Sonne of God; It is not reaſonable to imagine, that he who dream­ed not at all of his riſing againe, but was a meer heathen, ſhould call him the Sonne of God in that ſenſe which we believe: But either as Heatheniſme al­lowed Sonnes of the Gods, as ſome thinke; or as, by converſing with the Jews, they had underſtood them to hold the Meſſias whom they expected to be the Sonne of God, as Prince raiſed by God. What ſhall we ſay then of the Apo­ſtles demand; Ʋnto which of the angels ſaid he at any time; Thou art my Sonne this day have I begotten thee? When we find the title of Sonnes of God, in the Old Teſtament, attributed to Angels, Surely it is neceſſary to have recourſe to that ſenſe, in the which it was then known, that Chriſtians attributed this title to our Lord; Still known by the honour, which then and now the Church tendereth him according to it. For, what will all that Socinus acknowledgeth availe to make good the Apoſtles aſſumption, when he ſaies that our Lord is the Sonne of God, becauſe conceived without man by the holy Ghoſt in the womb of a Virgine? Is this any more then Adam may challenge, for which he is called the Sonne of God, Luke III. 38? For the effective cauſe entereth not into the nature of that which it produceth: Neither importeth it any thing, to the ſtate of our Lord, that he was conceived of the holy Ghoſt, if we ſuppoſe nothing in him but a ſoul and a body, which thoſe that are born of man and woman have. How then is the title of the Sonne of God, incompetible to the Angels, which Adam thus farre challenges? If you look back upon the premiſes, there remaines no doubt, nor any way to eſcape it otherwiſe. The holy Ghoſt overſhadowing the bleſſed Virgine, not onely workes the concep­tion of a Sonne, but dwells for ever according to the fullneſſe of the Godhead, in the manhood ſo conceived, as, by the nature of the Godhead, planted in the Word, which then came to dwell in the manhood ſo conceived. Therefore that holy thing, which is borne of the Virgine, being called the Sonne of God, is made ſo much above the Angels, as the eſteem which this name imports is above any thing that is attributed to them in the Scriptures. Therefore is this Sonne of God honoured as God during his being upon earth, by them that were [Page] inſtructed to underſtand the effect of it, though, they that were not diſciples, but took it onely for a title of the Meſſias, which they knew he pretended to be, perhaps conceived not ſo much by it. Therefore, our Lord himſelf poſes the Phariſees, how they would have David to underſtand the Meſſias to be his Lord, whom they knew to be his Sonne, Mat. XXII. 42, 45. Mark▪ XII. 35, 37. Luke XX. 41, 44.
This is then that which S. Paul ſaith, Col. I. 19. For in him it pleaſed God that all the fullneſſe ſhould dwell. And Col. II. 9. 10. For in him dwelleth all the fullneſſe of the Godhead bodily. And, Ye are filled through him. Speaking of Chriſt. I ſhewed you before, that the hereſies of that time, ſome whereof it is manifeſt, were then ſeducing the Coloſſians, did all agree in preaching God the Father of all things to be unknown, together with all that belonged to the compleating of the Godhead, till they made him known. And all this contri­ved by the devil to ſubvert the Faith of Chriſt, by counterfeiting ſomething like it in ſound, like falſe coyne, to cozen the ſimple with. Whereas therefore S. Paul here ſaith, that the fullneſſe of the Godhead dwelleth bodily in Chriſt; And our Lord ſo often in S. Johns Goſpel, that the Father dwelleth in him, and he in the Father; And the fullneſſe of the holy Ghoſt dwelleth in the Word incar­nate, as I ſhewed even now; It is manifeſt that they laboured to introduce a counterfeit Fullneſſe of the Godhead, of their own deviſing, into that eſteem and worſhip, which the fullneſſe of the Godhead contained in the Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt preached by our Lord Chriſt, and his Apoſtles, challengeth. And therefore that, the fullneſſe of the Godhead challenged by S. Paul to dwell in the fleſh of Chriſt, muſt ſtand in oppoſition to that fullneſſe which theſe ſects worſhipped; Being challenged by S. Paul, as vindicating the Chriſtian Faith from that corruption wherewith theſe Sects pretended to adulterate it: And being challenged by thoſe Sects, (in oppoſition to S. Paul and the Chriſtian Faith which he vindicateth) to reſt in thoſe whom they ſeverally preached, not in the Sonne and holy Ghoſt together with the Father, as he maintaineth. For, when the fullneſſe of the Godhead is ſaid to dwell bodily in the Sonne, it is to be underſtood, that the holy Ghoſt alſo dwells in him without meaſure which with the Father makes up that fullneſſe that S. Paul underſtands, in op­poſition to thoſe which the hereſies preached. For, as it is plaine that the Valentinians worſhipped their thirty Aeones or, intellectual worlds, ſo it is certain, that the reſt of their Sects worſhipped that fullneſſe which they preach­ed. Nay thoſe that held the world to be made by Angels, that fell away from the fullneſſe, worſhipped alſo thoſe Angels, (which the Chriſtians call devils) as the heathen did, and all Magicians do, as all ages witneſſe. This alſo is the reaſon why S. Paul ſaith further, that the fullneſſe of the Godhead dwelleth in Chriſt bodily; becauſe in the Temple, and Sanctuary, and Ark of the Covenant and Sacrifices and Ceremonies of that people (all pledges of Gods preſence) it is certaine to Chriſtians, that the fullneſſe of the Godhead dwelt, as the body in the ſhadow, equally correſpondent to it. For ſo, I ſhewed you afore, that the ark of the Covenant, which in the XXIV. Pſalme is called the Lord of glo­ry, is by the Apoſtle ſaid to be our Lord Chriſt. But, this reaſon is imployed by S. Paul to make oppoſition againſt them, who pretended the Law to be gi­ven by thoſe Angels, the worſhip of whom, together with the obſervation of the Law, (or at leaſt of ſuch precepts thereof as they might pretend the ſaid Angels to have revealed to them) they undertook to revive, that, by this coun­terfeit Chriſtianity, they might avoid that perſecution which the Jewes, out of their zeal for the Law, brought upon true Chriſtians. For if it were the ful­neſſe of the Godhead which dwelt figuratively in the ark of the Covenant, as now bodily in the fleſh of Chriſt; then were not thoſe Angels authors of the Law, nor the obſervations thereof to be renewed together with the worſhip of thoſe Angels. And therefore it is not to be omitted, that when S. Paul addes; And ye are filled through him, who is the head of all principality and power: Through whom ye are alſo circumciſed with that circumciſion which is done with­out hands, by putting off the body of the ſins of the fleſh, through the circumciſion[Page]of Chriſt; He withdraweth them from the obſervations of the Law, by declaring, that the intent of them is fulfilled in good Chriſtians, from the fullneſſe of the Spirit, that is of the Godhead, that dwelt in Chriſt. Which is that which S. John intendeth when he ſaith; That we ſaw his glory, as of the onely begotten Son of God, full of grace and truth; That is to ſay; Of that grace which contained the truth of thoſe figures and ſhadows: As it followeth by and by; Of his ful­neſſe we all have received and grace for grace: Becauſe the Law was given by Moſes, but grace and peace came by Jeſus Chriſt. For, the Grace of the Goſ­pel of Chriſt, as it comes in ſtead of the grace of Moſes Law, and both from the fullneſſe of Chriſt, which, as I ſaid afore, was reſident for the time, in that Angel that delivered the Law to Moſes in Gods Name. In fine▪ ſo manifeſt are thoſe words, that Grotius himſelf (who otherwiſe in expounding this Epiſtle hath warped to the Socinians) could not forbear to avow, the bodily dwelling of the fullneſſe of the Godhead in Chriſt, to ſignify that, which the Church calls the hypoſtaticall union of the natures. Here I argue, that, when S. Paul ſaith, Phil. II. 6, 7. that our Lord being in the form of God, emptied himſelf ta­king the form of a ſlave; this emptineſſe, which he took, is directly oppoſed by S. Paul to that fullneſſe of the Godhead which he had, and diſſembled, by the emptineſſe of that ſtate which he aſſumed.
For here it is much to be obſerved, that as S. Paul affirmeth, the fullneſſe of the Godhead to dwell bodily in Chriſt, becauſe the holy Ghoſt is underſtood alwayes to be reſident in the Word incarnate; So by the ſame reaſon, the Fa­ther alſo is contained in the Sonne, as the Sonne in the Father likewiſe: God the Father being ſo called in the New Teſtament (where the Sonne is revealed) in reſpect of the Sonne who revealed it, and whom it revealeth. And that in oppoſition to that fullneſs, from which, each of the aforeſaid Sects pretended the Revelation of the Father, otherwiſe unknown. It is not therefore to be doubted, that our Lord, when he ſaies, as many times in the Goſpel he does, John X 38. For my works ſake believe, that the Father is in me and I in him. XIV. 7-11. If ye had known me, ye would have known my Father alſo: And henceforth ye know him and have ſeen him. Philip ſaith unto him, Lord ſhew us the Father and it ſhall ſuffice us. Jeſus ſaith to him; So long am I with you, and knoweſt thou not me? Philip, he that hath ſeen me hath ſeen the Father, and how ſayeſt thou, ſhew us the Father? Believeſt thou not that I am in the Father and the Father in me? the words that I ſpeak to you, I ſpeak not of my ſelf, but the Father that abideth in me, he doth the works. Believe me that I am in the Father, and the Father in me. If not: believe me for the very works ſake; I ſay it muſt not, it cannot be doubted that our Lord meanes by theſe words; not that he ſaid nothing, did nothing, but by commiſſion from God, which every Prophet could ſay, ſo farre as a Prophet; And, the Jews need not to have ta­ken up ſtones to throw at him, when he ſaid, John X. 10. I and the Father are one; had he meant no more, but, that it was his Fathers will which he decla­red: But, of neceſſity, theſe ſayings muſt import, that as the Word containeth the Holy Ghoſt, and is contained in it; So is the Son contained in the Father, and the Father in the Son who revealeth him; as the Gnoſticks hereupon took occaſion to pretend, that the unknown Father was contained in that Fulneſs, by which the ſeverall Sects of them pretended that he was made known. And therefore, when S. John ſaith; That the glory of our Lord was ſeen to be the glory of the onely begotten Son of God; though it be granted, that the title of onely begotten implyeth and inſinuateth by way of elegancy dearly beloved, becauſe every onely Son is ſo, (as you may ſee it ſhewd by teſti­monies both of the Scripturs and other writers in Grotius) yet if this be the rea­ſon of that elegance in the word, the ground of it therefore cannot be denied; And ſo the queſtion will have recourſe, why the only begotten Son; and, if not becauſe conceived by the Holy Ghoſt, then, becauſe in him dwelleth bodily the fulneſs of the Godhead. To which ſenſe, the words of the Apoſtle John I. 18. are very pertinent; No man hath ſeen God at any time: The onely begot­ten Son that is in the boſome of the Father he hath declared him. Hear Irenaeus [Page] II. 7. Irrationale eſt autem & impium adinvenire locum in quo ceſſat & finem habet qui eſt ſecundum eas Propater & Proarche, & omnium Pater, & hujus Pleromatis. N [...]c rurſus in ſinu Patris alterum quendam dicere tantam fabricaſſe creationem fas eſt, vel conſentiente vel non conſentiente. Now it is unreaſona­ble and impious to imagine any place, in which their Forefather and Forebegin­ning, the Father of all, and of this Fulneſs, ceaſeth and endeth. Nor is it lawfull again to ſay, that any other in the boſome of the Father, made this great creati­on, either with his conſent or without it. For here you ſee, that the Gnoſticks faigning, ſome Principle beſides the Father, but reſident in his boſome, to have made the World, are reproved by Irenaeus for adulterating the Chriſtian Faith, which, maintaining the Son to be in the boſome of the Father, ſignified him to be no ſtranger to the Father but, of his own nature. Whereby we ſee further, what S. John means, when he ſayes, that the Word was in the beginning with God, and came into the World from thence. In fine, when S. John attributes to our Lord the title of onely begotten, of the light, and the truth (which, he that reads Ir [...]neus will ſee, that the Gnoſticks made ſeverall perſons, conſtituting that Fulneſs, which ſeverall Sects of them did imagine) it muſt be concluded, that  [...]ey, finding theſe titles attributed by the Chriſtians to our Lord, did, by attributing them to ſeverall perſons, of whom the ſeverall Sects of them fra­med their ſeverall Fulneſſes, adulterate Chriſtianity: And that he, finding them ſo doing, vindicates it to the be true ſenſe, by fixing the ſaid titles, and the Godhead which they import upon our Lord Chriſt, where they are due.
Here I alledge the words of the Apoſtle Heb. I, 3. concerning Chriſt; Who being the brightneſs of his glory, and the Character of his ſubſtance, and ſuſtaining, or moving all things; as it follows in thoſe words which have been already exami­ned. Which words the Socinians think they avoid fairely, by ſaying, that; As the words of men are all Images of their minds, ſo the man Jeſus, being to ſignifie, that is, to reſemble the counſell of God to mankind, is called the i­mage of God, as I ſayd afore, that he is called the Word of God in their ſenſe. And to this they think the words of S. Paul inclinable, 2 Cor. IV. 4, 5, 6. where he ſaith, that; The God of this World hath blinded the conceptions of unbelievers, that the inlightning of the glorious Goſpell of Chriſt, who is the Image of God, might not ſhine on them. For we preach not our ſelves, but Chriſt Jeſus the Lord, and our ſelves your Servants for Jeſus ſake. Becauſe it is God who commanded light to ſhine out of darkneſs, that hath ſhined in our hearts, to enlighten us with the knowledge of the glory of God in the face (or perſon) of Chriſt Jeſus: Be­cauſe in theſe words, which intitle Chriſt the Image of God, the preaching of the Goſpel is ſo much inſiſted upon, as the reaſon of it: But, as for the rea­ſon, why our Lord is called the Word, I refer my ſelf to the premiſes; ſo, that he ſhould be intituled the Image of his glory, the character that is printed off from his ſubſtance; that in conſideration of the ſame, he ſhould have pur­ged mans ſins, and be ſet on Gods Throne, to be honoured with Gods own ho­nours, which all follows in the Apoſtles words▪ is too groſs for any reaſonable man to digeſt. And therefore, in the title of Gods Image (as I ſayd before, in the title of Gods Word) there muſt be couched and underſtood a reaſon, up­on which all this may flow; Which is nothing elſe, but the fulneſs of the Spirit, or the Godhead, lodged for ever in the fleſh of our Lord, and rendring him capable as well to redeem all ſinnes, and to be advanced to the Throne of God, that is to the Worſhip of God, as to preach and make good that Goſ­pel, wherin the glory of Gods Wiſdome and goodneſs ſo much appeareth. And thus, and not otherwiſe the account will be ſufficient; not only why our Lord  [...]s intituled the Image of God, but how he is preached to be the Lord, and the Apoſtles his Slaves, how the glory of God ſhines off from his perſon, or face, upon the hearts of Believers. For I do firmly believe, as the Apoſtles wri­tings have alwaies reference to the Scriptures of the old Teſtament, to ſhew how they are fulfilled by the new; So, that our Lord is here called the image of God, as the ſecond Adam, in reference to the firſt, who is ſaid to have been made in the Image and likeneſſe of God. But, with that difference which S. Paul [Page] hath expreſſed. 1 Cor. XV. 45. As it is written; the fi [...]ſt Adam was made a living ſoul, ſo is the ſecond Adam made a quickning Spirit. For, having ſhewed, that the Spirit of Life which raiſed Chriſt from the dead, is the fullneſſe of the Godhead hypoſtatically united to the fleſh of Chriſt; well may I inferre, that it is in conſideration therof, that he is called the image of Gods glory, and the expreſs character of his ſubſtance; from which will alſo follow, the expiation of our ſins, and his ſitting upon Gods throne, to be worſhiped as God. Thus ſhall the firſt Adam, made a living ſoul in the image of God, be the figure of the ſe­cond Adam, made a quickning Spirit in the image of God; Thus ſhall the Old Teſtament be the figure of the new, and the animal life, given by the Word and Spirit of God, the figure of ſpirituall and everlaſting life given by the ſame Spi­rit of God dwelling in the Word of God incarnate. I will here ſhew you the ſtrange tale that Saturninus framed out of the relation of Moſes, concerning the making of man, related by Epiphanius, that you may judge thereby, of the truth of that which he indeavored to diſguiſe.  [...] (So I read Epiphanius, in ſtead of  [...], which makes no ſenſe)  [...]—Becauſe, ſaith he, that ſame light (which was the image of the Power above) peeping down, wrought a certaine provocation in the ſaid Angels (by whom he ſaith the World was made) they attempted to frame man out of the  [...]uſt they had to the image above. For, being in love with the light above, and ta­ken with the luſt of it, appearing and diſappearing to them, and unable to ſatisfie themſelves of the comelyneſſe of that which they were in love with, becauſe his light flew up as ſoone as it came at them, hereupon this Iugler frames the ſcene, and ſaies, that the angels ſaid; Let us make man; to wit, According to the image; not, according to our image, becauſe he denies that man was made after the image of God that made the world, but after the image of the unknown Father, which peeped down upon them in the Fullneſſe of the Godhead, and drew back ſtraight; Shewing thereby, that the Chriſti­ane Faith which he meant to ſophiſticate, makes the living ſoul, to which the firſt Adam was framed, to be the image of God, becauſe the quick­ning Spirit, which our Lord Chriſt was to become by being incarnate, was figured by it.

CHAP. XVI. The teſtimonies of Chriſts Godhead in the Old Teſtament are firſt underſtood of the figures of Chriſt. Of the Wiſdome of God in Solomon and elſewhere. Of the writings of the Jewes as well before as after Chriſt.
[Page]
BEE This then the evidence of the ſtate of our Lord Chriſt afore his com­ing in the fleſh, out of the Scriptures of the New Teſtament: The ſenſe of which to make good, I have been forced to imploy two peremptory argu­ments grounded upon that reaſon, upon which we admit the New Teſtament to have been ſignified by the Old. The firſt, the Name and honour of God alone given to the Angels that were imployed by God to ſpeak to his Prophets in his own perſon and names as the forerunner, of our Lord. The ſecond, thoſe paſſages of the Old Teſtament concerning the Meſſias, which attribute to him the name, and works, and honour of God, and, by thoſe that admit the New Teſtament, cannot be denied to belong to our Lord Jeſus, by the  [...]ewes them­ſelves, they are moſt an end acknowledged to belong to the Me [...]as. And of this I was to put the reader in mind, that he may expect this truth out of the Old Teſtament, by evidences anſwerable to that declaration thereof, which the Light of that time required. For▪ I ſhall freely avow, that the next argument that I ſhall uſe, ſtandeth abſolutely upon ſuppoſition of that which I deliver­ed in the firſt book, concerning the figuring of the Meſſias, by thoſe perſons, of whom the Prophets of the Old Teſtament writ; So that, the ſenſe of the paſſages which I ſhall now alledge is in ſome ſort fulfilled and verified in thoſe things which fell out to thoſe figures; Though, admitting the ſaid ground, it will be requiſite to look after a more perfect and compleat verifying of them in our Lord Chriſt; Whereupon it cannot be ſtrange, that the meaning of them ſhould appear more full and proper in him, then it can be maintained in them, of whom, it cannot be denied that they are meant in the Old Teſtament. S [...]ch is that memorable paſſage of the Prophet David, Pſal. XLV. 8, 9. Thy ſeat O God is for ever; The Scepter of thy kingdome is a ſcepter of righteouſ­neſſe. Thou haſt loved righteouſneſſe, and hated iniquity, therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oyl of gladneſſe above thy fellows▪ And Pſal. LXXII. 15. He ſhall live, and unto him ſhall be given of the g [...]d of Arabia: prayer ſhall be made ever unto him, and daily ſhall  [...]e be praiſed. Of the ſame kind is that of the Prophet Iſaiah, IX. 6, 7. A little one is given us: A ſonne is borne us; On whoſe ſhoulder is the Rule: And his name ſhall be called the Ad­mirable, the Counſellor, the mighty God, the Father of eternity, the Prince of Peace. Of the greatneſſe of his Empire and peace there ſhall be no end: Ʋpon the Throne of David and his kingdome, to reſtore and ſettle it in judgement and righ­teouſneſſe from this time forth for evermore. And Iſa. XI. 12. And there ſhall come forth a ſhoot from the root of Jeſſe, and a bud ſhall come up from his ſtock; Ʋpon whom ſhall reſt the Spirit of the Lord: The Spirit of wiſdom and under­ſtanding, the Spirit of counſel and fortitude, the Spirit of knowledge and godlineſſe, and he ſhall ſmell with the fear of the Lord. And, Jer. XXIII. 5, 6. Behold the dayes come ſaith the Lord, that I will raiſe up unto David a ſproute of righteouſ­neſſe, and he ſhall reign as a king, and be wiſe, and execute judgement and righte­ouſneſſe upon the earth. In his daies ſhall Judah be ſaved, and Iſrael dwell ſafe; And this is the Name by which they ſhall call him: The Lord our righteouſneſſe: Or, our righteous Lord. For, I do avow and maintaine, that all that will juſtifie, that our Lord is foretold and figured in the Old Teſtament, upon true grounds, and conſequent to their own ſayings, muſt ſay; that theſe things are verified of ſome Prince of Gods ancient people. This of Jeremy for the purpoſe in Zor [...]babel, who is called the Sprout, Zach. VI. 12. And King. Zach. IX. 9. [Page] Jer. XXXI. 7. thoſe things of Eſay in Ezekias, as thoſe things of David, no man doubts to be fulfilled firſt in Solomon, of whom the title of Pſal. LXXII. ſaies expreſly, that it is intended. Neither will I make any difficulty to yeeld the Socinians, that the title of Zorobabel, may well be, God is our righteouſneſſe, or, that the title of Ez [...]kias, in Iſa. VII. 14. may well be God is with us; No otherwiſe, then the pillar which Moſes erected Ex. XVII. 15. is called, the Lord my ſtandard: Or, the altar of Iſaac Gen. XXXIII. 20. God the God of Abraham. But when it is granted on their ſide, (which the Jews themſelves cannot refuſe) that theſe things are meant in a more ſublime ſenſe of the Meſſias; And that, in reſpect of Salvation purchaſed us, and divine honors to himſelf (which the Socinians cannot refuſe though the Jewes do) thoſe things which are ſaid of God in the Old Teſtament are attributed to our Lord Chriſt in the New; Then will I ſtand upon it, that, the throne of the moſt high God aſcri­bed to our Lord Chriſt by David, imports no more then when he ſaies, Pſal. CX. 1. The Lord ſaid unto my Lord ſit thou on my right hand, untill I make thine enemies thy footſtool: And therefore, that there can be no cauſe either to abuſe the ſignification of the Name of God, when the Prophet ſaith; Thy throne, O God, is for ever: Or to have recourſe to that other ſhift, that God is ſaid to be Chriſts Throne, becauſe the founder of it, when it is manifeſt, that the Throne which is ſpoken of is Gods Throne. For it is to be conſidered, that, when it is ſaid; Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever; uſing that Name of God which is communicated to his Angels, and to the Rulers of his people, and therefore, in the firſt place, to the Meſſias, that is to our Lord Jeſus, ſup­poſing him to be the Chriſt; Whatſoever conceit of the Meſſias the Old Teſtament can allow, when the new declareth that our Lord Jeſus is ſet down at Gods right hand upon his own Throne, it neceſſarily declareth him the ſame God, with him, upon whoſe Throne he ſits. In like manner, I do not deny, but challenge and maintaine, that the prayer and praiſes tendered the Meſſias according to David, may and muſt be underſtood to be ſuch as might be tendered to Solomon an earthly Prince. But, when I can charge all that ad­mit the New Teſtament, by their own conſent, that it is the honour of the one­ly true God which Chriſtians tender our Lord Chriſt, of whom they agree that this is ſaid; When I can charge the Jewes themſelves, acknowledging likewiſe that this is meant of the Meſſias, that the title, and workes, and attributes, and worſhip of God are aſcribed to the Meſſias, even by the Old Teſtament; I need not be thought to weaken the cauſe of our common Chriſtianity, by making the ground of it unremoveable. Neither ſhall I ſtick, by the ſame reaſon to acknowledge among the reſt of thoſe titles which Iſaiah propheſieth of Ezeki­as, no [...], that his name ſhall be, the mighty God; but that, is as the pillar of Moſes is called, God is my ſtandard, ſo the title of Ezekias ſhall be, God is mighty; Be­cauſe of the might God ſhould ſhew by him, in doing good to his people. And, as I will not ſay that he can be called the Father of eternity; ſo I can ſay, and do, that whoſoever will maintaine that God intended that Moſes Law ſhould ceaſe, (which is ſo often ſaid to be given for ever in the Scripture) muſt grant that thoſe words which may ſignify eternity, when the matter or circumſtance of the ſpeech requires, do ſignifie no more then a time, whereof the term is un­known, in the Old Teſtament. I ſay likewiſe, that the then people of God were to underſtand, that Iſaiah promiſed them Gods Spirit, and the graces thereo [...], to reſt upon their Princes by whom he promiſeth them deliverance. But, all this being granted, when it is either granted or proved on the other ſide, that the name and workes and titles and worſhip of the onely true God are aſcribed and challenged to our Lord Chriſt, by his word of the New or Old Teſtament, and the grounds upon which the meaning of it is evidenced▪ upon ſuppoſition hereof, I will nevertheleſſe, challenge, that ſenſe of theſe Pro­pheſies, in behalf of our Lord Chriſt, by virtue of the ſubject matter of the New Teſtament, and the whole current thereof, determining the capacity of thoſe words wherein theſe Propheſies are del [...]vered, unto it. For, I profeſſe and main­taine, that the difference between the Literall and myſticall ſenſe of the Old [Page] Teſtament (neceſſary to be maintained, by all that will maintaine the truth of Chriſtianity againſt the Jews) cannot be maintained, without granting ſuch an equivocation in the words of it, as the correſpondence between the kingdom of heaven and that of Iſrael, the Prieſthood of Chriſt and Aaron, the Prophe­ticall office of Joſua and Jeſus, in fine, between the land of Canaan and the heavenly Paradiſe produceth; And that, when this is maintained through­out the Scripture, then is that great work of Gods wiſdome, in making way for the Goſpel by the Law, glorified to the conviction of the Jews, which, when it is ſometimes challenged, and elſewhere waved, becomes a ſtumbling block to the obſtinacy of that willfull People.
It remaines, that I omit not thoſe things which Solomon preaches of the Wiſdom of God, in ſo ſublime and myſterious language, that when we read S. Paul intitling Chriſt, The power of God and the wiſdome of God. 1 Cor. I. 24. we cannot refuſe to underſtand them of the Godhead dwelling in his fleſh, as the Church hath alwayes done. Wiſdome was at the making of all things, was brought forth before any thing was made, Gods delight, that delights it ſelf in Gods workes, eſpecially in converſing with mankinde, Prov. VIII. 23-31. Adde hereunto Prov. IV. 7.  [...] Wiſdom is the principal, or, be­ginning,  [...]; Adde Prov. III. 19, 20. that God made heaven and earth by Wiſdome; Adde the words of a Prophet to whom God ſends his friends to be expiated and reconciled to God, Job. XLII. 7, 8. that Wiſdome is known to God alone, as that which he looked upon, when he ordained the creation of the univerſe, Job. XXVIII. 20-28. Adde the Prophet David ſignifying the ſame in fewer words, In wiſdome haſt thou made them all, Pſal. CIV. 24. that Wiſdome which ſaith to all men, by Job▪ XXVIII 29. by David, Pſal. CXI. 10. by Solomon, Prov. I. 2 IX. 9. Eccleſ. XII. 15. The fear of the Lord is the beginning of Wiſdome: In which Wiſdome, the whole buſineſſe of Solomons doctrine ſeems to be▪ that, the whole happineſſe of man conſiſteth. Is all this with Socinus but a figure of Rhetorick called Proſopopaeia, whereby Solomon brings in Wiſdom, in the perſon of Gods favourite, to ſignify that it comes from God, and to inflame all men to love that which Solomon had prayed for to God, to make him a happy Prince, 1 Kings III. 9, 11, 12. 2 Chron. I. 10, 11? Truly this were ſomething for a Jew to acknowledge, that the wiſdome of Gods people, (which Moſes) alſo ſhews, conſiſted in their Law [...], Deut. IV. 6.) came from God, to order their doings to God. For, from hence it will fol­low, that, as thoſe that are to give account to God of the moſt inward inten­tions and inclinations of the heart, ſo are they obliged to order them, and all the productions of them, according to his will, and to his honour and ſervice. But for a Chriſtian▪ that hath learnt, the whole work of the Law to have been preparative to that which our Lord by his Goſpel was to do, and that, before the Law, the Fathers were inſtructed to live as Chriſtians now do, or ſhould do, (the Law adding nothing but civile Lawes, to inforce the obedience of them that rebelled againſt their diſcipline, and ceremonies, to figure the Goſpel to come) for ſuch a one not to underſtand; when Gods Prophets pro­claime, that the wiſdome by which God made the World takes delight to converſe with mankind, to reduce it from Idols to the worſhip of God, to ſtirre up Prophets to preſerve them in it, and to foretell Chriſt to come; that the ſame wiſdome which did this afterwards in our fleſh, did it afore without it, is a fault to the Chriſtianity which he profeſſeth.
He that writ the Wiſdome of Solomon, though no Chriſtian,  [...]aw more, when he ſaid Wiſd. X. 1, 2. This, Wiſdome, preſerved the firſt Father of the World who was made alone, and drew him out of his ſinne, and gave him ſtrength to rule all things: Proceeding to ſhew the ſame of the Fathers that ſucceed. The ſame author having preſaced, Wiſd. VI. 23. that he would ſhew how Wiſdome was brought forth, adds, Wiſd. VII. 22-27. that deſcription which attri­butes to Wiſdome the ſame that the Apoſtle aſcribes to Chriſt. The image or ſhine of Gods glory, and ſubſtance, the unſtained mirror of his virtue, the breath of his Power, the flowing forth of the glory of the moſt High, which ſuſtaineth all things [Page]that he made, and, remaining the ſame, renew [...]th, or, maketh new all things, and ſetling upon holy mens mindes, makes them Gods friends and Prophets. And this, having premiſed, that the Spirit of God goes through all the World, and that Wiſdome is a Spirit that convinceth the ſecret perverſeneſſe of the heart, Wiſd.  [...]. 5, 6, 7. Then, of the death of the firſt-born in Egypt, XVIII. 14, 15, 16. For when all things were poſſeſſed by ſtill ſilence, and night was at the middle of her courſe, thy almighty Word came from thy Royall Throne in heaven, ſtrong as a man of Warre, into the midſt of a Land to be deſtroyed, bringing thy un [...]ained command like a ſharp ſword, and ſtanding filled a [...] with death, while reaching to heaven he ſtood upon the earth. The like you have in the Wiſdome of the Sonne of Sirach, when he proclaimeth that Wiſdome which God brought forth, and by which he made all things, to be the Author of that Wiſdome which he teacheth. And in the additions to Jeremy under the name of Baruch in the Greek Bibles, ſhewing the Iſraelites, that they were in bondage for de­ſerting that way of Wiſdome, which, unknown to the Idolatrous Nations, he that founded the Earth, and ordained the reſt of the World by Wiſdome hath ſeen and made known to them; addes immediately, Baruch III. 12-15. this is our God, nor ſhall any other be valued beſides him. He found out the way of Knowledge, and gave it to Jacob his ſervant, and to Iſrael his beloved: After­wards, he appeared on  [...]arth, and converſed with men. Which words, I much marvaile, to ſee ſtand ſuſpected to ſome great Scholars, as foiſted in by Chri­ſtiane Copyiſts. For, what do they import more, then, that the Wiſdome of God, which dealt with men by the fleſh of Chriſt, dealt with them afore by the Prophets? Which the Jewes themſelves, who deny the Wiſdome of God to be incarnate in our Lord Chriſt, cannot refuſe. This Wiſdome of God, this Word of God, this Spirit of God, this image of his glory, this mirror of his ſub­ſtance, by which he made the World, coming to holy men by the miniſtery of Angels, (in whom it was reſident for that ſervice) made them Gods friends and Prophets; as, coming to us in the fleſh of Chriſt (which he took never to let go) it hath made us the children of God, that is, Chriſtians. This is indeed that great figure▪ in which the eloquence of the Old Teſtament conſiſteth, and may be called, as by the Greek Fathers many times it is,  [...], or, good huſbandry of language, intimating the way of Gods diſpenſing the knowledge o [...] himſelf, which that time was capable of, by ſuch ſparing expreſſions, as, be­ing expounded by the appearance of our Lord Chriſt in the fleſh, may well make all doubt of the true intent of them to vaniſh. And therefore, I muſt needs applaude the practice of the Primitive Church, related afore out of S. Atha [...]aſius in Synopſi Scriptur [...], and others, to inſtruct the learners of Chriſti­ſtianity out of thoſe books which we now call Apocrypha. For, by this point, which cantaineth the ſumme of Chriſtianity, it doth appear, (as alſo by divers others it may appear) that the Secret of Chriſtianity (folded up in the writings of the Prophets, unfolded in the writings of the Apoſtles) though the ſame for ſubſtance, yet, (without diſparagement to the Prophets, becauſe the counſaile of God required it) is more clearly and plainly ſet forth in them then in the writ­ings of the Prophets, as the twilight is a degree to the light which the ſun-riſe bringeth with it.
What impreſſions of this ſenſe may yet be diſcerned in the Jews writings, I will not ſtand to inquire here, where I write to all Engliſh, ſo farre as they are capeable of thoſe things. wherein they are all concerned, whether capable or not, remitting the Readers that are capable, to thoſe that maintaine the truth of Chriſtianity againſt the Jewes; And to thoſe things, which Grotius upon the beginning of S. Johns Goſpel, (whereof hitherto I maintaine the true meaning) and upon other Texts which I have imployed to that purpoſe, hath obſerved ou [...] of the Chaldee Paraphraſe, Philo the Jew, and others of that nation, beſides diverſe Heathen Philoſophers, whoſe ſayings, otherwiſe ungrounded, ſeem to come from the ſenſe of that people. One thing I will obſerve, which is very ordinary among their Ancient Doctors, to call the Angel which ſpeakes to the Fathers under the proper Name, and in the perſon of God, Metatron, ſigni­fying [Page] neither more nor leſſe, then Metator in Latine, as you may ſee in Bux­torfius his great Lexicon; that is, an harbinger, or quartermaſter of lodgings. Whereof it is impoſſible to give ſo fit a reaſon as this; That they underſtood him to be the fore-runner or harbinger of the Meſſias, and therefore the Meſ­ſias is our Lord Jeſus; The ancient Fathers of the Church having declared, from the very mouth of the Apoſtles, that thoſe diſpenſations were managed by the Word of God, now dwelling in our fleſh, as prefaces and praeludes to the incarnation of our Lord, making way for it by the Miniſtery of the Pro­phets, as Saint John the Baptiſt did, at a nearer diſtance, before his coming.

CHAP. XVII. Anſwer to thoſe texts of Scripture that ſeem to abate the true Godhead in Chriſt. Of that creature whereof Chriſt is the firſt-borne, and that which the Wiſdome of God made. That this beliefe is the originall Tradition of the Church. What meanes this diſpute furniſheth us with againſt the Arrians. That it is reaſon to ſubmit to revelation concerning the nature of God. The uſe of reaſon is no way renounced by holding this Faith.
I Have, in this defenſe, given the true meaning to very many texts of Scri­pture, that are alledged againſt the Faith of the Church; Some remaine, which I thinke fit to repeate, and anſwer in this abridgment. There be thoſe that lay a great waight upon that of our Lord, John XVII. 3. This is eternal life, to know thee the onely true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent; But the ſame excluſive onely, or ſomething of the ſame force is found in many other places: 1 Cor. VIII. 4, 5, 6. There is no other God but one. Epheſ. IV. 6. One God and Father of all. 1 Tim. II. 5. There is one God, and one Mediator of God and man, the man Chriſt Jeſus. And, whereſoever we read, the onely God, or, the onely wiſe God, or the like. The reſt are not many that I ſhall name. Mat. XXIV. 36. Of that day and hower knoweth no man, nor the Angels of heaven, nor the Sonne, but the Father alone. Col.  [...]. 15. The firſt-born of the whole crea­ture; Seemeth to ranck Chriſt with the creatures, being of the ſame birth. John XIV. 28. The Father is greater then I. For anſwer to the firſt, I will not inſiſt, that the words are to be conſtrued thus; This is eternall life, to know thee, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent, to be the onely true God; Or thus; To know thee onely to be the true God, and to know Jeſus Chriſt, whom thou haſt ſent; For the Greek article, which the Latine wanteth, the Engliſh punctu­ally anſwereth, determines the words,  [...], the onely true God, to go together, as agreeing in the ſame caſe with thee, that went afore. But this I ſay, that the exceptive onely, can by no reaſon be underſtood, to exclude the attribute of the true God, which it reſtraines in theſe words to the Father, from any, that, by the ſenſe of him that ſpeaks them, can be underſtood to be in­cluded in it. And that, the ſenſe of our Lord may be, notwithſtanding this onely, to include the Sonne in the property of this attribute, the true God, I go no fur­ther then the ſenſe of all Chriſtians, who all affirme the father to be the onely true God, but believe the Sonne to be the ſame onely true God nevertheleſſe. And that this is his ſenſe, I referre my ſelf to the titles, attributes, workes and worſhip of the onely true God, challenged hitherto from his words. And this ſenſe, the words of S. John, (the meaning whereof, according to the ordina­ry reading I have ſhewed before, not to advantage Socinus) ſeem to intend, according to the true reading, which the Vulgar Latine, (juſtified by the Mar­ques of Velez his Spaniſh Copies, as you may by the readings added to the Great Bible) preſerveth. We know that the S [...]nne of God is come, and hath gi­ven us underſtanding to know the true one: Et ſumus in vero filius ejus Jeſu[Page]Chriſto▪ And we are in his true Sonne Jeſus Chriſt. This is the true God and eternall life. Whereas it is ordinarily read; And we are in the true One, in his Sonne Chriſt; Or, Through his Sonne Jeſus Chriſt. 1 John. V. 20. For it ſeemeth, that the Apoſtle folding up both attributes; of the True one; (that is, as it followeth, the True God) and the True Sonne of God, in our Lord Chriſt; pointeth at the words of our Lord, recorded by himſelf alone, John XVII. 3. This is eternall life, to know thee the onely true God, and whom thou haſt ſent, Jeſus Chriſt; Challenging for him, that, he is no more to be ex­cluded from the Title of onely true God, then, from that of author of eternall Life. If it be ſaid; This cannot be; Becauſe there would be, then, more then one onely true God: The anſwer is ready, that this is not an argument from the force of theſe words, that this cannot be the ſenſe of them: But from the light of reaſon, that this ſenſe cannot be true. I know it is a trick that Crellius puts upon the Reader, throughout his firſt Book de Deo Trino & Ʋno, that the ſenſe of the Church is not the ſenſe of the Scriptures, becauſe it contradicteth the evidence of natures light. But, when the ſenſe of the Scripture is in queſti­on, the dictate of reaſon concerning the truth of the matter is to be ſet aſide, that it may be judged, without anticipation of prejudice, from evidence planted in the very words of it. And this is the anſwer to the reſt of thoſe texts, that have the like excluſive, but not in ſo ſtrong terms as this.
Now, when our Lord ſaith; Of that day and hour knoweth not the Sonne. I know S. Hilary laboureth very eloquently to ſhew, that he meanes no more, then, that he had not commiſſion to declare it. But this would make the ſenſe of our Lord, to be the ſenſe of thoſe men, who, when they are asked that which they hold unfit to declare, and yet would not ſeem to refuſe the civility of de­claring it do anſwer, that they know not; to wit, ſo as to hold it fit to be told. I will not tye my ſelf to maintaine this reſervation fit for our Saviour to uſe: Eſpecially, where no circumſtance of the caſe, or the diſcourſe ap­peares to intimate ſuch a meaning to them whom he diſcourſeth with. When he ſaid in the Comoedy; Tu neſcis, id quod ſcis Dromo, ſi ſapias; If thou beeſt wiſe, thou knoweſt not what thou knoweſt; Every man underſtands his meaning to be; thou wilt not declare it: Whether, when the Meſſias ſaith; I know not the day of judgement; Men would conceive that he meant no more then this; That he is not to declare it; ſeems to be very queſtionable. I can by no meanes comprehend how it can be prejudiciall to the Faith to ſay, that the humane ſoul of Chriſt, (the knowledge whereof is neceſſarily limitted to the capacity of a creature, and knowes things above nature, by voluntary re­velation of the Word and Spirit, which knowes whatſoever is in God. 1 Cor. II. 10, 11.) ſhould be ignorant of ſomething that is to come. Luke II. 40, 52. It is ſaid; The child grew and waxed ſtrong in Spirit, growing full of wiſ­dome, and the grace of God was upon it. And, Jeſus improved in wiſdome and ſta­ture and grace with God and men; Shall I go and ſay, that he ſeemed thus to grow, as boyes in the Schools, when they cannot anſwer texts of Ariſtotle, that he ſpeakes there in the ſenſe of the ancient Philoſophers? The Schoole Doctors will have our Lords humane ſoul to have known all from the moment that he was conceived, and think him not  [...]ound in the Faith that doubts of it. But if onely originall Tradition be matter of Faith, according to the Principle that is ſetled, the meaning of particular texts of Scripture cannot be ſuch: Eſpecial­ly, when it is evident, that ſuch a meaning is not neceſſarily conſequent to that which is matter of Faith. And▪ if you look but upon the ſayings of the Fathers that are alledged by the learned Jeſuite Petavius, 1 De Trinitate III. 5-11. You ſhall eaſily perceive how truly it is ſaid by Leontius de Sectis pag. 546. Speaking of the Agno [...]tae, who were a Sect of Eutychians which held that our Lord knowes not all things;  [...]. But we ſay, that we are not to ſtand ſtifly upon theſe things. Therefore neither did the Synod (of Calcedon) trouble is [Page]about any ſuch poſition as this, Yet it is to be known, that many of the Fathers▪ even almoſt all ſay, that he was ignorant. Certainly Irenaeus and Athanaſius, if narrowly examined, demand no more, but that he is ignorant of nothing ac­cording to his Godhead. So that it is ſo farre from being matter of Faith, that it is not in the Church ever to make it ſo, whatſoever the Church may do to oblige the members of it not to declare their judgment to the ſcandale of others, in a point ſo obſcure.
Now the words of S. Paul do manifeſtly diſtinguiſh between our Lord Chriſt and all Creatures, inſiſting thus; Who is the Image of the inviſible God, the firſt born of the whole Creature: For in him were all things created, whether in Hea­ven or on Earth. Surely, he, in whom, as by whom all things are ſayd to have been made, is not intended to be compriſed in the number of things made, by being called the firſt born of the whole Creature. And therefore I conceive the word  [...], in the compound  [...] is to ſignifie according to the He­brew, not firſt, but before. We have eminent examples in the Goſpels▪ John I. 15. the Baptiſt ſayth, of our Lord Chriſt;  [...]. Becauſe he was be­fore me. Our Lord. John XV. 18.  [...]. The world hated you before me. And that endleſs diſpute among Chronologers, about the words of S. Luke II. 2.  [...]; I conceive, cannot be ſo well compoſed, as by tranſlating it; This inrolling was made before Quirinius was Governour of Syria. That is to ſay, before that which was made under Quirinius, who was imployed divers years after, to inroll all the Jews and their Goods when Archelaus was confiſcated. For Ter­tullian, with whom Joſephus fully agreeth, ſayth, expreſly; That the taxation at which Chriſt was inrolled was made under Sentius Saturninus Governour of Syria, and that the Records of it were then in Rome, extant when he writ. Let then  [...] ſignifie him that was brought forth before all creatures; Or, let it ſignifie by way of metonymy the Heire of all things, (as the Apoſtle calls our Lord Chriſt, Heb. I. 2. becauſe the firſt born is heire by Law) and we ſhall not need to feare, that our Lord Chriſt ſhall become a Crea­ture, by being the firſt born of the whole creature. For my part, I ſhould not think I had granted any ſuch thing ſhould I grant, that the word  [...], here may be taken in a generall ſenſe, to ſignifie, as well the production of Gods Word, as the production of his Creature. I know, how much diſpute there hath been with the Arians, about the ſenſe of Solomons, Prov. VIII. 22.  [...] ▪ Nor do I believe it can be compu­ted by reading  [...], which the ſame ſeems to require. Firſt, becauſe it muſt be  [...] not  [...]. For it is not true that God got wiſdome when he made the World, but was poſſeſſed of it. Secondly, becauſe Wiſdome Eccleſ. XXIV. 14. having ſpoke of her dwelling with God, as in Solomon, and his appointing her to dwell in Iſrael, addeth;  [...]. Before the World from the beginning he made man, and I faile not for everlaſting. And further in the beginning of the Chapter, according to the Latine Copy; Ego ex  [...]re Altiſſimi prodivi, primogenita ante omnem creaturam: I came cut of the mouth of the moſt High, the firſt born before any Creature. So  [...]it to the words of S. Paul, that without doubt he had them in mind when he writ. And again, Eccleſ. I. 4; 16.  [...]: Wiſdome was made before all things, and the under­ſtanding of prudence from everlaſting: After which there follows in moſt Greek Copies,  [...]. Which the Vulgar Latine rendreth; Fons  [...]apienti [...] Verbum Dei, in excelſis, & ingreſſus illius mandata aeterna. As, if he ſhould ſay, that, the fountaine of Wiſdome is that Word which was with God in the higheſt, and whereby God hath made Heaven and Earth (as the Pſalmiſt ſayth) By the word of the Lord were the Heavens made and all the Hoſts of them by the breath of his mouth, Pſal. XXX. 6.) and the proceedings of Wiſdome, are the everlaſting Commandements: To wit, of the Law, whereby he inſtructed his people. But this; by conſe­quence, ſuppoſing the Old Teſtament to be a Tigure of the New, muſt be un­derſtood [Page] of all thoſe waies, vvhereby God converſed vvith mankind, to pre­ſerve it from falling quite away from his truth, from the beginning, as I have ſhewed afore; Being nothing elſe, but forerunners, and prefaces to the com­ing of our Lord in the fleſh, vvhich therefore, ſuppoſeth the being of this Wiſdome before the World, by virtue of that vvhich vvent before, vvhere he ſayth, that Wiſdome was made afore all things. And again,  [...]. The Lord himſelf made her, and ſaw and numbred her: Which though it may be underſtood of the wiſdome which he poured out upon his works, as ſtraight it followeth, yet when it is ſayd, to have been brought forth before the world, and before all things; more is ſayd, and more muſt be underſtood.
Now S. Athanaſius againſt the Arians, I know, embraceth another ſenſe of Solomon, as ſpeaking of Chriſts taking fleſh, to be the beginning of Gods waies wth man redeemed. But I ſay alſo, that he produceth this other ſenſe that I ſpeak of, that the VViſdome of God was brought forth by him, before he made the VVorld by his wiſdome; and that this production may be ſignified by the word  [...], though it commonly ſignifie the production of a Creature, which was not afore, but beginneth to be in him. The paſſage of Athanaſius is remarka­ble, though upon occaſion of that of the Apoſtle,  [...], Heb. XIII. 2. Who was faithfull to him that made him; which he hand­leth Orat. II. contra Arrian.  [...]. For words extinguiſh not the nature of things: But rather their nature draws to it ſelf and changes the words. For, words are not before things, but things are firſt, and after them words. Therefore when the beeing ſigni­fied is a thing made or created▪ then, made, and became, and created, are properly ſayd of them, (for I read  [...]) ſignifying a thing made. But when the beeing is a thing ingendred, and a Son, then, made and became, and created, is not properly put upon it, nor ſignifies a thing made, but a man uſes the word made, for ingendred, without difference. VVhich proceeding to declare by inſtances in the vvord  [...], or made, he ſheweth, that it may as vvell be ſayd of  [...] created, which he equalleth unto it by the premiſes. For a little after, he ſaith, vve may underſtand the ſame,  [...]. If he ſay of himſelf, The Lord created me; vvhich are the vvords of Solomon here queſtioned. And by and by;  [...]. Though Parents ſay, the Sons that spring from them are made and created, and come of them, nevertheleſſe, they deny not their Offspring. And again, Orat. III.  [...]. For it is the ſame thing to ſay, that he is not made, and to ſpeak of his not being a Creature. VVhich makes me confident that the word  [...] in S. Paul may ſo be underſtood, vvithout prejudice to the Faith. And ſurely, when he ſayth Gen. IV. 1.  [...] I have got a man with God; As the word is the ſame with that which Wiſdome uſeth in the Hebrew, Prov. VIII. 22.  [...]; So the ſenſe is the ſame with the Greek  [...]; for, ſhe got a Son by bringing him forth; which is called creare liberos in Latine,  [...], in Greek, and to make Children in other Languages. And this is equivocation is very happy in our Mother Engliſh, when by getting of Chil­dren, (vvhich formally and properly ſignifieth the purchaſing of them into the Fathers Power as his own, vvhich is in Greek  [...], in Hebrew  [...]) it ſig­nifieth by vvay of metonomy the act of Generation vvhereby they are brought forth, vvhich is the proper ſignification of the Greek vvord here uſed,  [...], in the ſame ſenſe vvith the Latine, create liberos, as I ſayd.
I know how much diſpute there is, that our Lord, when he ſayth, The Fa­ther[Page]is greater then I; is to be underſtood of his humane nature: VVhich, to me, I confeſſe ſeems very hard, that our Saviour ſhould tell his Diſciples for their comfort, that God is greater then man, and that therefore they ought to be comforted, becauſe he was going to God. And having alwaies given this reaſon, vvhy the eternall VVord of God was imployed in redeeming man­kind, becauſe it came from God from everlaſting; I find, that the priviledge of being the fountain of the Godhead, vvhich is of neceſſity proper to the Father alone, importeth that, which the Sonne and the holy Ghoſt cannot have; Not as if they had not the Godhead, which is the ſame in the Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt; But, becauſe they have it not from themſelves, and that it is neceſſarily more to give then to receive. Whereupon it cannot be denied, that the Sonne and the holy Ghoſt, though honoured with the titles, works, attributes, and worſhip of God, are nevertheleſſe expreſſed and ſigni­fied by the Scriptures, as depending upon the Father, and as ſomething of his, namely his Sonne and his Spirit, though the ſame God alſo nevertheleſſe. And this is without doubt, the true anſwer to moſt of what Crellius brings, in the ſecond part of his firſt book De Deo, that our Lord came not from himſelf, nor to do his own will, or, to ſeek his own glory, that he that believeth in him be­lieveth not in him, but in the Father that ſent him, John XII. 4 [...]. that he was called of God as Aaron, Heb. V. 4. 5. that he received inſtruction from the Father, that he prays to him, that his words and workes are not his own but his Fathers, and much more containing one and the very ſame difficul­ty, which is aſſoiled by ſaying; That whereſoever the weakneſſe of his hu­mane nature is not ſignified, by the importance of what is ſaid, the reſt is to be referred to the commiſſion which he undertook to execute in our fleſh, which Commiſſion ſuppoſes his coming from the Father of everlaſting, as the ground and reaſon of his undertaking of it. This is that which the Prophet David ſignifieth, Pſalm. XL. 7, 8, 9. Sacrifice and meat offering thou deſireſt none, mine ears haſt thou bored; (Which the Apoſtle, Heb X. 9. quotes thus: A bo­dy haſt thou fitted for me; The taking of our fleſh being his giving up of him­ſelf for a ſervant to do Gods meſſage in it, as the ſervant that had his ear bored, was to be free no more, Exod. XXI. 5.) Burnt offering and ſacrifice for ſinne thou accepteſt not; Then ſaid I, loe I come: To do thy will, O God, written of me in the vo [...]lume of the Book is my deſire, yea thy Law is within my heart. For, his freedome in undertaking this commiſſion, as it ſuppoſeth a ground, why it ſhould be tendered, ſo it importeth that obedience which God rewardeth. And this is the cauſe why our Saviour tells his diſciples, If you loved me, you would be glad that I go to my Father, becauſe the Father  [...] greater then I; For, if the Commiſſion came from him, then is he to performe all that the execution thereof inferreth: That is, to exalt our Lord to that eſtate which his diſci­ples would be glad of, if they knew what it were. Nor let any man think, that there is any danger of Arrius his hereſie in all this. I confeſſe the reaſons I have advanced againſt Socinus do not formally deſtroy the pretenſe of the Arrians. And the reaſon is becauſe I find that I cannot kill thoſe two birds with one ſtone; Nor make the reaſons that I advance, to evidence the meaning of theſe Scriptures which are in queſtion not to be that which Socinus would have, to reach ſo farre, as expreſly and formally to deſtroy that ſenſe which Arrius pretendeth. I am confident, that, who will take the paines to conſider, that the Word was in the beginning when all was made, ſhall have no ground to ſay, that there was another beginning, before the beginning of all things, when that Word was made. That this word was with God at the beginning, as his boſome counſeller; Shall not ſ [...]y when God wanted his counſell. That this Word was God; Shall not ſay, that any Chriſtian is to count that God which is made of nothing. That all things were made by it; That any thing was made by that which is not God. That the glory thereof in our fleſh, is the glory of the onely begotten Sonne of the Father; ſhall make any difference between the honour of the Father and the honour of the Sonne. And ſo I count it enough▪ that the ſenſe of the Scriptures here pleaded, hath in it enough to reſiſt the [Page] Arians with, though this reſiſtance be not here expreſſed. But, thus much is evident, that, as the Latine Fathers, eſpecially ſince S. Auguſtine, have underſtood theſe words to be meant of our Lord Chriſt, according to his humane nature; ſo the Greek Fathers have underſtood them to be true even ac­cording to the divine nature, upon that reaſon which I have declared. And S. Hilary of the Latine Church, though afore S. Auguſtine, expreſſeth the reaſon which I have alledged, ab authoritate originis, becauſe the pri­viledge of being Author and originall, in reſpect of the Sonne and ho­ly Ghoſt, is that which they, in reſpect of the Father, can have nothing to countervail.
And this I ſay, becauſe I am perſwaded, that it is a conſideration neceſſary to the maintaining and evidencing of the Tradition of the Church in this point. For, thoſe that underſtand the ſtate of this diſpute, muſt needs know, that the moſt ancient writers of the Church, Juſtine the Martyr, Irenaeus, Cle­mens Alexandrinus, Tertullian, Origen, and the reſt that were before the Council of Nicaea, do ſpeak of the Sonne of God, as of the Miniſter and work­man to execute the counſels of God in making and governing of the World. And therefore are ſpoken of, by very learned men of theſe times, enemies enough to thoſe Hereſies, as men to be ſuſpected in the ſincerity of the Chriſtiane Faith. A thing not to be marvailed at, in thoſe that believe, the expreſſe act and decree of the preſent Church to be the reaſon and ground of believing, For, upon that account, what hinders that to become matter of Faith, being decreed by thoſe which are enabled on behalf of the Church, which was not matter of Faith an hour before? But, thoſe that draw the reaſon why they be­lieve, from the evidence, which the ſociety & communion of the church, tender to common ſenſe, that nothing could be refuſed by the whole body thereof, but that which appeared to all, contrary to that which all have received from the beginning; will count it a violent abuſe to all reaſon, to make the Chriſtiane Faith larger in the ſtream then it was in the fountaine. And therefore, though the terms of the Scripture, agreeing with thoſe which the moſt ancient Fathers of the Church uſe, may juſtly authorize and bring into uſe thoſe expreſſions which have not been uſuall, upon a due underſtanding of the intent to which they are uſed; yet is there no power in the Church, to render thoſe terms, which have paſſed for Chriſtian and Catholick in the Primitive times of the Church, ſuſpected of Hereſie in theſe times.
Origen is ſtrongly charged by the ancient times, in particular by Epiphanius▪ as the Seminary of the Arians. And that the Arians might not have advantage by many of his ſayings, were too much to undertake, and that which my buſineſſe no way requires. The Socinians have made their advantages of Eraſmus his writings. And is any man ſo ſilly as to imagine, that Eraſmus was therefore of Socinus his Faith? Have they not made the like uſe of Mal­donate, and his Commentaries upon the Goſpels? And is there any appearance that his meaning ſhould be that of Socinus?
I will not therefore deny, that the Cardinall du Perron, in his anſwer to King James, pag. 633. does acknowledge that Arius were able to main­taine himſelf within compaſſe of Tradition, were he to be tried by the Fathers before the Council of Nicaea. But I give the Reader notice that this is the con­ſequence and the intereſt of that poſition, which deriveth Tradition of Faith from an expreſſe act of the preſent Church, ſuppoſing the matter of it not to have been of force, and effectually acknowledged, in all ages of the Church. Which if it were true in this caſe, then could no man be obliged to believe the Trinity as matter of Faith; Though it might remaine queſtionable, whether or no a man may be obliged to conform to it, as conſiſtent with the Faith and not to ſcandalize the unity of the Church, by rejecting the act and decree of it, according to the Poſition ſetled in the firſt book. I will further acknow­ledge, that I have ſeen an anſwer to Crellius the Socinians book de Deo, by one Botſaccus, now of Danzick, I take it, in the end whereof I find a number of exceptions made by the Socinians, in their writings which I have not ſeen, [Page] againſt the Faith of all that writ before Conſtantine in particular, as inconſiſtent with that of Nicaea, the particulars whereof, becauſe I have not ſeen the books, and therefore cannot preſume to anſwer particularly, I could not here repeate, would the model of my book give leave▪ In general; whoſoever will take the paines, to peruſe that which is there alledged ſhall perceive; Firſt, that thoſe who alledge them fall out among themſelves perpetually, ſometimes and for ſome ſayings, challenging Tertulliane for example, or Clement, or Origen for one of them that believe not the Trinity, otherwiſe diſowning them as thoſe that helped to introduce the Faith of it: But no where remembring themſelves concerned to make good that which they maintaine out of the words of Hege­ſippus in Euſebius; that the Faith of the whole Church was defloured preſent­ly upon the death of the Apoſtles, and to ſhew, that ſuch a change did indeed come to paſſe, in the Faith of the holy Trinity. Secondly, that there is no more difficulty in reducing the ſenſe of their ſayings there queſtioned to the ſenſe of the Church after the Councile of Nicaea; then, in reducing the ſenſe of Athanaſius, when he alloweth, that,  [...], may be underſtood of the proceeding of the Sonne from the Father, of everlaſting; Or, the ſenſe of all theſe Fathers, that underſtood the Father is greater then I, of the priviledge of the originall and author, which the Father of neceſſity hath perſonally, above the Sonne and the holy Ghoſt, the Godhead being one and the ſame; to the ſame ſenſe.
One paſſage of Tertulliane I have thought worth the clearing, becauſe it ſeems to containe a remarkable conceit of his, in expounding the words of Solo­mon in the Greek,  [...], to the ſenſe of the Church, ſo many years before Arius built his hereſie, in a manner, upon it. The words are in his book contra Hermogenem, Cap. III. Quia & pater Deus eſt, & ju­dex deus eſt, non tamen ideo Pater ſemper, & judex ſemper, quia Deus ſemper. Nam nec Pater potuit▪ eſſe ante Flium, nec judex ante delictum. Fuit autem tempus, cum & delictum & filius non fuit, quod judicem, & qui patrem Domi­nu [...] fac [...]re [...]. For God alſo is Father, and God is judge, and yet not alwayes Fa­ther and judge becauſe alwayes God. For neither could he be Father before a Sonne, nor judge before ſinne. But there was a time when neither ſinne was to make God a judge, nor Sonne to make God a Father. He that reads this onely, would think at a bluſh, that it is the very marke of Arius his haer [...]ſie,  [...]; There was a time when the Son was not; But the anſwer is in his book contra Praxeam, Cap. V. Ante omnia enim Deus erat, ſolus ipſe ſibi & mundus & locus & omnia. Solus autem, quia nihil aliud extrinſecus pr [...]ter illum. Caeterum ne tunc quide [...] ſolus; Habebat enim ſecum quam habebat in ſemetipſo; Rationem ſuam ſcilicet: Rationalis enim Deus, & ratio in ipſo prius, & ita in ipſo omnia. Qu [...] ratio ſenſus ipſius eſt. Hanc Graeci  [...] dicunt, qu [...] vocabul [...] ſermonem etiam appellamus. Ide [...]que in uſu eſt noſtrorum, per ſimpli­citatem interpretationis; Sermonem dicere in primordio apud Deum fuiſſe; cum magis rationem competat antiquiorem  [...]aberi, quia non ſermonalis a principio, ſed rationalis D [...]us etiam ante principium. Et quia ipſe quoque ſermo ratione conſi­ſtens, priorem eam ut ſubſtantiam ſu [...]m  [...]ſtendat. Tamen & ſic nihil intereſt. Nam  [...]tſi Deus nondum ſermonem ſuum miſerat, & proinde  [...]um cum ipſa & in ipſa ratione intra ſemetipſum habebat,  [...]acite cogitando & diſputand [...] ſecum, quae per ſermonem mox erat dicturus. Cum ratione enim ſua cogitans, atque diſponens, ſer­monem eam efficiebat, qu [...]m ſermone tractabat. For, before all things, God was alone, to himſelf both World, and place, and all. But alone, becauſe without, there was nothing beſides him, otherwiſe even then not alone. For he had with him that which he had in him, his reaſon forſooth. For God is reaſonable, and rea­ſon was in him before, and ſo all things. This reaſon is his ſenſe. This the Greek calls  [...], by which name alſo we call ſpeech. Therefore our people uſe, for one tranſlation, to ſay, that ſpeech was in the beginning with God; Whereas it is more pertinent, that reaſon ſhould be counted more ancient, becauſe God ſpok [...] it from the beginning, but had reaſon even before the beginning: And becauſe ſpeech it ſelf, ſtanding upon reaſon, ſhews it to be the former, as that whereupon it[Page]ſtandeth. But even ſo it maters not. For, though God had not yet ſent forth his ſpeech, he had it no leſſe within himſelf, with and within his very reaſon, ſilently thinking and diſpoſing with himſelf thoſe things, which he was to utter by ſpeech. Further Cap. VI. & VII. Nam ut primum Deus voluit, ea quae cum Sophia ratione & ſermone diſpoſuerat intraſe in ſubſtantias & ſpecies ſ [...]as edere, ipſum primum protulit ſermonem, habentem intra ſe individuas ſuas, rationem & ſapi­entiam, ut per ipſum  [...]ierent univerſa, per quem erant cogitata & diſpoſita, imo & facta jam quantum in Deiſenſu. Hoc enim eis deerat, ut coram quoque in ſu­is ſpeci [...]bus & ſubſtantiis cognoſcerentur, & tenerentur. Tunc igitur etiam ipſe ſ [...]rm [...] ſpeciem & ornatum ſuum ſumit, ſonum & vocem, cum dicit Deus; Fiat Lux. H [...]c eſt nativitas perfecta ſermonis, dum ex Deo procedit: conditus ab  [...]o primum ad cogitatum, in nomine Sophiae, (Dominus condidit me initium via­rum) dehinc generatus ad effectum (cum pararet coelum aderam ei ſi [...]l) ex­inde  [...]um patrem ſibi faciens, de quo procedendo filius factus eſt, primogenitus, ut ante omnia genitus; & unigenitus, ut ſolus ex Deo genitus; proprie de vulv [...] cordis ipſius, ſecundum quod & Pater ipſe teſtatur; Eructavit cor meum ſermo­nem optimum. Ad quem deinceps gaudens, proinde ga [...]de [...]tem in perſona illi [...]; Filius meus es tu, ego hodie genui te, & ante Luciferum genui te. Sic & filius ex ſua perſona profitetur Patrem in nomine Sophiae dominus condidit me initium via­rum in opera ſua For as ſoon as God pleaſed to put forth into their own ſubſtances and kinds thoſe things which he had ordered within himſelf, with the reaſon and ſpeech of wiſdom, the firſt he brought forth was ſpeech, having in it reaſon and wiſdom from which it is unſeparable, that all things might be made by that, whereby they had been deviſed and diſpoſed, nay made aleready as to the ſenſe of God. For they wanted onely this, to be known and had in their own kindes and ſubſtances. Then there­fore even Gods ſpeech it ſelf aſſumed his own kinde, and dreſſe, ſound and voice, when God ſaid; Let there be Light. This is the perfect birth of ſpeech, as it pro­ceedeth from God; Firſt made by him for a thought deviſed by him under the name of Wiſdome (the Lord made me the beginning of his wayes) then ingendered to ef­fect, (I was together with him when he prepared the heavens) thenceforth making him his Father (for I read Patrem ſibi faciens, not P [...]c [...]m, as I find it promiſed) by proceeding from whom, he became a Sonne, (firſtborn; as born before all things; and onely; as alone ingendered by God) from the proper womb of his heart, according as the Father himſelf alſo witneſſeth: My heart hath uttered an excellent ſpeech. To whom rejoycing according as he rejoyceth, in the Fathers perſon he ſaith; Thou art my Sonne, this day have I begotten thee; And, before the morning ſtarre have I ingendred thee. As the Sonne alſo in his perſon, profeſſeth the Father under the name of Wiſdome; The Lord made me the beginning of wayes unto his works. All this, if it be underſtood as becometh God, will containe nothing prejudiciall to the Faith of Gods Church, (whether it containe the true ſenſe of the Scriptures or not) through ſound and voice and ſpeech, and thought or deviſe, if they be underſtood as they ſignify in Gods creatures, are inconſiſtent with his excellence. But ſo farre it will be from Arius his hereſie, as to an­ſwer the very ground of it, by ſaying; That the Word or reaſon, or Wiſdome, of God, (which inca [...]nate, is our Lord Chriſt) was from everlaſting in God, but not under the notion, quality, or attribute of Sonne, till the making of the World▪ And that, as Tertulliane ſaid in the place from whence the objection is quoted, accidentis rei mentio the mention of an acceſſory, to wit, the decla­ration of Gods will to make the World, gave him the denomination of Son, which he bore not afore, according to Tertulliane, (whether he hit the true ſenſe of the Scripture in it, or onely indeavour ſo to do) though alwayes the ſame from everlaſting. The anſwer to this difficult paſſage of Tertulliane may ſerve for another, contra Praxeam, Cap. II. unicum Deum non alias putat cre­dendum, quam ſi ipſum eundemque & Patrem & Filium & Spiritum dicat: Quaſi non ſic▪ quoquc unus ſit omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per ſubſtanti [...] ſcilicet unitatem; & nihilominus cuſtodiatur aeconomiae ſacramentum, quae unitatem in trinitatem diſponit, tres dividens, Patrem, Filium, & Spiritum Sanctum. Tres autem, not ſ [...]a [...] ſed gradu, non ſubſtantia ſed forma, nec poteſtate ſed ſpecie; Ʋnius[Page]autem ſtatus, & unius ſubſtantiae, & unius poteſtatis, quia unus Deus, ex qu [...] & gradus iſti & formae, & ſpecies, in nomine Patris & Filii & Spiritus Sancti, deputantur. He thinkes he is not otherwiſe to believe one God, then ſaying, that the Father the Sonne and the Holy Ghoſt, are all one. As if one were not all as well, if all proceed from one; By unity of ſubſtance, forſooth, preſerving nevertheleſſe the myſtery of that diſtribution, which diſpoſeth the Ʋnity into a Trinity, ordering three, the Father, the Sonne and the holy Ghoſt. But, not three for ſtate but for rank, not for ſubſtance but for forme, not for power but for ſpecialty: But of one ſtate, one ſubſtance, one power, becauſe one God, from whom thoſe ranks, and formes, and ſpecialties are understood. Theſe words, non ſtatu ſed gradu,—both Cardinal Bellarmine, and Valentia, meeting in a paſſage of Bullinger, not na­ming his author, have charged with Arianiſme, being indeed Tertuallians words, manifeſtly expreſſing the Unity of the Godhead, the ſubſtance. ſtate and power of it in the Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt, by their perſonall proper­ties, characters, or notions, in the terms of gradus, formae, & ſpecies, rankes formes, and ſpecialties, no other being then in uſe.
In like ſort Ignatius, according to the true Copies ſaith  [...], Goa was born, Epiſt. ad Epheſ. he calls him there, Son of God, and Son of man,  [...], God manifeſt as man; He calls him  [...], The eternall Word that came not forth from ſilence. Epiſt. ad Magneſ. Athanaſius de Synodis, quotes out of him, We have one Phyſitian bodily and incorporeal, ingendred and not ingendred, God in man: Juſtine calleth him the word of God, indiſtinct from him in virtue and Power, and  [...]caranate▪ He makes him the Lord of hoſts, and the King of Glory; He expreſſeth his pro­ceſſion by light kindled from light, and fire from fire; Irenaeus expreſly main­taineth him one and the ſame God with the Father, and true God, and his genera­tion ineffable, without beginning and from everlaſting; Clemens makes him God  [...]quall to God, as his Sonne; Origen, not in any work now extant, that may be queſtioned, but, as he is alledged by Athanaſius, de decretis Synodi Nice [...]ae, ſaies of him, that, if there be any image of God who is inviſible, that image muſt alſo be inviſible, with a great deal more to the ſame purpoſe, where he alſo quotes The­ognoſtus in ſecundo hypopſeon, affirming the ſame at large; to ſet aſide thoſe that are queſtioned. And, ſhall we not think our ſelves obliged, ſo to under­ſtand their words, which the importunity of Hereſies have made queſtionable▪ that they may conſiſt, and agree with thoſe which remaine unqueſtionable? Eſpecially, all of them agreeing in this; That the world was made and is go­verned by Chriſt; And, that the whole diſpenſation of God tending to the ſalvation of mankinde, whether before the Law or under the Law, as well as ſince his appearing in the fleſh, was executed by him, as a preface and pro­logue to his coming in the fleſh; (a ſuppoſition which all ſeem to ground themſelves upon, eſpecially againſt the Jewes, in giving account of our com­mon Chriſtianity.) That our Faith is in the Father, Sonne and holy Ghoſt; That we are to glorifie, to worſhip, and to be baptized in the Name of the Father, Sonne and holy Ghoſt; And in counting all Hereticks that denied it. For, communion with the Church (not communicating with thoſe who believe it not, becauſe they believe it not) is an evidence which no words of doubt­full conſtruction can obſcure, in the judgement of any man that is reaſonable. Nay, among the very heathen, that have made any mention of the Chriſtian Faith, doth not Plinies Epiſtle concerning the Chriſtians acknowledge, that they ſung hymns to Chriſt, as to God? Doth not Lucian in his Phi­lopatris, manifeſtly expreſſe the Faith of the Trinity, as the cognizance of Chriſtians at that time? hath it not appeared by theſe inventions where­with the Gnoſticks ſophiſticated it, that the Fulneſs of the Godhead conſiſts in the Trinity, according to the Chriſtian Faith, as according to the ſeverall Sects of them, in their ſeverall inventions. That the Chriſtians honoured and worſhipped the bleſſed Trinity, as thoſe Sects did thoſe imaginati­tions of their own, which they call the Fullneſſe of the Godhead? When Ebion, Cerinthus, Artemon, Theodorus, and after them, Sabellius, Noetus, Prax [...]as, [Page] and Pa [...]lus Samoſatenus were diſowned by the whole Church, and excluded the communion of all Chriſtians, did not all Churches, that agreed in refuſing them, find themſelves poſſeſſed of a contrary Faith, as the reaſon for which they were refuſed? Were all Chriſtians, out of their ſimplicity, cunning e­nough to aſſoile all the reaſons, whereby theſe, and Arius to boot, did or might argue their pretenſes, from texts of Scripture? Or did they think themſelves bound, to reſt in the viſible conſent of the whole Church, whether they were able to do that or not?
In fine, the learned Jeſuite Petavius, in the Preface to his books de Trinita­te, and the beginning of the firſt, as he hath evidently ſhewed, that the ſub­ſtance of the faith of the Trinity is acknowledged by theſe ancient Chriſtians, ſome of whoſe words ſeem to diſparage the Godhead of our Lord Chriſt; So he indeavoureth to ſhew, that they did it out of a deſire to reconcile the faith, with the doctrine of Plato and his followers. If his opinion be admitted, there will remaine evidence enough for the Tradition of Faith, even in their writings, whoſe skill in the Scriptures, goes not the right way to maintaine it; The plain ſong will be good muſick, though the deſcant tranſgreſſe. Though, for my part, having ſeen what he hath ſaid, I repent me not of that which I had con­ceived out of Tertullian [...]; That out of a deſire to reconcile the creation of wiſdome in the Proverbs, according to the Greek (not the doctrine of Plato) with the rule of Faith, they conceived this a ſuppoſition fit to do it; That, by Gods proceeding to create the World, his mind or wiſdome, which incarnate is our Lord Chriſt, attained, not the eſſence and being which it had in God from everlaſting, but the denomination and quality of his Word and Sonne. For you ſhall find there, that moſt of them concurre in the ſpeculations of Tertul­liane.
Whereby you may ſee, that this learned Jeſuite is not agreed with the Cardi­nall du Perron, to deny the reaſon why we hold the Faith of the holy Trinity originally, from the decree of the Council of Nic [...]a, and from that authority of the Church which maintaineth it; But from the reaſon whereupon that decree was grounded and made: That is, from the meaning of the Scriptures expreſſed and limited by the Tradition of the Church. And therefore, not burthening my ſelf here, with the expounding of all thoſe paſſages of their writ­ings, before Arius, which may ſeem to derogate from the Tradition of the Church in that point; I ſhall referre the Reader to thoſe things, whereby he ſhoweth that they do unanimouſly concurre in maintaining the ſame Faith. For, if there be amongſt them, that have had ſpeculations, tending to reconcile ſome Scriptures to it, which are not onely ill grounded, (as, I diſpute not but this of Tertulliane is) but alſo prejudiciall to the Faith, as ſome of Origens, whom I have mentioned already; That this is to be imputed to the inconſe­quence of their ſeverall diſcourſes, not to any difference in their common Faith; I remit you to that which he hath ſaid, to judge. Onely, whereas he de Trinitate II. 2. hath given you a full account of thoſe Fathers, which ex­pound the words of our Lord; The Father is greater then I; to be meant of his Godhead, (which I have onely named in groſs) I will adviſe you again here­upon, that many things which are ſaid of the Sonne, as inferior to the Father, (as when he is ſaid to Miniſter unto the Father in creating the World) may be imputed, not to any inequality in that Godhead, which is the ſame in all the Trinity, but unto the manner of having it, (the Father originally, as the Foun­taine, the Sonne and the holy Ghoſt as from him) wherein the difference of the perſons conſiſteth. To the ſame Petavius, de Trinitate VIII. 2. I remit them that would be ſatisfied of the ſenſe of the Fathers▪ in that which I alledged, for the reaſon why our Lord is called the Word, by S. John; To wit, that the intercourſe between God and man, after the fall, was executed and managed by his Miniſtry. Not becauſe I think this name of the Word, unfit to ſignifiy the originall proceeding of the Sonne from the Father; much leſſe his concur­rence in and to the creation of all things: But becauſe, believing as I do, that the myſtery of the Trinity is revealed by the coming of our Lord; I find great [Page] reaſon to conceive, that his Apoſtle intended thereby to intimate, that the god­ly of the Old Teſtament, were reconciled to God by the meanes of his Word and Spirit, howſoever they underſtood that which is ſignified by theſe Titles. I know the Arians made their advantage of that which Juſtine and others had ſaid; That God imployed his Sonne to man, becauſe he was himſelf invi­ſible; To ſay thereupon, that the Father onely is inviſible and incomprehen­ſible, even by the Sonne. And that S. Auſtine thereupon counts it raſhneſſe to ſay, that all the intercourſe between God and man, was miniſtred by the Sonne the Father, and the holy Ghoſt not appearing at all in any of theſe Revelations. That Dionyſius acknowledgeth▪ that all of them, Athanaſius that ſome of them, were done by the Miniſtery of Angels; The teſtomonies whereof you may find collected there. And truly that God the Father was not revealed by theſe apparitions, were a thing utterly unreaſonable to ima­gine. That Gods Angels did attend upon his Sonne, in thoſe meſſages, where­in, ſome one of them caries the proper Name of God, is a thing which the Scriptures alledged afore, will neceſſarily require. But that, where [...]oever God deales with man by the Miniſtry of an Angel, to whom the proper name and honour of God is attributed, there the Sonne of God came to do Gods Word to man, for a preface to his coming in the fleſh; And that whoſoever received this word from God, was withall poſſeſſed by his Spirit; as I ſee it is very agreeable to the Scripture; ſo I find no reaſon valuable, why I ſhould re­pent me to have ſaid it.
I know, that Dionyſius Biſhop of Alexandria, hath been alledged for an au­thority that interrupteth the Tradition of the Church, in the matter of the Trinity. And I acknowledge S. Baſils judgement, comparing him with one, who dreſſing plants, and finding one that growes awry, bends it ſo without meaſure, that he ſets it as much awry on the other ſide. For, writing againſt Sabellius, and not content to ſettle the difference of the perſons, he ſaies that through heat of contention. he let fall words that ſignified alſo  [...], difference of nature, inferiority of Power, and diverſity of glory. Epiſt. XLI. Whereof, though I intend not to queſtion any part, I will ſay, nevertheleſſe, as I have alleged this paſſage of Dionyſius in evidence, for the unity of the Church, ſo here, that I deſire no better evidence for the Rule of Faith, which the ſame preſuppoſeth. Suppoſe for the preſent the ſenſe of Dionyſius to be queſtionable, as it was to theſe Biſhops of Pentapolis his Suffraganes, who finding themſelves offended at that which he had written, gave information of it to Dionyſius then Biſhop of Rome, and to his Synode, which Athanaſius de Synodis Arim. & Seleuciae, expreſly nominateth. Can there be a greater argument, that the communion of the Church ſtood ground­ed upon the profeſſion of that Faith, which he ſeemed to tranſgreſſe; then the concurrence of Rome, and the Churches that reſorted to Rome, with thoſe which reſorted to Alexandria, in that Faith which he ſeemed to tranſgreſſe. Cer­tainly, the agreement of all Chriſtians in admitting the Scriptures, at this day, is not able to produce the like. And therefore, granting the writings of Dio­nyſius to have been an attempt upon the Faith; the oppoſition, that was ſo warmly made, aſſures us, that doctrine which the authority of a Biſhop of Alex­andria could not give paſſeport to, was inconſiſtent with the Rule in force. For, the Satisfaction which he tendred in the Letter recorded by Athanaſius, ſhewes what the ſenſe of the Church was, for ſatisfaction whereof he was for­ced to write. And therefore, I may ſafely, and do acknowledge ſome of his words to be more offenſive, then it can be fit for me to excuſe: Though his own leter alledges the ſimilitudes of a plant and the ſhoot of it, of a well, and the ſtream flowing from it, which the Church ſince Arius hath always uſed to make it underſtood. Which may ſeem to render him reconcileable to the Faith of Nicaea, by underſtanding the difference which he ſignifieth to conſiſt, not in the God­head, which may be underſtood to be the ſame in the fountain as in the ſtream, but in the rank and manner of having it, neceſſarily rendring that which proceed­eth, in that regard inferior to that from whence it proceedeth. I know it is ſaid [Page] againe, that the Council of LXXX Biſhops that condemned Samoſatenus at Antiochia, in their Epiſtle alledged there by Athanaſius, do ſay, that the Sonne is not  [...] of the ſame ſubſtance with the Father; And that it is ſaid, that the two parts of a contradiction may as well be reconciled, as this with the Faith of Nicaea. But, with what judgement, let S. Hilary ſpeake, Libro de Synodis: Male intelligitur homouſion: Quid ad me bene intelligentem? Male homouſion Samoſate [...]s confeſſus eſt: Sed nunquid melius Ariani negarunt? Octagi [...]ta Epiſcopi olim reſpuerunt: Sed trecenti dec [...]m & octo nuper receperunt. The ho­mouſion is wrong underſtood: What is that to me that underſtand it right? Samo­ſatenus acknowledged it wrong; Were the Arians more in the right in denying it? Fourſcore Biſhops reſuſed it long ſince. Three hundred and eighteen have re­ceived it of late. This had been enough to make a reaſonable man ſuſpect an equivocation in the buſineſſe. But Athanaſius would have told him wherein it conſiſted, and how, and in what ſenſe Samoſatenus maintained it. His argu­ment was; If our Lord Chriſt were not made God of man, which firſt he had been made, then muſt he be  [...], of the ſame ſubſtance with the Fa­ther; and ſo there ſhall be three ſubſtances, one principall, that of the Father, two proceeding from him, of the Son and holy Ghoſt. And ſhall not all that imbrace the Creed of Nicaea diſdaine Conſubſtantiality in this ſenſe? Which plainly makes the Father, Sonne and holy Ghoſt of the ſame ſubſtance, no otherwiſe, then three men are ſaid to be of one ſubſtance. I know Gregory of N [...]o [...]aeſarea might have been further alledged out of S. Baſil, Epiſt. LXIV. Where he acknowledgeth him to have called the Father and the Sonne  [...]. And the Sonne,  [...]. But this, in a diſcourſe written to Aelian a Pagan, to convert him to Chriſtianity, and at the bottom, conſiſting of nothing but equivocation of terms; He allowing himſelf to term the Sonne the creature and make of the Father, whom the Greek Fathers com­monly call  [...] or, the cauſe of the Sonne: And to call them two in notion, but one for hypoſtaſis; becauſe he takes hypoſtaſis for ſubſtance, and notion, for that Character which diſtinguiſheth between perſons, which, in the now terms of the Schoole, are ſaid to be known and diſcerned by their notions.
But I will go no further in Origens behalf, or in behalf of any Scholar of Origens; If he have left that which neceſſarily imports an ill ſenſe (whereof his Scholars, Dionyſius, or Gregory of N [...]o [...]aeſarea, may perhaps reliſh) either it was not publickly taken notice of when it was publiſhed, or paſſed over in ſilence for the preſent, in reſpect of his merit toward the Church: As it muſt be ſaid of his opinion concerning ſouls flitting into new bodies. As for Euſeb. of Caeſarea▪ and the author of the Conſtitutions, which are both charged in this point; Euſebius, living in the time when the conſent of the Church, over-ruled the contrary, rather evidenceth then interrupteth that Tradition, which con­demneth him if he agree not with it. But the author of the Conſtitutions, is not known, at what time he lived, to write, in the name of Clemens the Apo­ſtles Scholar, that which, for his part, he thought moſt likely to come from the Apoſtles. Whether or no he might think it became him, writing in that name, to uſe ſuch terms as he found the ancienteſt Church-Writers uſe before the buſineſſe of Arius; Whether or no he might miſtake himſelf in doing ſo, I will not diſpute. But, being hard to believe that he writ till the hereſie of Arius and E [...]n [...]m [...]us was down; As I can give my ſelf no good reaſon▪ why he ſhould bring in Arius under the habit of the Apoſtles; ſo I ſee the ſuſ­picion which he hath contracted, in a manner as ancient as the credit of his book in the Church. After all this, if any man marvail, that Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria ſhould think ſo ſlightly of Arius his opinion, as, in debating it, ſometimes to ſide with him, ſometimes with his adverſaries, according to So­zomenus, Eccleſ. Hiſt. I. 15. Let him conſider, that the Eccleſiaſticall Hiſto­rians informe us, that the difference of Arius was commenced at a Conſiſtory; That is, at a meeting of the Clergy to debate the buſineſſe: Onely Sozomen­us, that there had been divers meetings about it; In which Alexander had not [Page] declared himſelf, but ſpoken ſometimes on this ſide and ſometimes on that. Not becauſe there is any appearance in the ſtory, that Arius himſelf could have conſtrued his procedings, as if he had been doubtfull which ſide to chooſe; But becauſe any wiſe man, in his place, would have thought it the way to pre­ſerve his authority over Arius, by not declaring himſelf party againſt him till he appeared, untractable by that reaſon, which his authority muſt inforce, when it ſelf would not ſerve the turn. As for the great Conſtantine, who, in his Let­er to the Church of Alexandria declareth many times that the queſtion con­cerned not the ſubſtance of Faith; It muſt be ſaid; that being no Chriſtian as yet, nor catechized in the Faith, his information failed, either in matter of fact, reporting the poſition of Arius in ſuch terms as might bear a good conſtructi­on, (in which what latitude there is, it may appear by the premiſes) or in point of right, making that not to concern the ſubſtance of Faith, which indeed doth. For, thoſe terms in which all the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtories agree that the debate was ſtated, are ſuch, as indeed do concern the ſubſtance of Faith. Nei­ther is there any mark, in the writings of the Fathers before this time, upon which it can be ſaid, that any of them thought that there was a time when the Word of God, (which being incarnate in our Lord Chriſt) was not, but was made by God of nothing after that time; Which are the characters that di­ſtinguiſh the hereſie of Arius. Set aſide then the Conſtitutions, Euſebius, Origen, and his Scholar Dionyſius, as queſtionable in point of fact, or as grant­ed, that the ſenſe of their words, is not reconcileable with the Faith in point of right, the retraction of Dionyſius, makes as much more for the Faith, then his miſpriſion (condemned by Gennadius de Dogm. Eccl. Cap. IV. and Facundus X. 5.) againſt it, as the rejecting of Sabellius makes more for the ſame, then the doubtfull words of Gregory of N [...]ocaeſarea againſt.
That which is to be ſaid thereupon is, that there can be therefore no reaſon to blame the Councill of Nicaea for adding to the Creed the terme of  [...], to oblige the Arians to the ſenſe of the Church, S. Athanaſius, in his Treatiſe de Actis Conc. Nicen. hath ſhewed us, that it was introduced, to cut off thoſe equivocations▪ whereby, they ought to cover their owne ſenſe, under thoſe other words which were propounded as capeable of the Catholick ſenſe. He that will ſay, that this courſe ought not to have been held, or that having ta­ken effect, it ought not to have been retained, may as well ſay, that the faith of Chriſt, or the Unity of Gods ſervice in that faith is not to be preſerved. For, being once queſtioned, ther [...] muſt be a Rule and a mark to diſcern Chriſtians from Hereticks. I obſerve therefo [...]e, likewiſe, that the troubles which Arius occaſioned in the Church never came to an end, till the word perſon in Latine and hypoſtaſis in Greek was admitted, in oppoſition to the word eſſence or na­ture, included in the word  [...], which the Council of Nicaea had introduced into the Creed, that the difference between the Church and Arius, might be ſtated upon the expreſſe terms of three perſons and one nature. For it is evi­dent, by S. Jerome, Epiſt. LVII. that the terme of hypoſtaſis for perſon, was not then received (who writes to Pope Damaſus to be authorized by him, whe­ther to admit, or to refuſe it:) But as, after that time, we hear no further queſtion of the term, ſo, under the Emperor Gratiane and Pope Damaſus, we find the diſpute extinguiſhed. But I ſay, nevertheleſſe, that there is no cauſe therefore to imagine, that the ſenſe of the Church and the faith thereof hath received any change by the uſe of new terms, which the neceſſity of preventing Hereticks hath obliged the Church to introduce. And I ſay as the others ſaid, that the importance and conſequence of the ſaid new terms ought to be reduced to that force; which the ſenſe of the Church, according to the Scriptures, al­loweth, or rather preſcribeth. And that, whoſoever ſhall take upon him▪ un­der pretenſe of the moſt unqueſtionable decrees, that any age of the Church hath produced; to preſcribe againſt that ſenſe which the primitive records of the Church do inforce, in ſo doing, ſets up the authority of that preſent Church againſt the Tradition of the Catholick. And, after all this, ſhall the Socinians be admitted to alledge, that S. Hilary, quitt [...]th a doubt whether the [Page] holy Ghoſt is to be called God or not? Surely the Socinians cannot be ad­mitted to alledge this, unleſſe they will be content to ſubmit to S. Hilary in the whole buſineſſe: Nay, unleſſe they will ſtand to the Church, to which S. Hilary ſtands. But, for thoſe that are not Socinians, and would be ſatisfied, I will not uſe that wretched anſwer of Eraſmus in that excellent preface to S. Hilarys works; That the Church hath ſince decreed otherwiſe: As if there were not a reaſon why the Church ſo decreed, or, as if he were not bound to render that reaſon for his diſcharge. But I will ſay, tha [...], as, in the caſe of the Nicene Creed and the word  [...], it appeareth, that the Church may be ne­ceſſitated to uſe ſuch expreſſions, as have not been in uſe afore; and not onely to allow particular perſons, as Doctors of the Church to uſe them, but to give them paſport and authority in the publick ſervice of the Church. And, that people, or Doctors of the Church ſhould ſtick at them when they are firſt fre­quented, is no more to be marvailed at, then that the Socinians ſhould marvaile that the Son of God, who acknowledges to come from the Father, and to re­ceive all from him, ſhould by any man be acknowledged God from everlaſting; Unleſſe it be marvailed, that all that allow it not are not Socinians. For, nei­ther is it any marvaile that men ſhould marvaile at the due conſequences of thoſe things which themſelves admit: Nor that, marvailing at them, ſome ſhould be Socinians, others continue Chriſtians. All this would be good, in caſe it did appear, that S. Hilary had any where put any doubt, whether the holy Ghoſt may be called God or not. But the obſervation of Eraſmus bears no more then this; That S. Hilary is no where found to call the H. Ghoſt God. which who will not laugh at, unleſſe it could be ſaid that S▪ Hilary no way ſaies as much as that is? For ſhall the Faith of the Church, or, ſhall the Faith of S. Hilary depend upon the uſe of that word? Shall it not ſerve his turne that he uſeth words ſigni [...]ying the ſame? Which, had Eraſmus been ſo diligent to col­lect, as the Socinians have been forward to make advantage of his negligence, they had never drawn that obſervation into conſequence. He that would be ſatisfied of S. Hilaries Faith, as well as of the Faith of the Church before S. Hilary in this point; Let him peruſe what Petavius hath collected, Dog [...]atum Theol. 3. de Trinitate VII. 7-15.
I am now, before I leave this point, to conſider, what the light of reaſon argues againſt the myſtery of the Trinity, which I acknowledge to ſeem ſo ſtrong, that it ſeems to forbid all uſe of reaſon, in them, that admit the Chriſtian Faith. For, ſeeing all uſe of reaſon ſuppoſes this principle, that thoſe things which agree or diſagree in a third agree or diſagree one with the other; And, that the myſtery of the Trinity inferres; Though the Father is God and the Sonne God, yet that the Sonne is not the Father; It ſeems, it cannot be main­tained without diſowning the uſe of reaſonable diſcourſe. This difficulty may be, and is branched out into many difficulties. It is argued, If ſo; Then ſhall there be three Gods, the Father one, the Sonne another, and the Holy Ghoſt a third: Or, three ſubſtanc [...]s of one Godhead; every perſon being God, which is the ſubſtance of the Godhead: Or, that the ſame thing, the Godhead, ſhall ſubſiſt thrice, to wit, in the Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt. It is argued, If ſo; Then ſhall every perſon be three perſons; Becauſe every perſon is God; that is, Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt: That the perſons of the Godhead ſhall be both really the ſame and really diverſe, or, not the ſame; Being the ſame God, yet ſeverall perſons. It is argued further, If ſo; Then ſhall the Sonne of God be his own Sonne; Becauſe Sonne of that God, which the Sonne is. Then may there as well be more Sonnes, and then infinite. Then ſhall he be from everlaſting becauſe God, and not from everlaſting, becauſe Sonne. Then ſhould the Father and the holy Ghoſt have been incarnate, becauſe, one with the Sonne who is in carnate. Then cannot the Sonne of God be man, becauſe God before. But all theſe conſequences containe but one and the ſame difficulty from which thy proceed; as the ſame ſouldiers are ſhowed in ſeverall armes, and the ſame meats ſerved with ſeverall ſauſes. For, when the Father [Page] Sonne and holy Ghoſt, (perſons ſubſiſting before they are diſtinguiſhed by our underſtanding) are ſaid to be one God, the ordinary diſcourſe of reaſon, and the language that men uſe inferres, three ſubſtances, each ſubſiſting of it ſelf; that is three Gods, that is, perſons of the Godhead, every one of them, Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt as God is; the ſame with themſelves, ſuppoſing one God, not the ſame, ſuppoſing three perſons. Againe, the Sonne being God, (as the Father and the holy Ghoſt are) and Sonne of God, it is no more, then that he ſhould be his own Sonne. That he ſhould be from everlaſting, and yet Sonne, and no more Sonnes then he; no more, then that he is God, and the Sonne of God both. That he onely incarnate, never a whit difficult, then that, being the ſame God, he is neither Father nor holy Ghoſt.
To anſwer then this one though great difficulty; Firſt, I inſiſt, that the So­cinians who object it (which may be ſaid of Arius, or Aetius, or whoſoe­ver may be found to have objected the like) cannot avoid as great inconve­niences if they mean to be Chriſtians. For; the Socinians pretending to honour the Sonne as the Father; the Arians the Sonne and the holy Ghoſt both; I demand, what greater inconvenience there can be objected to one that pre­tends to be a Chriſtian, then to give the honour due to God alone to his crea­ture? Then, that the Sonne of God ſhould be God and a creature both; Then, that he ſhould create himſelf, as both God and creature: Then, that being made a man, he ſhould be exalted to the power and glory of God, whereupon the honour of God becomes due? If reaſon and Faith agree both together to aſſure us that there is a God that made all things; It is not poſſible that any thing ſhould be imagined more impoſſible, then, that one and the ſame ſubject ſhould be truly qualified God and creature. He that can imagine a greater contradiction, a greater inconvenience, a greater inconſiſtence, then that the ſame thing ſhould neceſſarily be what it is, and yet that, of it ſelf, it may be and may not be what it is; Alwayes actually the ſame, and yet capable of be­ing what it was not ſometimes; The cauſe of all things, and yet depending on that cauſe which it ſelf is, and ſo before and after it ſelf; Well may he imagine ſome greater inconvenience then this, that our Lord Chriſt, made a man as other men are, onely conceived by the holy Ghoſt, without man, of a Virgine, ſhould be made God, and indued with power and glory, to which the worſhip and honour of the onely true God is due. But let them that hope, hereby, to remove the ſtumbling block of the Trinity in Unity from before the Jews, con­ſider with themſelves, what ſatisfaction they can hope to give them, or any reaſonable creature, by inviting them, to give the honour of God to a creature, called God, becauſe of that power and Glory which God hath given it above other creatures. For, ſeeing, the ſame power and glory which God hath given it, he might have given, and (ſetting aſide his declared will to the contrary) may yet give, to as many as the Heathen Idolaters ever counted Gods; how ſhall he perſwade them, that they are the leſſe Idolaters, becauſe they do it but to one beſides God, and ſhall never be moved to do it to any more? Whereas, ſuppoſing the Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt to be one and the ſame God, we invite them not to worſhip any but God, though we invite them to worſhip that which they comprehend not, but believe. And there­fore, for a direct anſwer to the difficulty made, I muſt take notice, that there are thoſe that pretend to make evidence to naturall reaſon, that it is not onely con­ſiſtent with, but neceſſary to the perfection of the Godhead, that being one and the ſame ſingular being, it hath ſubſiſtence in three ſeveral perſons; Whoſe opinion and reaſons, did I write in Latine, I ſhould find my ſelf obliged to con­ſider. But the greateſt part of thoſe whom I write to not demanding theſe metaphyſicks; I will neither cenſure them, nor hold my ſelf liable to their cenſure for it, that, by not holding up ſo high, I betray the advantage of Chriſtianity to the ſcorn of unbelievers. This I will ſay, that, ſpeaking of the Godhead, it is not neceſſary to maintain that which I believe to be evident­ly poſſible. Which is to ſay, that I may be bound to believe that of God, [Page] which, I cannot evidence to reaſon, that there is no contradiction in it: Be­cauſe, what the motives of Faith make evident, that it is revealed, that I am not able to comprehend, how poſſible or not. For though reaſon force me to at­tribute to God all that is of perfection, and to remove from God all that is of imperfection in the creature; yet by all that, I underſtand nothing proper to God; Thoſe things that are revealed, ſignifying nothing elſe but his proper nature, incomprehenſible to man, till he ſee him as he is. What is the Word and Spirit of God, beſides God, I underſtand not at all; But, let not, there­fore, to believe that the Word tooke our fleſh, and not the Father, having in it the holy Ghoſt without meaſure, whereof it giveth a certaine meaſure to be­lievers. And, had I a proper conceit of that which they expreſſe, that which ſeems a contradiction would then appear neceſſary. In the mean time, all diſ­pute about eſſence and perſons, and natures, and all the terms whereby, either the Scriptures expreſſe themſelves in this point, or the Church excludes the importunites of hereſies from the true ſenſe of the Chriſtiane Faith, improves no mans underſtanding an inch in this myſtery. The ſervice it does, is to teach men the language of the Church, by diſtinguiſhing that ſenſe of ſeverall ſay­ings which is, and that which is not conſiſtent with the Faith. And if any man hereupon, proceed by dicourſe upon the nature of the ſubject, to inferre what is, and what is not ſuch, his underſtanding is unſufferable.
When therefore it is ſaid; The Father is God, the Sonne God, therefore the Father is the Sonne; Here is nothing like the form of an argument. If, to make an argument in form, you change it and ſay; Whoſoever is God is the Father: the Sonne is whoſoever is God; (Proving both propoſitions, be­cauſe; The Father is God, (as alſo the Sonne) and there is but one God; Therefore, whoſo ever is God is the Father; Therefore the Sonne is whoſo­ever is God;) Here you have recourſe to the matter in hand, truſting no more to the form of your argument, but to this conſequence; That, If there be but one God, and the Father he, then, whoſoever is God is the Father. Which failes, becauſe the revelation which ſhewes the Father to be God, ſhowes the Sonne to be the ſame God, which, he that did underſtand God would ſee to be neceſſarily conſequent. Neither is there cauſe that any thing that we ſee in the creature ſhould make us marvaile, why the Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt, being three who are God, ſhould not be three Gods, or three ſubſtances of the Godhead; unleſſe a man knew what God is, and, what the Father Sonne and holy Ghoſt import in God. Nor that the ſame ſubſtance ſhould ſubſiſt thrice in three perſons, unleſſe he had a proper conceit of that which perſon and ſubſiſtence ſignifie in the Godhead. Nor, ſhall it follow, that every per­ſon ſhall be three perſons, becauſe God we know, by diſcourſe from the crea­ture to be one; But what the perſons are, which we believe to be in God be­fore we think of God, is revealed, becauſe we underſtand it not. Nor that the perſons can be really the ſame, becauſe really the ſame with the ſame Godhead; becauſe, not completely the ſame with it, which though by reaſon not to be underſtood, grounds the difference between themſelves. For the ſame reaſon ſhall it not follow, that the Sonne is his own Sonne; becauſe not Sonne to the Godhead but to his Father: And therefore but one Sonne poſſible, be­cauſe, the fullneſſe of the Godhead is revealed to dwell bodily in Chriſt, the Father, and the holy Ghoſt. The Sonne notwithſtanding from ever­laſting; (becauſe in God, in whom there can be nothing new) though brought forth by an operation, no leſſe from everlaſting, then incomprehen­ſible.
In fine▪ the Son alone incarnate, though the Father and the holy Ghoſt abide in him being incarnate: Becauſe the Father the Fountaine, the holy Ghoſt the ſtream that flowes upon believers; In whom, notwithſtanding, the Father and the Son dwell, John XIV. 23. Becauſe they are in the holy Ghoſt whom the faithful are indowed with. As for that which was feared, that all diſcourſe of reaſon, all Arts and Sciences that have come from it muſt fail, if we grant not; thoſe things [Page] which agree or diſagree with a third, to agree or diſagree one with another; So farre it is from holding, that it ſeems to clear the truth. For, if it take place in that diſcourſe which proceeds upon generall terms, abſtracted from the particulars which we ſee, then can there be no cauſe why it ſhould take place in that which proceeds upon terms revealed from the immediate ſight of God, concerning God, whom we cannot know otherwiſe. For how ſhould conſe­quences be framed upon terms, whereby, the things which they ſignify are not underſtood? Therefore, all the diſpute that the Schools can have, of the holy Trinity, and incarnation of our Lord Chriſt, cannot advance us in the underſtanding of thoſe myſteries; but onely teach us, by what terms we may expreſſe our ſelves in them, according to the Faith of the Church. And though ſomething evident to reaſon come in argument with that which is ſo reveal­ed, yet the effect of the argument muſt follow the nature of that which is revealed, and pretend no more then I have ſaid. Where you ſee, there is nothing to hinder, that diſcourſe which proceeds upon that which men underſtand of things ſubject to ſenſe, (by conſidering that wherein parti­culars differ, and that wherein they agree) to take effect no leſſe, then if no­thing were revealed.

CHAP. XVIII. The neceſſity of the grace of Chriſt, is the evidence of originall ſinne. How the exaltation of our Lord depends upon his humiliation, and the grace of Christ upon that▪ All the work of Chriſtianity is aſcribed to the grace of Chriſt. Gods predeſtination manifeſteth the ſame.
[Page]
THeſe things thus premiſed, the evidence which I make for originall ſinne from the grace of Chriſt, as for the grace of Chriſt from originall ſinne, conſiſts in this propoſition; That not onely the preaching of the Goſpel, but alſo the effect of it, in converting us both to the profeſſion and conver­ſation of Chriſtians, is granted in conſideration of the obedience of Chriſt, for the cure of that wound which the diſobedience of Adam made. Here I muſt note, that the converſation of Chriſtians, as it requireth and pre­ſuppoſeth the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, ſo it comprehendeth all parts and of­fices of a mans life, to be guided and lead according to that will and law of God which his word declareth; So that, to prove my intent, it will be requi­ſite to ſhew, that it is through thoſe helps which the grace of God by Chriſt, (that is, in conſideration of his obedience and ſufferings) furniſheth, that any part of a mans duty is diſcharged like a Chriſtian; Which otherwiſe would have been imployed to the ſatisfaction of thoſe inclinations, which the corrup­tion of mans nature, by the fall of Adam, hath brought forth. This to do, I will begin as afore with the Epiſtle to the Romanes; In the beginning where­of S. Paul having proved (that which Pelagius and Socinus both allow) that there is no ſalvation without Chriſtianity, and, coming to render a reaſon for the neceſſity thereof, from thoſe things which I preſſed afore, concerning the diſobedience of Adam, proceeds to maintain it by the antitheſis of Chriſts obe­dience, thus, Rom. V. 15-19. having begun to ſay, that Adam is the figure of him that was to come; But, the grace is not as the tranſgreſſion. For, if by one mans tranſgreſſion many are dead, much more hath the grace of God, and gift through the grace of one man Jeſus Chriſt abounded to many. Nor is the gift as that which came by one that ſinned; For judgement came of one to condemnation, but the free gift is of many tranſgreſſions to righteouſneſſe. For, if by one mans tranſgreſſion, death reigned through one; much more ſhall they who receive the a­bundance of the grace and the gift of righteouſneſſe reign in life through one Jeſus Chriſt. Therefore, as by the tranſgreſſion of one, the matter proceeded to con­demnation upon all, ſo by the righteouſneſſe of one to juſtification of life. For, as by the diſobedience of one many were made ſinners, ſo by the obedience of one many ſhall be made righteous. Here, whoſoever acknowledgeth, that righte­ouſneſſe comes by Chriſt) which the free gift that brings from many tranſgreſſi­ons to righteouſneſſe, and the abundance of the grace and gift of righteouſneſſe un­to life, manifeſtly argues) can neither refuſe, the contrary unrighteouſneſſe, which cauſeth condemnation and death, to come from Adams ſin, nor yet the grace which voids it (called by S. Paul the gift which comes through the grace of one man Jeſus Chriſt, that is that grace which he hath obtained with God) to be granted in conſideration of Chriſt, through whom the Apoſtle ſaies, they that receive the gift of righteouſneſſe ſhall raign in life. For, how ſhall they raign in life through him, and through the gift of righteouſneſſe, but that through him they receive the gift of righteouſneſſe? Therefore S. Paul, lamenting after­wards the conflict between ſinne and grace, Rom. VII. 22.-25. I am content with the Law of God according to the inward man. But I ſee another Law in my members, warring with the Law of my mind, and captivating me to the Law of ſinne that is in my members. Wretched man that I am! who ſhall deliver me from the body of this death? I thank God through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt? To [Page] wit, becauſe from God, in conſideration of J. Chriſt, and his obedience, (and not onely through the doctrine which he taught) he had help to overcome in ſo great a conflict. Wherefore it followeth immediately, Rom. VIII. 1-4. There is therefore now no more condemnation for them that are in Chriſt Jeſus, who walk not after the fleſh but after the Spirit. For the Law of the Spirit of life in Chriſt Jeſus, hath freed me from the Law of ſinne and death. For, whereas the inability of the Law was weake through the fleſh, God ſending his Sonne in the like­neſſe of ſinnefull fleſh, and for ſinne, condemned ſinne in the fleſh, that the righteouſ­neſſe of the Law might be fulfilled in us, that walk not after the fleſh but after▪ the Spirit. Whether you underſtand the Law of the Spirit of Life, or Life, to come in, by, or through Chriſt Jeſus, if we be freed from the Law of ſin and death by Chriſt, then by the helps God gives in conſideration of his obedience. For how is ſin condemned in the fleſh, but, becauſe it is executed? And how exe­cuted, but, becauſe we are inabled to put it to death? And how by Chriſts death, but by the helps which God grants in conſideration of it? Therefore it followeth a little after; If man have not the Spirit of Chriſt, he is not his. But if Chriſt be in you, the body is dead indeed becauſe of ſinne, but the Spirit is life becauſe of righteouſneſſe. But if the Spirit of him who raiſed Jeſus from the dead dwell in you, he that raiſed Chriſt from the dead ſhall alſo quicken your mor­tall bodies, through his ſpirit that dwelleth in you. That Spirit, which makes righteouſneſſe a Law to us by Chriſt, ſhall raiſe againe theſe mortall bodies, which ſhall be deſtroyed becauſe of ſinne. So, as our riſing from death is pur­chaſed by the reſurrection of Chriſt, ſo our riſing from ſin by his death, which purchaſed his riſing againe.
For, conſider what S. Paul writes againe of our Lord Chriſt, Phil. II. 5-11. For, Let that ſenſe be in you that was alſo in Chriſt Jeſus, who, being in the forme of God, made it no occaſion of pride that he was equal with God: But emptied him­ſelf, taking the forme of a ſervant, becoming in the likeneſſe of man, and being found in habit as a man, humbled himſelf, becoming obedient unto death, even the death of the Croſſe: Therefore God alſo hath overexalted him, and given him the name, that is above every name, that at the name of Jeſus every knee ſhould how of things in heaven and on earth, and under the earth, and every tongue confeſſe to the glory of God the Father, that Jeſus Chriſt is the Lord. Where, ſeeing i [...] is manifeſt by the premiſes, that our humbling of our ſelves is, with God, the conſideration upon which he promiſes, to exalt us; (being, as hath ap­peared, the condition of the Covenant of Grace) it cannot be denied, that the humiliation of Chriſt was the conſideration for which he was exalted. Neither is it any difficulty that Chriſt could not be exalted to any eminence, that ſhould not be due to him as God in mans fleſh, and therefore that which was due to him, as incarnate, could not be due to his Croſſe; For, the aſſumption of mans nature being a work of God, and not of nature, the ſtate which our Lord Chriſt was to aſſume in our nature was not determinable any way, but by the volun­tary apointment of God and the Father, who ordered it: So that nothing hindred the effects of the holy Ghoſt▪ dwelling in our Lord Chriſt without mea­ſure, to be exerciſed in ſuch meaſure and upon ſuch reaſons as God ſhould ap­point; nor the declaration of the fullneſſe of the Godhead, dwelling in our fleſh, to depend upon his obedience and ſuffering in it. The declaration hereof is that which S. Paul calls that name above all names, at which all things bow, which, the giving of the holy Ghoſt to our Lord Chriſt, to convince the world of it, upon his exaltation▪ is that which effecteth. So ſaith S. Peter, Acts II. 33▪ Being therefore exalted to the right hand of God, and having received the pro­miſe of the holy Ghoſt of the Father, he hath ſh [...]d forth this which ye now ſee and hear. For it is true, our Lord promiſed his diſciples the holy Ghoſt, John XIV. 16, 17, 18. XVI. 7, 13, 14, 15. But this promiſe he received upon his advancement to the right hand of God, being then, and thereupon enabled to perform it. And therefore, it is that which our Lord ſignifies Mat. XXVIII. 18. When he ſaies, All power is given to me in heaven and upon earth. Go ye there­fore, and make diſciples all Nations, Baptizing them in the Name of the Father the Sonne[Page]and the holy Ghoſt. For the event ſhews that this power conſiſts in ſending the holy Ghoſt, whereby the World was reduced to the obedience of the Chriſtian Faith. So that when our Lord ſaies, Mat. XI. 27. All things are delivered un­to me by the Father; he means, the right to this power, though limited in the exerciſe of it, unto the time and ſtate of his advancement, which gave him right in it: And though it be granted, as I ſaid afore, that the generall terms of all power in heaven and earth, and all things, are to be underſtood of that which concerns his kingdome; Yet ſeeing the ground thereof, conſiſting in giving ſuch meaſure o [...] the holy Ghoſt to his diſciples, as the advancement of his kingdom requires, ſuppoſes the fullneſſe thereof to dwell in his own fleſh; it imports no diſparagement to the Godhead of Chriſt, that the exerciſe there­of in our fleſh is limited to that time, and that ſtate of his advancement, which the Father appointeth▪ S. Paul. Epheſ. IV. 7-11. writeth thus; Now to eve­ry one of us is grace given according to the meaſure of Gods gift: To wit, in which God pleaſed to give it. Therefore he ſaith; Going up on high he led captivity captive, and gave gifts to men. Now, that he aſcended, what is it, but that he deſcended firſt into the lower parts of the earth? He that deſcended is the ſame who alſo aſcended farre above all heavens, that he might fill all things. And he hath given ſome Apoſtles, ſome Prophets, ſome Evangeliſts, ſome Paſtors and Doctors. Where it is manifeſt, that he ſets forth the aſcenſion of our Lord in the nature of a triumph, after the victory of his Croſſe, as Conquerors lead captives in triumph, and give largeſſes to their ſubjects and ſouldiers. And that which S. Paul terms giving gifts to men, David, out of whom it is quoted, Pſal. LXVIII. 18. calls receiving gifts for men; Our Lord being his Fathers Gene­rall, and by his Commiſſion conquering in his name. Receiving therefore of him who gave him Commiſſion, the gifts which he beſtowes at his triumph, can any man doubt, that he receives them in conſideration of the diſ­charge of that Commiſſion which he undertook? And theſe gifts are the meanes, by which the Goſpel convicteth the World, and taketh effect in it.
The ſame appears by the conqueſt of Chriſts Croſſe, and thoſe Scriptures that ſpeak of it, Col. II. 15. Diſarming principalities and powers, he made an open ſhew of them, triumphing over them through it; To wit his Croſſe; to which he had ſaid juſt afore, that he nailed the decrees of the Law that were againſt us. Heb. II. 14. Seeing then that Sonnes partake of fleſh and blood, he alſo likewiſe did partake of the ſame, that, by death he might deſtroy him that had the power of death, even the devil, and free as many, as through fear of death, were, all their life long ſubject unto bondage. 1 Cor. XV. 54-57. When this corrupti­ble ſhall have put on incorruption, and this mortall immortality, then ſhall that come to paſſe which is written; death is ſwallowed up in victory. Death where is thy ſting? Hell where is thy victory? The ſting of death is ſinne; and the ſtrength of ſinne is the Law. But thanks be to the Lord, which giveth us victory through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. How doth God grant victory by our Lord Jeſus Chriſt? are we not, and he, ſeverall perſons by nature? the conflicts ſe­verall? what doth this conqueſt contribute to ours, but by inabling us to over­come? How that, but by the help of God, granted in conſideration of it? How are ſlaves to the fear of death freed from death, by Chriſts death, but be­cauſe there is no condemnation for them that live by the Spirit of life, granted them in conſideration of his death? And, what is the triumph of the Croſſe over the powers of darkneſſe but this, that, by the meanes of it, they are diſa­bled to keep mankind priſoners as afore? And wherein conſiſts the condemn­ing or the executing of ſinne in the fleſh which S. Paul ſpake of afore, but in this, that, by the death of Chriſt, we are inabled to put it to death? The Pa­rable of our Saviour is manifeſt in this, that, as the branches bear fruit by be­ing in the vine, that is of it, ſo Chriſtians by being in Chriſt, John XV. 1-8, and that force by virtue whereof they bear it, not being conveyed but by Gods appointment, why God had appointed the merits and ſufferings of Chriſt to go before this conveyance, but to procure it, is not reaſonable. Therefore our [Page] Lord John VIII. 31, 36. If ye abide in my word, ye ſhall be my diſciples indeed, and ſhall know the truth, and the truth ſhall make you free. And againe; Verily verily I ſay unto you, that every man that ſinneth is a ſlave to ſinne. Now the ſlave abideth not for ever in the houſe, but the Sonne for ever. If therefore the Sonne ſet you free you ſhall be free inde [...]d. The Sonne of God ſets free the ſlaves of ſinne, not as the Sonnes of men, by the death of their Fathers, becoming heirs, and granting freedome to whom they pleaſe; but by dying himſelf, and by his death helping them to their freedome. And S. Paul, 1 Cor. II. 14. The naturall man admitteth not the things of Gods Spirit, for they are folly to him, neither can he know them, becauſe they are ſpiritually diſcerned. To wit, by that Spirit, which Chriſt purchaſed the gift of, by his Croſſe. And, why ſhould the Soul of man take that for folly, which Gods Spirit revealeth, were there not a prin­ciple bred in our nature, to determine all mens inclinations to this generall re­ſiſtence? Againe, the ſame S. Paul, teaching them not to think of themſelves what the word of God allows not. 1 Cor. IV. 7. For who diſtinguiſheth thee? Or what haſt thou that thou haſt not received? But, if thou haſt received it, why boaſteſt thou, as if thou hadſt not received it? Here, if it be ſaid, that the ſpeech is of the office of Apoſtles, and the like, and the graces requiſite to the diſ­charge of them, which are graces tending to the common benefit of the Church, not to the ſalvation of thoſe particular perſons to whom they are given; The anſwer is evident, that S. Paul ſpeakes not of thoſe graces, but of the right uſe of them, as it appears by the beginning of the Chapter; So let a man account us, as miniſters of Chriſt, and ſtewards of the myſteries of God. Now in ſtewards it is required that a man be found faithfull. And this fidelity it is, in which the Apoſtle appeales to God, and wiſheth them not to judge before God, nor, to think of themſelves above what is written, becauſe, as they have it not but from God, and therefore not to boaſt of; So they have it not to the purpoſe, but, when God diſcerneth and alloweth it to be in them.
And if it be ſaid, that it is manifeſt indeed, by innumerable paſſages of the Apoſtles (of which divers have been produced afore) that the holy Ghoſt is granted to thoſe that truly believe, to dwell with them, and to inable them to performe what they have undertaken in profeſſing themſelves Chriſtians, And, before that, the holy Ghoſt is granted indeed, to thoſe who preach the Goſpel, Apoſtles, Evangeliſts, Prophets, and the like, to inable them to convince the World, that the Goſpel which they preach comes from God, and that it is to be imbraced; But that it is not the holy Ghoſt, but their own free choice that determines them to adhere to that, which the holy Ghoſt, convinceth them that they ought to adhere to; I ſay, for the preſent, it is enough for me to ſhew, by the Scriptures, that, the conviction which the Goſpel tenders is from the holy Ghoſt, the Gift whereof, the obedience of our Lord Chriſt hath purchaſed. There will follow enough to ſhew, that the effect of this conviction, to wit, converſion, is from the ſame grace. In the mean time, marke why our Lord challengeth the Phariſees and Scribes, of the ſinne againſt the holy Ghoſt, Mark III. 28, 29. All ſinnes ſhall be forgiven the ſonnes of men, and blaſphemies wherewith they ſhall blaſpheme: But whoſo ſhall blaſpheme againſt the holy Ghoſt hath no forgiveneſſe, for ever, but is guilty of everlaſting judgement. Becauſe they ſaid, He hath an unclean Spirit. Where, not to diſpute at preſent▪ why the blaſphemies againſt the holy Ghoſt, cannot be remitted, when all other ſinnes are; I challenge this to be evident in the words of the Goſpell, that their blaſ­phemy againſt the holy Ghoſt conſiſted in this that, though convicted that they were Gods works which our Saviour did, yet they ſaid, that he did them by the devil. I acknowledge it is the ſame crime, when they who have taſted the hea­venly gift, and are become partakers of the holy Ghoſt, and have reliſhed the good Word of God, and the powers of the World to come, do fall away. Heb. VI. 4, 15. But with this difference, that theſe are convict by their profeſſion, the other onely by their conſcience: God onely knowing that hardneſſe of heart, where­with they reſiſted that conviction, which the holy Ghoſt in our Lord Chriſt tendred; Theſe by profeſſing themſelves Chriſtians (who are promiſed the [Page] holy Ghoſt to dwell in them if their profeſſion be ſincere) acknowledging, that they tranſgreſſe the dictate of it. Hereupon S. Stephen, ſpeaking by the holy Ghoſt, and doing ſignes and miracles, to convince the Jews, that ſo he did, Acts VI. 8, 10. juſtly charges them Acts VII. 51. Y [...] ſtiff-necked, and un­circumciſed in hearts and ears, ye do alwaies reſiſt the holy Ghoſt, even ye, as your Fathers. And therefore, our Saviour having ſaid in one place Ap [...]c. III. 20. Behold I ſtand at the door and knock; If a man hear my voice, and open the doore, I will come in to him, and ſup with him, and he with me; In another; John XIV. 23. If a man love me, he will keep my Word, and my Father will love him, and we will come to him, and make abode with him; as it cannot be denied, that the holy Ghoſt, and in him the Father and the Sonne, dwell in him that loves Chriſt; no more can it be denied, that Chriſt knockes at the door of the hearts of them that give him entrance, to make them ſo to love him, that he takes up his lodging in their hearts.
Adde we now to the premiſes, the words of our Lord in the parable of the Vine, John XV. 5. Without me ye can do nothing. The words of the Apoſtle 2 Cor. III. 4, 5, 6. We have this confidence towards God, not that we are ſuffi­cient of our ſelves to think any thing as of our ſelves; but our ſufficiency is of God, who hath alſo made us ſufficient miniſte [...]s of the New Teſtament, not the Leter but the Spirit. Remembring what I ſaid afore, that this extends not onely to the grace of an Apoſtle, but to the right uſe of it. Of which right uſe the ſame Apoſtle 1 Cor. XV. 10. By the Grace of God I am what I am, and his grace towards me was not in vaine, but I laboured more then▪ they all, yet not I, but the grace of God that was with me And againe, of the whole buſineſſe Phil. II. 11. 12. Wherefore my beloved, work out your ſalvation with fear and trembling: For it is God that worketh in you both to will and to do; To wit, by the holy Ghoſt which Chriſt ſends, and his influence, from the beginning to the end of the work of Chriſtianity. And Epheſ. II. 8, 9. 10. For by grace ye are ſaved, through Faith, and that not of your ſelves, it is Gods gift, not of works that no man may boaſt: For we are his making, created by Jeſus Chriſt for good works, which God hath prepared afore for us to walk in. By the grace of the holy Ghoſt; which we receive upon becoming Chriſtians, not by the works of the Law; (though, it be alſo the ſame grace that makes us Chriſtians) by this grace are we ſaved. Therefore S. Paul againe, Phil. I. 6. Having this very confidence, that he who hath begun a good work in you will compleat it unto the day of Chriſt Jeſus. And our Lord. John VI. 37, 44▪ Whatſoever my Father giveth me, ſhall come to me. And; No man can come to me unleſſe my Father that ſent me draw him. And the Apoſtle, 1 John VI. 19. We love him becauſe he loved us firſt. Heb. XII. 2. Every good and perfect gift is from above, and cometh down from the Father of lights, with whom is no change or ſhadow of turning. Gal. VI. 3. If any man think himſelf ſomething, being nothing, he deceives himſelf. Heb. XIII. 22. God make you of one mind in every good work to do his will, working in you that which is acceptable before him through Jeſus Chriſt. To wit, by the meanes of his Spirit. 2 Tim.  [...]. 9, 10. It is God that hath ſaved us, and cal­led us with an holy calling, not according to our works, but his ow [...] purpoſe, and grace given us through Chriſt Jeſus, before eternall times, but now manifeſted by the appearance of our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, having aboliſhed death, but ſhined forth life and incorruption by the Goſpel. The aboliſhing of death and the de­claration of eternall life, wherein the calling of men to Chriſtianity conſiſts, together with the ſaving of us, which is effected by meanes of the Sonne; how theſe things come by Chriſt, we learn from his words, John XII. 24, 31, 32, 33. Verily verily I ſay unto you; If a graine of wheat fall not into the earth and dy, it remaineth alone: But if it dy it beareth much fruit. And; Now is the judgement of this world; Now ſhall the prince of this world be caſt forth: And I, when I am lifted u [...] from the earth will draw all men to me. This he ſaid ſigni­fying what death he ſhould dy; But, ſignifying alſo, what ſhould be the force and effect of that death. Then thoſe Scriptures, which make charity to be the gift of God and of the holy Ghoſt. John IV. 7. Rom. V. 5. 1 Cor. XII. 31. [Page] XIII. 1. Gal. V. 22. which holy Ghoſt our Lord Chriſt by his death hath ob­tained for us, as afore.
Unto all which I will adde, in the laſt place, thoſe which ſpeake of the pre­deſtination of God, as it ſignifies no more then the preparation of that grace from everlaſting, whereby we are ſaved in time. S. Paul indeed, when he ex­cludes the preſumption which the Jews had of being ſaved by the Law, as the Fathers, they thought, were; diſtinguiſhing between the ſeed of Abraham ac­cording to the fleſh, and according to promiſe Rom. IX. 6-13. (which promiſe he ſuppoſes to be the forerunner of Chriſts Goſpel) Manifeſtly declares no more, then the queſtion which he is there engaged in requires him to declare: To wit, that they were not ſaved by virtue of the Law, but by virtue of that Grace which now the Goſpel openly tendereth. So that, Iſrael and Eſau, holding the figure of the Jews, (that expected to be ſaved by the works of the Law) Iſaac and Jacob conſequently anſwer the Chriſtians, who expect ſalva­tion, not by their birth, but by Gods promiſe, not by works, but by him that calleth; To wit, to the ſaid promiſe. Whereby it appeareth, that the words of the Prophet which he alledgeth; Jacob have I loved and Eſau have I hated; ſignify no more, according to the ſpirituall ſenſe of the Old Teſtament which the New Teſtament yeildeth, but; the accepting of the Church in ſtead of the Synagogue, of the Chriſtians in ſtead of the Jews: And, that this is the pur­poſe of God according to choice; which S. Paul ſpeakes of immediately afore; In as much as God purpoſed, from the beginning, (when firſt he took the ſeed of Abraham from among the Nations, to place his name among them) that his choice ones, of Iſaacs poſterity as well as Abrahams, ſhould be thoſe that bore the figure of the Chriſtian Church promiſed afore, and born upon the pro­miſe that they ſhould be beloved. All this being granted (which I count moſt true and undeniable) notwithſtanding, the purpoſe of God according to choice, as it expreſſes a declaration of receiving the Church in ſtead of the Synagogue; ſo it implies, and preſuppoſes a purpoſe of God, to make and to build Chriſts myſticall body, which is the Church; upon which purpoſe of God, all thoſe pro­pheſies are grounded, whereby God foretelleth of his new people Iſrael accord­ing to the Spirit, which Chriſtians know to be thoſe children, which he raiſed up to Abraham out of the ſtones. For, we cannot think ſo ſlightly of Gods providence, that, by foretelling this ſecret, he obliges himſelf, onely to finde ſufficient meanes to convert men to Chriſtianity; But alſo, thoſe which ſhould take effect, and bring to paſſe the converſion of the World to Chriſtianity, by the Goſpel of Chriſt. Seeing then, that the Church is nothing but the ſouls whereof it conſiſteth, and that the foreknowing and the foretelling of the Church, which Chriſtians believe to be fulfilled, conſiſteth in foreknowing and foretelling the converſion of thoſe perſons who have conſtituted and ſhall con­ſtitute the number of believers, from the preaching of Chriſtianity til the worlds end; It followeth, that this purpoſe of God, according to election, can no way ſtand without an intent of God, to bring the ſaid election (that is, this multitude of Gods choice ones) to Chriſtianity, whether by the preaching of the Goſpel, or, by the helps which depend thereupon, as it depends upon Chriſts death. And this is moſt manifeſt, by S. Pauls anſwer to an objection, which followes upon his concluſion of this point; That, if God hath mercy upon whom he pleaſeth, and pardons whom he pleaſeth, he has no cauſe to complaine of any man, (to wit of the Jews who believe not) becauſe no man can reſiſt his will; That is to ſay; becauſe he is able to convert them if he pleaſe. Which inference S. Paul (not denying that God could convert the unbelieving Jews if he pleaſed) thus avoideth. Nay, O man, who art thou that diſputeſt with God? ſhall the pot ſay to the potter; Why hast thou made me thus? and afore; What ſhall we ſay then? Is there injuſtice with God? God forbid. For he ſaith to Moſes, I will have mercy on whom I have mercy, and I will have compaſſion on whom I compaſſi­onate. So, it is not in the willing, nor in the running, but in God that ſhewes mercy. Rom IX. 18, 19, 20. 15, 16. Where it is plaine, that S. Paul, no way denies the truth of the aſſumption That God may, if he pleaſe, [Page] imploy ſuch meanes, as ſhall make any man a Chriſtian: How he avoides the conſequence is another matter, and not belonging to this diſpute; inaſmuch as it is manifeſt to all that underſtand learning, that it is one thing to prove a truth, another to clear the objections that ly againſt it. That I ſhall indea­vour to do, before I leave the buſineſſe: In this, I ſhall think thus much evi­denced by the premiſes; that God, who knew (from the beginning of the ſend­ing of Chriſt, and inabling his Apoſtles, and their ſucceſſors of the Church to convict the world of it) who ſhould obey the Goſpel and who not, did ſo or­der the meanes, by which this obedience was effected or not, that he might know, that it would or would not come to paſſe. And, this preaching of the Goſpel, and the meanes and conſequence of it, being granted in conſideration of Chriſt▪ that, the reaſon why ſuch meanes was requiſite, is to be drawn from the fall of Adam, and the corruption of mans nature by it. And, to this ſenſe ſeeme the words of our Lord to belong, John X. 28, 29. I give my ſheep eternal life, nor ſhall they ever periſh, nor any man ſnatch them out of my hand: My Father who gave me them is greateſt of all, nor can any man ſnatch them out of my Fathers hand. Although, it ſeems, that he inlargeth the ſame ſenſe to another effect, John XVII. 6.-12. I have manifeſted thy name to the men whom thou gaveſt me out of the world: Thine they were, and me thou gaveſt them, and they have kept thy Word. Now know they, that, whatſoever thou gaveſt me is from thee. For, the words that thou gaveſt me have I given them, and they have re­ceived them, and know of a truth, that I am come forth from thee, and thou haſt ſent me. I ask for them, I ask not for the world, but for thoſe that thou haſt gi­ven me, for they are thine. And, all mine are thine, and thine mine, and I am glorified in them. And I am no more in the world, but they are in the world, and I come to thee. Holy Father keep them in thy Name whom thou haſt given me, that they may be one as we. When I was with them in the World I kept them in thy name: Theſe whom  [...]hou gaveſt me I kept, nor is any of them loſt but the Son of perdition, that the Scripture may be fulfilled. For afterwards it is ſaid, that our Lord ſpake to thoſe that apprehended him, to let his diſciples go; That the word which he had ſaid might be fulfilled, I have loſt none of thoſe whom thou gaveſt me, John XVIII. 9. But all this will not ſerve to make us believe, that his then diſciples alone were the men that the Father gave to Chriſt, he having ſaid expreſly afterwards, John XVII. 20. I ask not for theſe alone, but for thoſe that ſhall believe in me through their word. For this ſhowes, that he prayes for his then diſciples, in the common quality of diſciples, that is of Chriſtians, ha­ving other prayers to make for the world, that is, for thoſe that were not: As we ſee by and by John XVII. 21. and Luke XXIII. 34. But, in that he ſaith ſo often, that the Father had given them him, from whoſe appointment, the ſufferings of Chriſt, the power which he is advanced to, the ſucceſſe of the Goſpel which he publiſheth, dependeth; In that regard, I conceive the helps of Gods grace by the ſecond Adam, whereby the breach made by the firſt is re­paired, neceſſarily to be implied, in Gods giving unto our Lord Chriſt his diſ­ciples. And of this ſenſe, much there is expreſſed by S. Paul Epheſ. I. 3. 11. Bleſſed God, even the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that hath bleſſed us with every ſpirituall bleſſing in the heavens through Chriſt: As he choſe us in him before the foundation of the world, that we ſhould be holy and blameleſſe before him in love. Having foreappointed us to adoption to himſelf, through Jeſus Chriſt, according to the good pleaſure of his will: To the praiſe of his glorious grace, whereby he made us acceptable in the beloved: Through whom we have redemption by his blood, even the remiſſion of  [...]nnes, according to the riches of his grace, which hath abounded to us in all wiſdome and prudence; Having made known to us the myſtery of his will, according to his good pleaſure, which he purpoſed in himſelf, at the diſpenſation of the fullneſſe of times, to reſtore all things, both in heaven and in earth, through Chriſt, in whom alſo we have received our lots, appoin [...]ed according to the purpoſe of him that effects all things according to the counſel of his will. For, not to inſiſt upon the force of thoſe terms and phraſes, which Saint Paul uſes, whatſo­ever [Page] bleſſings, it may be ſaid S. Paul hereby ſignifies, to have been appointed to the Epheſians from everlaſting as Chriſtians; I ſuppoſe, it cannot be denied, that he preſuppoſes, that they were alſo appointed from everlaſting to be Chri­ſtians, to whom by ſo being, thoſe bleſſings, ſhould become due. And all this ſo many times, and ſo manifeſtly ſaid to have been appointed in Chriſt, or by Chriſt, or through Chriſt, that it cannot be queſtioned, that not onely the Goſpell, by which they were brought to that eſtate, but alſo the meanes that inforce it, and the conſequences whereby it takes effect, all depend upon Chriſt, and the conſideration of his coming, to deſtroy the works of the devil in our firſt parents.

CHAP. XIX. Evidences of the ſame in the Old Teſtament; Of Gods help in getting the Land of Promiſe, and renewing the Covenant: And that for Chriſts ſake. That Chriſtianity cannot ſtand without acknowledging the grace of Chriſt. The Tra­dition of the Church; In the Baptiſme of Infants: In the Prayers of the Church; In the decrees against Pelagius and other records of the Church.
IT remaineth now, that I ſhew, how the ſame truth is ſignified to us in the Old Teſtament, whereof I will point out three ſorts of paſſages, tending to prove it, and when they are put together, making full evidence of it. The firſt is of thoſe, wherein it is acknowledged, that the inheritance of the Land of Pro­miſe, is not to be aſcribed to any merit or force of their own, but to the good­neſſe and aſſiſtance of God: Then which nothing can be produced out of the New Teſtament more effectuall, to ſhew, that, whatſoever tends to bring Chriſtians to the kingdom of heaven is to be aſcribed to the grace of God; There being the ſame correſpondence, between the helps of ſpirituall Grace, whereby Chriſtians overcome their ſpirituall enemies, and the help of God whereby the Iſraelites overcame the ſeven nations, as between the kingdom of heaven and the land of Promiſe: And therefore, all thoſe promiſes whereby God aſſures them of deliverance from their enemies, and maintenance in the poſſeſſion thereof, all acknowledgements of Gods free gift whereby they held that inheritance, argue no leſſe concerning thoſe helps, whereby the children of the Church (anſwering to the land of Canaan here) are inabled to conti­nue true ſpirituall members thereof, and to attain the land of promiſe that is above. I ſhall not need to produce many particulars of this nature, whereof all the Old Teſtament affordeth good ſtore: That of Moſes, Deut. IX. 3-8. I muſt not forget; where, aſſuring them of God to go along with them, he warns them, not to aſcribe that favour to their one righteouſneſſe, (though he acknowledgeth that God imployes them to puniſh the ſeven nations) but to his covenant with their Fathers. And, that God enabled them to caſt out thoſe Nations, which were greater and ſtronger then themſelves, it is oftentimes ſaid there, Deut. IV. 37, 38. VII. 1. IX. 1. XI. 23. And this David ſets forth, Pſalm XLIV. as the ground of the prayer which he makes, that God would ſhew them the like grace in their preſent diſtreſſe, which is the whole buſineſſe of the ſame. And the like you may ſee Pſalm CXLIV. and in many other Pſalms, if the very ſtory of their coming out of Egypt were not evidence beyond all evidence for this.
But there is beſides, in the Old Teſtament, another ſort of ſayings, and ſen­tences, of prayers, and promiſes, and thankſgivings, whereby the inward and ſpirituall obedience and worſhip of God, (which the Law of Moſes covertly intimateth, though expreſly it do not covenant for it, as I have ſhewed) is ei­ther on mans part acknowledged to the grace of God, or, on Gods part pro­miſed [Page] to men that are qualified for it at that time, under the Law, correſpon­dently to thoſe diſpoſitions, which qualify us, under the Goſpel, for the like promiſes. And to ſay truth, in theſe intimations, of the worſhip and ſervice of God in Spirit and truth, required, aſſiſted, or rewarded in the Old Teſta­ment, lies the effect and truth of that which hath been ſo often ſaid, that the New teſtament is contained, though darkly, in it; And thoſe who by the light of that time were reduced under this obedience, are the men whom S. Au­guſtine ſpeakes of divers times, that though they lived under the Old Teſta­ment, yet they belonged to the New: And Euſebius, and divers of the Fathers beſides, when they inſiſt upon this againſt the Jewes, that Chriſtianity is more ancient then the Law of Moſes. It is neither poſſible nor requiſite, to repeate here all of this nature, that is found in the Old Teſtament; Some thing for an eſſay I ſhall produce, that the reader may know by them, what paſſages of the Old Teſtament they are upon which I underſtand this point of Chriſtianity to be grounded. I cannot name any thing more eminent then that promiſe of God by the Prophet Jeremy XXXI. 31-34. (which the Apoſtle hath ex­pounded of the times of the Goſpel, Heb. VIII. 8—. but, by the rule afore laid and grounded, muſt have been fulfilled in the return of the people from the Captivity, though more perfectly, and in a higher ſenſe, in the redemption from ſinne) whereby God promiſeth to make a new Covenant with them, (which is no more then the renewing of the Old) under which they ſhould not need to be taught to know God, becauſe they ſhould have his Law written in their hearts; as of a Truth we know they did not fall away any more unto Idols. The like Promiſes you have Jer. XXXII. 37-41. XXXI. 1, 2, 3. Iſa. II. 1-4. Micah IV. 1-5. Ezek. XVI. 60. XI. 17-21. XXXVI. 21-29. And the fulfilling of them, at leaſt in part, and according to the meaſure of that time, in the renewing of the Covenant Neh. X. I muſt write out a great part of the book of Pſalms, if I would repeate here, the many prayers and praiſes of God, which are tendered in it, not onely for the temporall eſtate of David, and the maintenance of it, againſt the enemies of his title to the kingdome; but for the grace, whereby he, and every good Chriſtian, is either enlightned in the knowledge of Gods Law (to wit, according to the inward and ſpirituall intent of it) or guided in it, and inabled to keep it. The CXIX. alone may ſerve for the reſt. But you read beſides every where, Mine eyes are ever look­ing to the Lord, for he ſhall pluck my feet out of the net. The Lord ordereth a good mans going, and maketh his way acceptable to himſelf. Thy loving kindneſſe ſhall follow me all the dayes of my life. And, much more to the ſame purpoſe, the prayer of David at the conſecrating of his and the Princes goods, to the build­ing of the Temple, 1 Chron. XXIX. 15-20. For he thanks God, not onely for the gold and ſilver which they had to beſtow, but for the good heart they beſtowed it with: And prayes, not onely, that Solomon might build it, but that he might live in obedience to Gods Law.
In the third place, there are ſome Propheſies concerning the Meſſias, inti­mating, the kingdome which God deſigned for him to ſtand upon his obedience tendered to God; which is as much, to them that believe this kingdom to con­ſiſt in the ſpirituall obedience which Chriſtians render his Goſpel, as, that the helps which inable them to render this obedience are granted in conſideration of his. Pſal. XLV. 8. Thou haſt loved righteouſneſſe and hated iniquity, there­fore God even thy God hath anointed thee with the oil of gladneſſe above thy fel­lowes. The anointing of Chriſt, is his advancement; therefore the oil of glad­neſſe, which he is anointed with, containeth thoſe graces which he is inabled to beſtow upon it: The ſword which he girds upon his thigh, the proſperous courſe in which he rides on, the ſharpneſſe of his arrows, entring into the bow­ells of his enemies, and the ſubduing them to him, (which are the meanes by which he reigns over thoſe to whom God hath annointed him King) muſt be imputed to that obedience, for which he is anointed with the oil of gladneſſe above his fellows. The like is to be ſaid of the conqueſt of Chriſt, and the conflict whereby it is obtained, Pſal. CX. The Lord ſaid to my Lord, ſit thou at my [Page]right hand, till I make thine enemies thy footſtool here is Chriſt anointed. But, when it follows by and by; He ſhall judge among the Gentiles, he ſhall fill all with corpſes, he ſhal wound the head over a great land: He ſhal drink of the brook in the way, there­fore ſhall he lift up the head; It muſt needs be underſtood, that he fights Gods bat­ta [...]les in all this, and that therefore he is exalted to the right hand of God, till his enemies be made his footſtool. But there is nothing more manifeſt then that of Iſa. LI [...]. 10▪ 11, 13. When thou ſhalt make him a treſpaſſe offering, he ſhall ſee a ſeed, he ſhall prolong his daies, and the good pleaſure of the Lord ſhall proſper under his h [...]nd. He ſhall ſee and be ſatisfied of the travail of his ſoul, by his knowledge ſhall my righteous ſervant make many righteous: For he ſhall bear their iniquities. Therefore will I divide him a ſhare among the great ones, and he ſhall part the ſpoile with the ſtrong: Becauſe he poured forth his ſoul to death, and was numbred among rebells, and bare the ſins of many, and made interceſſion for the rebels. This, as it is the cleareſt Propheſie of the Croſſe of Chriſt in all the O [...]d Teſtament, ſo▪ it ſpeakes moſt expreſly of the Chriſtian Church to be raiſed and gathered, in conſideration of the ſufferings of Chriſt, and the help of that grace, which, they have purchaſed at Gods hands, that he ſhould give. And, they who believe all the deliverances of Gods ancient people to have been figures hereof, and read their bringing out of Egypt into the land of Promiſe, and the maintainance of them in the inheritance thereof (notwithſtanding their enemies, yea, notwithſtanding their frequent tranſgreſſing of it) imputed to the Covenant with their Fathers; (believing with S. Paul, that all Gods pro­miſes are yea and amen in Chriſt) they cannot, conſequently, make doubt to believe, not onely that they are ſpiritually made good to Chriſtians, but alſo were ſpi [...]itually made good to them who lived the life of Chriſtians, under the faith of Chriſt to come, during the Law, in conſideration of his merits and ſuf­ferings. And therefore, it is not for nothing that I inſiſt upon this; that, not onely the giving of the Law, but the ambaſſages by which God dealt with the Fathers and Prophets of old time, were performed by the ſame Word of God, which afterwards becoming incarnate, is now our Lord Chriſt, aſſuming for the time, the miniſtery of an Angel, that repreſented and bore the perſon of God in the likeneſſe of man; As prefaces and preludes to his coming in our fleſh not to leave it any more. For if it pleaſed God to uſe this miniſtery in or­der to that, which was to purchaſe of him that grace which ſhould build the Church; is it marvail, if in conſideration of his Sonne, by whom this inter­courſe between God and man was managed, he ſhould grant thoſe helps at that time, which, (by the meanes of that knowledge which that intercourſe maintained) were effectuall to reduce them to that ſpirituall obedience to God, which made them friends to God at that time? And therefore I marvaile not, that the ancient Church, according to that which I ſaid afore, ſhould make uſe of thoſe bookes which now we call Apocrypha, for the inſtruction of thoſe whom by the name of Catechumeni they prepared for baptiſme. For, in as much as we have in them thoſe expreſſe teſtimonies, which I have quoted, of the Wiſdome of God dealing with mank [...]nd, from the fall of Adam, to reduce them to the knowledge of God, and to maintaine them in it; inſomuch it afford­eth a neceſſary inſtruction to informe all that deſire to be Chriſtians, by what means the world was ſaved before and after the Law, and yet no ſalvation but by Chriſtianity; Which they that neglect, will ſooner betray the cauſe of our common Chriſtianity, then give a good account of ſo great a difficulty: The Socinians for certaine will want footing againſt the Jews, either in ſhewing how the Fathers were ſaved, or, why they are rejected.
It remaineth that I give a reaſon, why the poſition of Socinus, or of Pelagi­us, in denying the grace of Chriſt as the cure of Originall ſinne, is not con­ſiſtent with the grounds of Chriſtianity; which is to ſay, that the account which they are able to give, for the coming of our Lord Chriſt, is not ſufficient not reaſonable, becauſe they deny this grace. Socinus liberally granteth the grace of God in ſending Chriſt to publiſh his Goſpel, and to aſſure all man­kind, that he is ready to pardon the ſinnes of all that receive it, and to give [Page] them eternall life, living here as Chriſtians undertake to do: That, having provided, that our Lord Chriſt ſhould be born of a Virgine by the holy Ghoſt, of his free grace he hath exalted him to the power and honour of God under himſelf, thereby, both rewarding his undertaking and performing this am­baſſage above merit, and aſſuring us both of the truth of the Goſpel, and of the performance of it, to them that live conformable to Chriſts Croſſe; who have a man of our own kind, indowed with Gods own power, to deliver us from all enemies, of our own free will believing his Goſpel ſo tendered, and living as it requireth. But in all this, neither he nor Pelagius (who, as I ſaid in the be­ginning, as freely acknowledgeth that grace of God which conſiſteth in giving the Goſpel, beſides that free will which we come into the world with) ten­ders us any account at all, how it comes to paſſe that all mankind i [...] become enemy to God, and ſubject to his wrath; Which, untill it be ſuppoſed to be true, there is no cauſe, why the Apoſtles and the Church after them, ſhould invite the world, to undertake ſo much hardſhip as Chriſtianity importeth; And therefore S. Paul hath had care to ſet it forth, as the ground of Chriſtiani­ty, in the beginning of his Epiſtle to the Romanes. For it will not ſerve the turn to have recourſe to the examples of their predeceſſors, and the nature of man apt to imitate them, as a ſufficient reaſon hereof; ſeeing this reaſon can go no higher then Adam, and that there is evidence, that, through the grace of God, good examples of his poſterity, ſuch as walked with God, (if not of himſelf, as the book of Wiſdome affirms, X. 1. and we have no cauſe to doubt) were performed before the eyes of them, who, notwithſtanding, imitated the apoſtaſy which he diſclaimed. How then ſhall we imagine, ſuppoſing a good and an evil branch in his poſterity, that the bad example ſhould ſo be followed, that all the world ſhould runne after ſtrange Gods; Onely a few Fathers, by that entercourſe which God granted them of grace, and the doctrine which came from their Fathers (but to their Fathers by grace) being preſerved intire to God? How comes the ſame to paſſe after the floud, in the poſterity of ſo juſt a man as Noe, after ſuch a horrible warning as the deluge? Had the light of reaſon been ſuch, in diſcerning the difference between good and bad, as the Law of Nature, and, by conſequence, the ſtate of mans creation requireth; had mans inclination been without any bias contrary to that which the light of rea­ſon▪ ſuch as it is, ſhewes, how could this have been? How comes it to paſſe, that the excellence of mans nature, and the reaſon that he is endowed with, ſerves for a reproach to all mankind, that now follows it? That thoſe who ſee the difference of good and bad, when they are alone without witneſſe, when they are under publick ingagements, commit thoſe oppreſſions upon men, whereof they have no example even from beaſts? Doth not all the learning, all the experience of the world thus farre give teſtimony to Chriſtianity; and ſhall we think fit, to advantage our ſelves upon this plea, againſt thoſe that are not Chriſtians, and ſtraight to deny the conſequence of it to Chriſtians? Eſpe­cially, having the fall of Adam, ſo evident a beginning of it, ſet forth by Moſes, and the comming of Chriſt by S. Paul for the cure of it▪ Thus farre then we plead from the motives of our common faith. But, when we come to meaſure the grace of Chriſt, which is the cure, by the perſon of Chriſt; I ſup­poſe I have right to demand for true, that which I have proved, that he is God and man, not by grace, no [...] by reward, but by birth: And, give notice to Pelagius, that Socinus, in a more cunning age of diſputing, found it requiſite for the maintenance of no neceſſity of grace, becauſe no originall ſinne, to de­ny Chriſt to be God incarnate; that ſo, the grace of God, which the Covenant of Grace pretendeth, may conſiſt in Gods ſending it, not in Chriſts purchaſing thoſe helps whereby it is received and obſerved. Which, had Pelagius ſeen how conſequent it is to his ſaying, he who held the true faith of the holy Tri­nity would, probably, never have proceeded to deny the grace of Chriſt. For, would they have the Son of God born into the world and ſuffer death up­on the Croſſe, on purpoſe to teſtifie the Goſpel to be Gods meſſage? As if the Law had not been received before without it, being recommended by ſuch [Page] miraculous works of God, that the Jews think, there cannot be the like mo­tives to believe, that it is abrogated by Chriſtianity. Be their belief falſe, ſure we are, Gods arme was not ſhortned, to have no meanes in ſtore to verify his Goſpel, but the death of his Sonne, that he might riſe againe to witneſſe it. For, that it ſhould be done, to aſſure them, who are perſwaded that the Goſ­pel is Gods meſſage, of the performance thereof on Gods part, is rather a blaſ­phemy then a reaſon; In as much as he who doubts, whether God will perform what he doubts not that he hath tied himſelf to by Covenant, believes not God to be God. And, that we ſhould be better aſſured of Chriſts protection, be­cauſe God hath freely beſtowed upon him the honour and power of God, then, becauſe he brought it in time into our fleſh, which he had from everlaſting, is a reaſon which no man can comprehend to be reaſonable. For, whatſoever Grace comes to us by Chriſt, the more originally and inſeparably that it be­longs to him, the better it is aſſured upon us. But, one thing I demand of Pe­lagius aſwell as of Socinus. For, as Socinus expreſly grants the habituall grace of the holy Ghoſt, to true Chriſtians, as neceſſary to inable them in performing what they undertake by their Chriſtianity; ſo I ſuppoſe Pelagius, had the que­ſtion been put to him, would not have refuſed it. I demand then, whether a man in reaſon, be more able to do the office of a Chriſtian, having undertaken it, or to undertake it, to wit ſincerely, while he is free from the ingagement of it. That is, whether a mans will be able inwardly to reſolve, without any help of Gods Spirit, to do that, which, without the help of Gods Spirit he can­not performe. I ſuppoſe, the inward act, according to all Divines and Philo­ſophers amounts to one and the ſame in eſteem, with the outward, and the be­ginning moſt difficult of all, when the propoſition of Chriſtianity is moſt ſtrange. For, a reſolution upon mature debate of reaſon, as in ſuch a caſe, and, an engagement upon profeſſion thereof, is a meanes powerfull enough, to carry a man to undergoe as much hardſhip as Chriſtianity requires, in a thing neither profitable nor pleaſant. If therefore, to the performance of Chriſti­anity the aſſiſtance of Gods Spirit is requiſite, then, becauſe our nature is averſe, then, much more to reſolve us to it. Whereby it appears, that the ſame gift of the holy Ghoſt, which, being purchaſed by the obedience of Chriſt, inabled the Apoſtles to do thoſe things, and ſay thoſe words, by which the world ſtands convict of the neceſſity of Chriſtianity; the ſame it is that effects the convicti­on of thoſe who imbrace it, and dwelling with them, inables them to live in it, according to the promiſe of God to his ancient people Eſay LVIII. 20. And as for me, this is my Covenant with them, ſaith the Lord; My Spirit which is upon thee, and my words which I have put in thy mouth, ſhall not depart out of thy mouth, nor thy ſeeds mouth, nor thy ſeeds ſeeds mouth from this time for ever­more.
With the like brevity will I plead the Tradition of the Church, concerning the Grace of Chriſt, evidencing the ſame by three particulars: The firſt where­of ſhall be of the Baptiſme of Infants; which as there can be no reaſon for, u [...]leſſe we believe originall ſinne; So, I do challenge, that it could not have come to be a Law to the Church, had not the Faith of the Church, from the Apoſtles time ſuppoſed originall ſinne: Firſt, negatively, from the proceeding of Pelagius; He firſt a Monk in Britaine, and traveling thence along to Rome, afterwards, either by himſelf or by his agent Coeleſtius, to Conſtantinople, and Carthage, through Aſia the leſſe and Affrick, the Eaſt, Egypt and Paleſtine, and not finding in all this vaſt compaſſe, any Church, in which it had not been accuſtomed to baptize infants; ſhall any man be now ſo madde as to imagine, that this can be diſcovered, to have been taken up upon miſpriſion or abuſe, the cuſtome of the Church, having been otherwiſe afore? It is time that the mindes of men, that are poſſeſt of their ſenſes, ſhould be imployed about things within the compaſſe of reaſon; and not to perſwade themſelves, that they ſee what cannot be, becauſe they cannot anſwer all arguments, that may be made againſt that which is, and is to be ſeen. Could Pelagius have found any footing to deny it, he was not ſuch an Idiot, as to ſuffer himſelf, at every turn, [Page] to be choked by the Catholicks, objecting the baptiſme of Infants, every where received in the Church; who might eaſily have put them to ſilence, by ſaying it was not an originall Catholick practiſe of the whole Church, but the miſtake that of ſome men, which had prevailed by faction, in ſome times and parts of the Church; as I pretend, hereby, to maintaine the Reformation againſt the pre­ſent Church of Rome. Since that ingenious and learned heretick, nor any of his complices, hath been found to uſe this plea; all men, that intend not to re­nounce their common ſenſe, will juſtify me, if I challenge poſitively S. Auſtines Rule, in a particular of ſuch moment as this is: That, ſeeing it is manifeſt, that it was a law to the whole Church, that Infants ſhould be Baptized; and that there can be aſſigned no originall of it, from any expreſſe act of the Church, in Councill or otherwiſe, it is therby evident, that it comes from the order of the Apoſtles. The reaſon is, the unity of the Church, the principle upon which all this proceeds; whereby it appeares that it is utterly impoſſible, that a point of ſuch importance to Chriſtianity could have been admitted over all the world where Chriſtians were, without any oppoſition or faction to overcome the ſame, had it not from the beginning, been acknowledged to proceed from the common principle from which all Eccleſiaſticall Law is derived; to wit, from the authority of our Lords Apoſtles, the founders of the Church. It is not my intent hereby to ſay, that the Apoſtles order was that all ſhould be baptized Infants, whoſe parents were Chriſtians afore: Againſt which I find reaſons alledged, in Tertullianes book de Baptiſmo, which I cannot deny to be conſiderable: But, that no infant ſhould go out of the World unbapti­zed; that is it, which, the great ſolicitude of Chriſtians, that no ſuch thing ſhould come to paſſe, the proviſion that a Lay man might baptize in caſe of neceſſity, which admitted not the ſolemnity of miniſters of the Church, the grief and aſtoniſhment which followed, if at any time it came to paſſe, will in­able me, not onely to affirm, but to inferre, both the reaſon of originall ſinne, which the baptiſme of Infants cureth, and the authority of the Apoſtles, which it proclaimeth.
It may be ſayd, that Pelagius himſelf allowed and maintained the Baptiſme of Infants, to bring them to the kingdom of heaven, not to everlaſting life. But this was but to make his own cauſe the more deſperate. For, had any intimation of the Scripture, any Tradition or cuſtome of the Church juſtified any ground of difference, between the kingdome of heaven and everlaſting life, he might have eſcaped by pleading it. But being diſowned in it, he hath left a deſperate plea for thoſe that come after him, to queſtion the Baptiſme of Infants, and by conſequence original ſinne; which if he, ſo many hundred years agoe, could have found ground for, he need not have ſtood in the liſt of hereticks. The viſible ceremonies of Baptiſme, which are ſo reſolutely pleaded by his adver­ſaries for evidence of the ſame are effectual to the ſame purpoſe. For, if it was thought requiſite, on behalf of infants, to renounce Satan and all his Pompe, and angels, and inſtruments of this world, adhering to God; I [...] it were ſolemn, by huffing and exorcizing, to uſe the power which God hath given his Church over unclean Spirits, for the chaſing of them out of Infants that were baptized; Certainly, thoſe that did, it were ſo farre from thinking, that man as he is born, can be capable of that good Spirit which Baptiſme promiſeth, that they thought him to be liable to the contrary. To this argument I will adde the matter of that catechizing, which the ancient Church prepared thoſe for Baptiſm who pretended to it, as I begun to ſhew you in the firſt book; for it is in a great part repeated in divers of theſe ancient forms of celebrating the Euchariſt, which are yet extant under the names of the Liturgies of Apoſtles and Fathers, which I have named in my book of the publick ſervice of God. The ancienteſt of them is that which is recorded in the Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles, VIII. 11. But you find alſo there VII. 40. the order of Cate­chizing thoſe that are to be baptized, providing, that they be inſtructed in the mercy of God, that ſuffered not mankind, being turned from him, to periſh, but in all ages provided meanes to recall them from ſinne and error to truth and [Page] righteouſneſſe, by the Fathers firſt, and by the Law and Prophets afterwards, untill, all this proving ineffectuall, he ſpared not at length to ſend his Sonne. And the ſame is the argument of that Thankſgiving which is premiſed to the conſecration of the Euchariſt, in the place quoted, as alſo in the ſame work afore II. 55. and in the Liturgies to which I referre you. An evidence, in my opinion, very conſiderable, to ſhew this point to belong to the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity, as the ſubject mater, both of that inſtruction which is requiſite to make a man a Chriſtiane, and of both Sacraments wherein the exerciſe there­of conſiſteth.
In the ſecond place, I alledge ſuch an evidence for the grace of Chriſt, as no point of Chriſtianity can produce better▪ from the practice of the Church. For I alledge the prayers of the Church, all over, and from the beginning, that they have alwaies contained three things; The firſt is, of thankſgivings for our Chriſtianity; that is, for the coming of Chriſt, the preaching of his Goſpel, and the effect thereof in converting us to be Chriſtians: The ſecond, of prayers, that we may be able to perſevere in that to which we are ſo converted, and, to perform what we undertake by profeſſing our ſelves Chriſtians, notwithſtand­ing the temptations of our ghoſtly enemies to depart from it. The third and laſt, in that, theſe thanks and prayers are tendered to God in Chriſt, for his ſake ſignifying the acknowledgment of his grace, in bringing us to be Chriſtians, and the expectation of thoſe helps by which we muſt perſevere, from the con­ſideration of his merits and ſuffering.
For▪ as for Prayers and thankſgivings in generall, it cannot be ſaid that the offering of them can argue either the decay of our nature, or the repairing of the ſame by Chriſt; becauſe thoſe that acknowledge not Chriſt; (Jews and Mahumetans) muſt and do uſe them, if they pretend Religion and the ſervice of God, yea even Pagans according to their ſenſe. But to pray and give thanks to God to make men, or becauſe he hath made men Chriſtians, or, for the helps of ſalvation, which, by being Chriſtians, that i [...], by Chriſt we attaine to, as by him we attaine to be Chriſtians; muſt needs appear utterly groundleſſe, unleſſe we ſuppoſe, that there was no other way left for our ſalvation, which cannot be underſtood, by any meanes, but by the fall of Adam, and the conſequences thereof, to come to paſſe.
In the laſt place, I alledge the decrees of the whole Church againſt Pelagius, together with the conſent of thoſe parts of the Church which other­wiſe cannot be underſtood to be concluded by thoſe decrees. For it is manifeſt, there was no decree of the whole Church againſt Pelagius as againſt Arius; The Councils of Carthage, and of Numidia, that of Paleſtine, and in aftertimes that of Orange, being but particular Councils, not containing the conſent of the whole. But this conſideration, in another regard, turns to the advantage of the Churches cauſe. For, when thoſe parts of the Church, which are not obliged by the decrees, do voluntarily and freely joyne in giving effect to them, (as it is manifeſt, they did at that time, by the concurrence of the Biſhops of Conſtantinople and Alexandria, and the great Council of Epheſus, in Voſſius, Hiſt. Pel. I. 38, 39, 47. and do ſince by owning the acts done a­gainſt them) there can be no pretenſe of faction, to ſway them to go along with thoſe whom they are loth to offend; but all muſt be imputed to the ſenſe of that Chriſtianity, which hitherto they found themſelves perſwaded of, and therefore agreed, not to admit to their Communion, thoſe who acknowledg­ed it not, which is the effect of all ſuch decrees of the Church. In the mean time, I forget not the records of the Church in writing, that is, the teſtimonies of thoſe writers, who, going before Pelagius, and giving teſtimonie againſt him, cannot be thought to joyne in faction, to oppreſſe any truth which he preach­ed. And upon this evidence, I challenge, both the belief of originall ſinne to be neceſſary to the acknowledgement of the grace of Chriſt, which Chriſti­anity profeſſeth; and alſo, that the grace of Chriſt is that which inables us, to begin, continue, and finiſh the good work of our Chriſtianity; (and there­fore to every part of it) and by conſequence, that this grace is not given [Page] us in conſideration of any thing that we are able to do, towards the obliging of God to beſtow it upon us.
But I will not take upon me to inflame this abridgment with rehearſal of the teſtimonies of Church Writers that went afore Pelagius, in both theſe points. The teſtimonies of Fathers that went afore him, which S. Auguſtine hath pro­duced, are enough to put thoſe to ſilence, which would have originall ſin to be a deviſe of his. But, Voſſius in his Hiſtory of the Pelagians, having compriſed as well theſe as the reſt; concerning originall ſin, libro 11. parte 1. Theſ. VI. and thoſe which concern the neceſſity of Grace, libro III. parte I. Theſ. I. & II. it will not be to the purpoſe to do any part of that which hath been ſufficiently done already, over again. To me indeed it ſeems very conſiderable, that Pelagius, acknowledging for Grace; firſt, free Will, and the Law which teacheth the dif­ference between good and bad; after that, for the Grace of Chriſt, his doctrine and example firſt, then, the illumination of the mind by the Holy Ghoſt; Yet alwaies maintained, that man, without the help of Grace, is able to love God above all, to keep his Commandments, and reſiſt the greateſt temptations to the contrary; And in all theſe points was condemned by the Church, as you may ſee there, libro. III. parte II. Theſ. I-VIII. For certainly, there is a vaſt dif­ference between the doctrine of Gods Laws (abſolutely neceſſary to the do­ing of his Will, even for Adam in the ſtate of innocency) and the preaching of the Goſpell, convincing mankind, that they are under Gods wrath by ſin, ten­dering pardon to them that imbrace it, aſſuring of everlaſting life or death, according as they obſerve the profeſſion of it, and ſhewing the way by our Lords example: All which, the Scriptures aſcribe to the coming of Chriſt, as granted in conſideration of it. How much more, when he granteth the illumi­nation of the Holy Ghoſt, to ſhew what is to be done, muſt he needs tranſgreſs his own poſition, which ſaith, that there is no difference between that ſtate in which we are born, and that which Adam was made (ſaving his example) but the difference between a man and a Babe? For, were we born as Adam was made; what needed Chriſt to have purchaſed by his death, the gift of the Holy Ghoſt to enlighten us inwardly in doing that, which without it, man is born able to do? And, having granted, the reaſons and motives upon which Chri­ſtians act as Chriſtians, to be ſhewed them, both outwardly and inwardly, by the Grace of Chriſt; to deny the neceſſity of the ſayd Grace, to the acts which proceed from the ſame, can have no excuſe▪ but one, that Chriſt came only to evidence the truth of his meſſage, leaving the embracing or rejecting of it to every mans choyce. Which to maintain, if Socinus was fain to make our Lord Chriſt a meer man, that there might be no more in his riſing after death, then a miracle to aſſure it; Pelagius, acknwledging the Trinity, will be ſtreightned by S. Pauls conſequence: If righteouſneſſe come by the Law, then is Chriſt dead in vain; ſuppoſing the death of Chriſt to bring that help of Grace, which a miracle, by evidencing the truth of the Goſpel, doth not. And, ſeeing God could not be moved by any thing that man could do, to give our Lord Chriſt, and the helps which his coming bringeth with it, there will be no more left for Pela­gius to ſay; But, that theſe helps are not granted of Grace, but received by the works which men prevent it with. The foundation therefore of the Chriſtian Faith, conſiſting, in Gods-ſending our Lord Chriſt of his pure free grace, by vertue whereof, all the effects of it are works of the ſame Grace: Neceſſary it was, that Pelagius ſhould be condemned for the denying of the neceſſity of Grace, to all acts of Chriſtianity, and for affirming that Grace is given accor­ding to mans merits, as you ſee there, Theſi. IX. & XI. that he was. Both upon the doctrine of S. Paul premiſed afore, that God was not moved by the works either of Jews or Gentiles, to ſend them thoſe helpes to ſalvation, which the Goſpel tendreth.
Nevertheleſs, the preaching of the Goſpel, and all the help which it bringeth toward the imbracing of it, is no leſs the Grace of Chriſt, becauſe Pelagius was forced, for the better colouring of his Hereſie, to acknowledge it. Onely, it is not therefore to be ſayd, that it is all the help which the Grace of God by [Page] Chriſt furniſheth, toward that ſalvation which Chriſtianity tendreth: But, to be left to further diſpute, what further help is granted by God, before, and without any conſideration of mans merit, to bring to effect thoſe acts, in which the diſcharge of our Chriſtianity conſiſteth. Excluding therefore the pretenſe of Pelagius, that, Moſes before the godly Fathers pleaſed God by the meer ſtrength of nature, and that ſalvation was to be had under the Law, by the ſame; Beſides the good works of the Gentiles, wherewith God was pleaſed, according to Pe­lagius, whom the Church condemned in this Article alſo, as you may ſee there, Theſ. X. And truly, Pelagius, acknowledging the Goſpel to be no more then the declaration of that Will of God by which man is to be ſaved after Chriſt, as the Law before Chriſt; utterly overthroweth the plea of the Church derived from the Apoſtles, that the Fathers were ſaved by faith, before and under the Law, that the New Teſtament was in force under the Old, by vertue of that commerce, which God, by his word, (which afterwards being incarnate, was our Lord Chriſt) held with the Fathers; His Spirit, as naturally planted in the word, going along to procure the efficacy of it. Whereas Socinus, though he acknowledgeth the difference between the literal and myſtical ſenſe of the Law, yet, making our Lord Chriſt a meer man, the vertue of whoſe death could not ex­tend to the ſalvation of thoſe who lived afore his coming, deſtroyeth the ground of that which he acknowledgeth; This ſuppoſition, that Chriſtianity is more ancient then Juda [...]ſme, being neceſſary to the maintaining of the Church a­gainſt the Synago ue. Which is verified, by Gods deſigning of a Church for the ſpouſe of his Sonne, before the Fall, figured by the marriage between Adam and Eve, according to S. Paul, Epheſ. V. 22-33. But, preſently af­ter the Fall, that Word, which being incarnate in our Lord Chriſt, having declared enmity betwen the ſeed of the woman and the ſeed of the ſerpent, ſaying; It ſhall break thy head, and thou ſhalt bruiſe the heel of it; The firſt Adam be­came the figure of the ſecond, according to the ſame S. Paul, Rom. V. 14. Whereupon, the Spirit of the ſecond Adam, in thoſe Preachers of righteouſ­neſſe, to whom the Word of God came, in that Angel whom the Fathers worſhipped for God, ſtrove form thence forth, to recover man from the labor of ſinne, (to which, when he became mortall, he was condemned) to Para­diſe, from whence he had been expulſed. And therefore our Lord Chriſt, ac­cording to S. Peter, 1 Pet. IV. 18, 19, 20. going out of the world, by that Spirit whereby he was made alive when he had been put to death in the fleſh, to wit, ſpeaking in his Apoſtles, preached to the Spirits in priſon, that had been diſ­obedient in the days of Noe; Converting the Gentiles, by the gift of his Spirit granted upon his ſufferings, who had refuſed the ſame in Noe the Preacher of righteouſneſſe. 1 Pet. II. 5. When God ſaid, My Spirit ſhall no more ſtrive with man. Gen VI. 2. For, the pilgrimage of the Patriarchs, the Promiſe of the Land of Canaan, the Law given by Moſes, was all but the further limitati­on, and rule of that outward and civile converſation, under which, the traffique of Chriſtianity was then driven by Prophets, who ſpake by Gods Spirit. This Reaſon Socinus being obliged to miskenne, by making our Lord Chriſt a meer man, cannot give that account of the grace of Chriſt, before his coming, which the Church doth. Acquiting thereby my poſition; That the Law covenant­eth expreſly onely for the Land of Promiſe, of all ſuſpicion of compliance with his intentions.
By this you ſee, that Pelagius and Socinus both are carried out of the way of Chriſtianity, becauſe they will not acknowledge the decay of mankind by the fall of Adam, and the coming of Chriſt to repair it. But, thoſe of Marſeilles, and the parts adjoyning in France, that formalized themſelves againſt S. Au­guſtines doctrine of Predeſtination and effectuall Grace, freely and heartily ac­knowledging Originall ſin; ſeem to have juſtified only upon the true intereſt of Chriſtianity, in that free will, which the Covenant of Grace neceſſarily ſuppo­ſeth, though, miſtaking their way, out of humane frailty, they failed of the truth, though they parted with Pelagius. They made faith, or at leaſt the be­ginning of faith, and of will to beleive, to repent, and to turn unto God, the [Page] work of free will, in conſideration whereof, God, though no way tied ſo to do, grants the help of his Grace and Spirit, to performe the race of faith. Moſt truly maintaining, (according to that vvhich hath been profeſſed in the begin­ning of this book) that the act of true Faith, is an act of mans free will which God rewardeth with his free Grace; To wit, with the habituall gift of his ſpirit, inabling true believers to go through with that Faith, which thereby they undertake, as I have ſhewed you both theſe elſewhere; Moſt expreſly acknow­ledging the preaching of the Goſpel going before, in which, whatſoever help the coming of our Lord Chirſt hath furniſhed to move and winne the world to believe, is involved: But, miſkenning the grace of the Goſpel granted by God in conſideration of his obedience, to make him a Church that might honour him for it. If Pelagius acknowledged no more in the coming of Chriſt, then to make his meſſage appear to be true, ſo that the imbracing of it might oblige God to grant his grace, by preventing it with an act of free will complying with it: The reaſon was not, becauſe this very tender, being the purchaſe of our Lord Chriſts free obedience, could be ſubject to any merit of man; But, becauſe he was engaged to maintaine, that we are borne in the ſame eſtate in which Adam was made, needing nothing but Gods declaration of his will and plea­ſure, towards the fulfilling of it. But, for them who acknowledge the decay of our nature, by the fall of Adam, and the coming of our Lord to repair the breaches of it, to aſcribe the grace which God furniſheth thoſe that believe with, for the performing of that which by believing they undertake, to the act of freewill in believing, which themſelves acknowledge to be prevented by ſo many effects of Chriſts coming, as the preaching of his Goſpel neceſſarily involveth; and which the Scriptures ſo openly acknowledge, to be prevented by the Grace of his Spirit, purchaſed by his ſufferings; muſt needs argue a great deal of diffi­culty in the queſtion, which, the worſe divines they appear, muſt needs juſtifie them to be much the better Chriſtians. And indeed, there is great cauſe to excuſe them, as farre as reaſon will give leave, in a caſe wherein the Fathers that went afore Pelagius ſeem to be ingaged with them. For it is ordinary enough to read them exhorting, to lay out the indeavovrs of free will, expect­ing the aſſiſtance of Gods Grace, to the accompliſhment of that which a man purpoſes. And, beſides S. Auguſtine, who acknowledges, that▪ before the con­teſt with Pelagius, he did think faith to be the act of free will, which God bleſſeth with Grace to do as he profeſſeth; It cannot be denied that S. Jerome, ſo great an enemy to the Pelagians, with ſome others, have expreſſed that which amounts to it. But it is true on the other ſide, that the ſame Fathers do frequently acknowledge the beginning, as well as the accompliſhment of our ſalvation, to the grace of God. Which is not onely an obligation, ſo to ex­pound their ſayings, when they ſet free will before grace, as ſuppoſing the cure thereof begunne by Grace; But alſo a preſumption, that, thoſe who expreſſe not the like caution, are no otherwiſe to be underſtood: Eſpecially, ſuppoſing expreſly, the motives of faith provided by the holy Ghoſt, granted in conſide­ration of our Lords ſufferings; in virtue whereof, the reſolution which is taken for the beſt, muſt of neceſſity proceed, though, by the operation of the ſame Spirit, whereby they are advanced and furniſhed. It is therefore, no doubt, a commendable thing, to excuſe the writings of that excellent perſon John Caſiane, ſo farre as the common Faith will give leave, as you may ſee the learn­ed Voſſius doth, as ſpeaking ambiguouſly, in ſetting grace before free will ſome­times, as well as other whiles free will before Grace. For Fauſtus his book De libero arbitrio, I cannot ſay the ſame, though I muſt needs have that reſpect for his Chriſtian qualities which the commendations that I read of him in Sidoius Apollinaris deſerve. For, beſides that the ſtile of it is generally ſuch as ſeems to make free will the umpire between the motions of grace and of ſinne, (which aſcribes the ability of well doing to God, but the act to our ſelves) that the Fathers under the Law of nature, were ſaved by free will, he delivers expreſly with Pelagius. An overſight groſſe enough in any man that ſhall have conſidered, upon what terms Chriſtianity is to be juſtified againſt [Page] the Jews, out of the Old Teſtament. There is therefore appearance enough, that the II Council of Orange, which finally decreed againſt the hereſie of Pe­lagius, was held expreſly, to remove the offenſes which that book had made. And evidence enough, that the articles of it are juſtified by the tradition of the whole Church. For, thoſe prayers of the Church, that way and ſubject of Catechiſing which the Church tendered thoſe who ſtood for Baptiſme, the ſub­ject of that Thankſgiving which the Euchariſt was conſecrated with, do more effectually evidence the common ſenſe of Chriſtians, in the mater of our com­mon Chriſtianity, then the ſayings of divines, being ſolicitous, ſo to maintaine the grace of God, that the free will of man, (which the intereſt of our com­mon Chriſtianity equally obligeth us juſtly to maintaine) may ſuffer no pre­judice. How much more, when it is to be juſtified, that thoſe ſayings of di­vines, expounded by other ſayings of their owne, and principles evidently ac­knowledged by themſelves, can create no other ſenſe then the neceſſity of pre­venting grace; might the Church be able, and obliged to proceed to thoſe de­crees? Though, as for the perſons (whom we do not find involved in any further cenſure, then the mark ſet upon their writings by the See of Rome) as there is cauſe to think, that reſpect was had to them, becauſe their principles did not really ingage them in any contradiction to the faith of the Church; So is there cauſe to think, that, being better informed in it by the treaty of that Council, they ſurceaſed, for the future, all oppoſition to the decrees of it. For the evi­dence of that which hath been ſaid, in the point of fact, I remit the reader to my author ſo oft named, with theſe conſiderations▪ pointing out the con­ſequence of each particular: His ingenuity, learning and diligence, is ſuch, that I have neither found my ſelf obliged to quarrel at any thing that he hath deli­vered in point of hiſtoricall truth, nor to ſeek for more then he hath laid forth.
And, by that which hath been ſaid, we preſume, not that the preaching of the Goſpel is not the grace of Chriſt, which Pelagius acknowledged neceſſary to ſalvation; but that the determination of the will to imbrace that grace, which the grace of the goſpel tendereth, is not effected by the will alone, without thoſe helps of grace which are granted in conſideration of Chriſt, though de­pending upon the preaching of the Goſpel, and the reaſons and motives which it tendereth, to imbrace it. Here then, you ſee I might have made a great book, to ſet for [...]h thoſe things which are commonly alledged, by thoſe that write of the great diſpute between grace and free will now on foot, to ſhow what the Church inſiſted upon, and what reaſons it did proceed upon againſt Pelagius: But, becauſe there is no queſtion made of all this, by thoſe that deny the conſe­quences of it; it ſhall ſerve my turne to have pointed out the reaſons of thoſe conſequences, and now to take notice of this great diſpute, which is come in my way ſo croſſe, that it is not poſſible for me to voide the difficulties which I have undertaken, concerning the Covenant of Grace, without voiding of it. For having firſt ſhewed, that the condition, which the Covenant of Grace re­quires, on our part▪ conſiſts in an act of mans free will, to imbrace and perſevere in Chriſtianity till death; And now, that man is not able to perform this conditi­on without the help of Gods grace by Chriſt; The queſtion is at the height, how the act of free will depends upon Gods free grace, and a man becomes intitled to the promiſe, for doing that, which, without the help of Gods grace, he can­not do. And this the greater, becauſe, if the help of grace determine the free will of them that imbrace and perſevere in Chriſtianity, ſo to do, then it ſeems, the ſinne and damnation of thoſe that do not ſo, is to be imputed to the want of thoſe helps, and Gods appointment, of not giving them to thoſe that have them not.

CHAP. XX. Wherein Originall ſinne conſiſteth; What opinions are on foot. That it is not Adams ſinne imputed to his poſterity. Whether man were at the firſt created to a ſupernaturall end, or not. An eſtate of meer nature, but innocent, poſ­ſible. Originall ſinne is Concupiſcence. How Baptiſme voids it. Concern­ing the late novelty in the Church of England about Originall ſinne.
[Page]
THIS inquiry muſt begin with the queſtion about originall ſinne, where­in it conſiſts; becauſe thereupon depends the queſtion of the effect and conſequence thereof, which is to ſay, what is the eſtate wherein the Goſpel of Chriſt overtakes the naturall man. For, it is well enough known, that there is a queſtion yet on foot in the Church; Whether Originall ſinne do conſiſt in Concupiſcence, or in the want of Originall righteouſneſſe, which, having been planted in our firſt parents, their poſterity ought to have. And whoſoever thinks there can be little difficulty in this diſpute, little conſiders the difficulty that S. Auguſtine found in ſatisfying the Pelagians, how Concupiſcence can be taken away by Baptiſme, which all Chriſtians find to remaine in the regenerate; Seeing there can be no queſtion made, that Originall ſin is taken away by Bap­tiſme: Chriſtianity pretending to take away all ſinne, and Baptiſme being the ſolemn execution of Chriſtianity, that is, the ſolemn profeſſion of the Chriſti­an faith. This is, evidently, the onely difficulty that driveth ſo many of the Schoole Doctors to have recourſe, not onely, to S. Anſelms deviſe, of the want of originall righteouſneſſe, but to another more extravagant ſpeculation of a ſtate of pure nature, which God might have created man in, had he not thought more fit, of his goodneſſe, to create him in a ſtate of ſupernaturall grace; that is to ſay, indowed with thoſe gifts and graces, that might inable him, to at­taine that happineſſe of the world to come, which is now promiſed to Chriſti­ans. This ſtate of pure nature they hold to be liable to concupiſcence, as the product, by conſequence, of the principles of mans nature, compounded of a materiall and ſpirituall, a mortall and immortall ſubſtance, and originally in­clined, the one to the ſenſual good of the body, the other to the ſpiritual good of the ſoul here, which the eternal good of it is conſequent to, in the world to come. The nature of man, liable to this condition, they ſay, was prevented by ſupernaturall grace, as a bridle, to rule and moderate the inclination of na­ture, not to come into effect ſo long as ſo over-ruled; But ſo, that▪ this grace being forfeited by the rebellion of Adam, conſequently it came into effect with­out more adoe; and that, by conſequence, originall ſinne cannot conſiſt in this oppoſition between the inclinations to ſenſuall and ſpirituall good which man hath, but in the want of that grace from whence it proceedeth. This contro­verſie, Doctor Field in his learned work of the Church, counteth to be of ſuch conſequence, that he maintaineth, all the difference which the Reformation hath with the Churche of Rome about Juſtification, free will, the merit of good works, and the fulfilling of the Law, and the like, to be grounded upon it, ſo that there can be no cauſe of difference ſuppoſing it to be ſet aſide. His reaſon is, becauſe the opinion of Juſtification by inherent righteouſneſſe, ſuppoſes, that the reluctation of our ſenſuall principles, to ſpirituall good, can no way im­peach it, as coming from the conſtitution of our nature, ſuppoſing the orna­ments and additions of grace to be removed. The opinion of the fulfilling of Gods Law by Chriſtians, ſuppoſes, that the remaines of concupiſcence in the re­generate, and the immediate effects thereof, in the firſt motions to ſinne, which cannot be prevented, are not againſt Gods Law, but onely beſides it. From whence it will follow, that he, who of his free will imbraces Chriſtianity, and perſeveres in the good works which it injoyneth, meriteth of juſtice the [Page] reward of the Life to come. And truly, for my part, I cannot deny that all this is juſtly pleaded againſt thoſe that are of this opinion, and cannot by them juſt­ly be anſwered. But, that this opinion is injoyned by the Church of Rome, I cannot underſtand, ſeeing divers learned Doctors of the Schools alledged by Doctor Field, for the oppoſition which he maketh to this opinion, and that very truly and juſtly, ſhewing infallibly, that the contrary opinion is allowed to be maintained in the communion of the Church of Rome, And, that nothing hath been done ſince the authors whom he alledgeth, to make this unlawfull to be▪ held amongſt them; I ſuppoſe it will be enough to produce the decree of the Council of Trent, ſince which it is evident, that it is lawfull among them to maintaine, that concupiſcence is originall ſinne. For, though the decree de­clareth, that the Church never underſtood concupiſcence in the regenerate to be truly and properly ſinne, but to be ſo called, as proceeding from ſinne, and inclining to ſinne; Yet, in as much as it is one thing to ſpeak of concupiſcence, in the regenerate, another in the unregenerate; and, in as much as it is one thing to declare the ſenſe of the Church, according to the opinion of the Synode, another, to condemn the contrary ſenſe as oppoſite to the Faith; it is manifeſt, that this declaration condemns not thoſe that hold origi­nall concupiſcence to be originall ſinne, but onely ſhewes that they could not anſwer the difficulty of originall ſinne in the regene­rate.
On the other ſide, it cannot be juſtly ſaid, ſo farre as I underſtand, that thoſe of the Reformation do affirme, that the grace given to Adam at his creation was due to his nature, in this ſenſe and to this effect, as if they did intend to de­ny that he was created in ſuch an eſtate, and to ſuch a condition of happineſſe, as the principles and conſtitution of his nature do not neceſſarily require: But onely this; That the gifts which by his creation he ſtood indowed with, were neceſſary to the purchaſe of that happineſſe which he, that is to ſay his na­ture, was created to, whereupon they are juſtly called the indowments of nature.
Here I muſt not omit the opinion of Catharinus in the Council of Trent; That Adam received originall righteouſneſſe of God, in his own name, and the name of his poſterity, to be continued to them, he obeying God: Whereupon his diſobedience, i [...], in Law, their diſobedience, though in nature onely his, and the act of his tranſgreſſion, imputed to them, is their originall ſinne, as perſo­nall as the penalties of it: No otherwiſe then Lev [...] paid Tithes in Abraham. Many paſſages of S. Auguſtine he had to alledge for this, as alſo a Text of the Prophet Oſee, and another of Eccleſiaſticus. But eſpecially the expreſſe words of S. Paul; That, by the inobedience of one man many are made ſinner [...]: And, That, by ſinne death came into the world; which ſurely came into the world by the actuall tranſgreſſion of Gods commandment. Alledging; that Eve found not her ſelf naked till Adam had eaten the forbidden fruit; Nor had originall ſin been, had the matter reſted there. And, by this reaſon, he thought he avoided a difficulty not to be overcome otherwiſe, how the luſt of generation can give a ſpirituall ſtaine to the ſoul, which muſt needs be carnall, if it come from the fleſh. And, by this meanes, nothing but an action which tranſgreſſeth Gods Law ſhall be ſinne, which all men underſtand by that name. This opinion, the Hiſtory ſaith, was the more plauſible among the Prelates there, as not bred Divines, but Canoniſts, or verſed in buſineſſe, and ſo beſt reliſhing that which they beſt underſtood; to wit, the conceit of a civile contract with Adam, in be­halfe of his poſterity, as well as himſelf.
To give a judgement of this opinion, I ſhall do no more, but remit the reader to thoſe Scriptures which I have produced, to ſhew that there is ſuch a thing as originall ſinne; concluding, that the nature of it, wherein it conſiſts, muſt be valued by the evidence of it, whereby it appeares that it is. It will then be unavoidable, that, when death is the effect of ſinne, becauſe righteouſneſe is the cauſe of life, as Adams ſinne is the cauſe of his death, ſo the death of his poſterity depends upon their own unrighteouſneſſe. Why elſe ſhould Chriſti­anity [Page] free us from death, as hath been ſhewed? Why ſhould S. Paul complain of the Law that he found in his members, oppoſing the Law of righteouſneſſe? why ſhould the fleſh fight with the Spirit, and the fruits of the fleſh be oppoſite to the fruits of the Spirit, but that the ſame oppoſition of ſinne to righteouſ­neſſe is to be acknowldged in the habituall principles, as in the actuall effects which proceed from the ſame▪ As for that onely text of S. Paul, in which he could find any impreſſion of his meaning; if the reader obſerve the deduction, whereby, I have ſhewed, that S. Pauls diſcourſe obliged him, to ſet forth the ground, whereupon, the coming of Chriſt and his Goſpel became neceſſary to the ſalvation both of the Jews and Gentiles; he will eaſily find, that the queſtion is, of the effective, not of the formall cauſe, that S. Paul is not inga­ged to ſhew wherein that ſource of ſinne which our Lord Chriſt came to cure, conſiſteth, but from whence it proceedeth. True it is, when the poſterity ſuf­fers loſſe of eſtate and honour for the Fathers treaſon, it may properly be ſaid, that the Fathers crime is imputed to the poſterity: Not becauſe any reaſon can indure, that what is done by one man ſhould be thought to be done by another; but becauſe the effect of what one man does may juſtly be either granted to, or inflicted upon another, whether for the better or for the worſe. As in a civile ſtate: ſuppoſe the Laws make treaſon to forfeit lands and honours, which eve­ry man ſees are held by virtue of the Lawes; that poſterity, which hath no right to them but from predeceſſors, and the obligation which they had to main­taine the ſtate, ſhould forfeit them by the act of predeceſſors, is a thing not ſtrange but reaſonable: Though ſo, that the forfeiture may tranſgreſſe the bounds of reaſon and humanity, if the Law ſhould not allow poſterity or kind­red, to live in that ſtate to which predeceſſors have forfeited, when there is ſo much cauſe to believe, that the forfeiture may be an inſtruction to them, if once they believe that it was by juſt Law. This juſtice then, and the ground of it, is the onely reaſon why the predeceſſors fault is truly ſaid to be imputed to his poſterity. But, between God and mankind in the forfeit of Adam, by the precept given him, there cannot be underſtood any contract, by virtue whereof, poſterity, that did not the act, can be liable to the puniſhment of it.
And therefore we muſt diſtinguiſh between the imputing of one mans ſinne to another formally, ſo as to puniſh a man for another mans ſin, which, if he con­curred to the act, may be juſt, otherwiſe not; And effectively, in the nature of a meritorious cauſe, (which reduceth it ſelf to the effective) when, in conſidera­tion of one mans ſinne, another is made ſubject to that evil which he ſhould have been free from otherwiſe. And according to this diſtinction, though the poſterity of Adam is liable to much evill in conſideration of his ſin, yet is not this evil properly the puniſhment of it, but the effect of the ſame will of God in propagating mankind with the ſtaine of concupiſcence, which takes place in maintaining underſtanding creatures to do all that ſinne, which God might have hindred them from doing, had he not thought it better to draw good out of evil, then utterly to prevent it. And this is no more, then the corre­ſpondence between the firſt and ſecond Adam, which S. Paul proceeds upon Rom. V. inferreth. For, I have ſhewed already, that the righteouſneſſe of Chriſt is not imputed to any man formally and immediately, ſo as to ſay; that any man is juſtified by Gods deputing our Lord Chriſt, for his benefit perſo­nally, excluding thoſe for whom he was not deputed: And I have ſhewed againe, that the righteouſneſſe of Chriſt is imputed to all Chriſtians effectively, and in the nature of a meritorious cauſe; In as much as have ſhewed, that thoſe helps of grace, without which no man is able to imbrace Chriſtianity as it is to be imbraced, are granted by God in conſideration of his merits and ſufferings, laid out to that purpoſe. And that which remaineth for me to ſhew in due place is this; That, that diſpoſition which qualifieth for the promiſes of the Goſpel, being brought to paſſe in any man by thoſe helps, obliges not God, to grant thoſe promiſes which the Goſpel rewards it with, by any worth in it ſelf, but by virtue of Gods grace, in conſideration of Chriſts merits and ſufferings, laid out to that purpoſe. By which correſpondence it may appear, that thoſe who can perſwade [Page] themſelves, that the poſterity of Adam are bound to anſwer for the ſin of his fall, as their own act, cannot ſtand bound to acknowledge a Chriſtian (to whom the merits of the ſufferings of Chriſt are imputed upon the ſame terms) obliged to any condition, upon which his right to the promiſes of the Goſpel can de­pend, being once due to him by virtue of Chriſts merits and ſufferings, de­puted to be perſonally his. As, on the contrary, thoſe that acknowledge the merits and ſufferings of Chriſt to be juſtly imputed to the perſons of thoſe, whom he was ſent to redeem, cannot ſtand bound to acknowledge the poſterity of the firſt Adam to be liable to concupiſcence by his fall; ſeeing the coming of Chriſt, for the redemption of thoſe, whom God thereby ſhould pleaſe to ex­empt from the common imputation thereof, would be no leſſe effectuall to the voiding of that condemnation which it contracted, then ſuppoſing, what ever diſeaſe of our nature, concupiſcence, coming in by his fall, may ſignifie. So that ſuppoſing, the immediate and perſonall imputation of the fall of Adam to all his poſterity, of the merits and ſuffering of Chriſt to all thoſe for whom they are appointed; the evil which mankind ſuffereth by the meanes of Adams fall, is properly the puniſhment of his ſinne, the good which it receiveth by the meanes of Chriſts ſufferings is the reward of it; nor can have any depen­dance upon any act of his free will; Otherwiſe, then as that which God work­eth by him, not as that which he requireth at his hands. But, ſuppoſing the meritorious imputation of Adams fall and Chriſts righteouſneſſe, the evil which his poſterity lies under by meanes of it, will not be properly the puniſhment of ſinne (becauſe, not the recompenſe of the evill which a man does, by the evil which he ſuffers) though properly a penalty, becauſe an evil inflicted in conſideration of ſinne.
Now, ſuppoſing that Adam underſtood the precept; In the day thou eateſt thereof ſhalt thou die the death; to condemn his poſterity as well as himſelf; it is manifeſt notwithſtanding, that the obligation thereof was not by virtue of his accepting of it, and contracting upon it, but originall, by virtue of that be­ing which God had beſtowed, and therefore taking hold of all his poſterity, on whom he meant to beſtow it. Wherefore, though it is handſomly called, by S. Auguſtine and others, a Covenant of God with mankind, which, being tranſ­greſſed by Adam forfeited the benefit thereof to his poſterity; Yet to ſpeak properly, it was the meer appointment of God, in that which lay in his power and right to appoint, that the uprightneſſe wherein Adam was created ſhould deſcend to his poſterity, he continuing in it, otherwiſe, the pro­pagation thereof ſhould be maintained, the uprightneſſe failing.
Nor can any man think ſtrange, that Chriſtianity ſhould oblige us to be­lieve this, if we conſider the many and ſtrange extravagances, which thoſe, who either acknowledge not Chriſtianity, or have fallen from it, do runne into by not reſting in it. The Epicureans, and as ſome think the Peripateticks deny­ing Providence, the Stoicks Free-will, and ſo the ſame providences. The Py­thagoreans, (whom the Platonicks are intangled with, and the ancient Gno­ſticks, Marcionites, and Manichees, manifeſtly imitate) ſetting up two Gods, one, the author of evil, the other of good; the Heathen worſhipping in effect the devil, whom thoſe Sects ſet up under the Name of author of evil; the Jews and Mahumetanes, (if they have any thing to ſay to the originall of evil in mankind, to whoſe uſe God hath commended the world) being obliged to ſay, that it comes from the fall of Adam: Pelagians and Socinians not con­feſſing what Jewes and Mahumetanes cannot deny, but not able to give any account, why the noble creature of mankind ſhould be ſo overſpread with evil, coming from a good God, and accountable for his own actions. The queſtion thus ſtated, and Chriſtianity tendring, firſt, the fall of bad angels, and the ſe­ducing of Adam by their malice, and in conſequence thereunto, of the great­eſt part of mankind, to the worſhip of evil angels by whom they were ſeduced; (excepting thoſe, whom God dealt with by his word miniſtred by angels firſt, then by his Sonne whoſe Goſpel now is preached) I ſuppoſe there is nothing wanting, to evidence either the truth or obligation of it, though thoſe that [Page] preach it are not inabled to evidence, why God pleaſed to ſuſpend the upright­neſſe of Adams poſterity upon the condition of his obedience, when as it is evident enough that it was in his power to have done otherwiſe. And this account being rendred, it will be eaſie to ſay, why Eve found not the effect of her tranſgreſſion, before Adam had eaten the forbidden fruit. To wit; Not becauſe ſhe ſhould never have found any, had not he ſinned: But becauſe the effects of it do not neceſſarily follow inſtantly at all times, and in all things, and that, in tempting Adam, which was the next thing ſhe did, they did in­ſtantly appear. As for the great difficulty, how the ſpirituall ſubſtance of the ſoul ſhould receive a taint from the carnall concupiſcence, whereby it cometh to be united to the body; I will here challenge the benefit of that principle which I have once eſtabliſhed; That which once was not matter of Faith can never by proceſſe of time, or, any act the Church can do, become matter of Faith; Though we may become more obliged to believe it, not by the generall obligation of Chriſtianity, but by having ſtudied the reaſons by which it is de­duced from the principles of Faith; Beſides that light of reaſon which Faith preſuppoſeth: And, by the ſame reaſon, the Church may juſtly injoyne it to be received,  [...]hat is to ſay not openly contradicted▪ For, ſuch is the matter of the propagation of mans ſoul, whether by tranſplanting, as part of the Fathers hold, or by immediate exiſtence from God, in the body which nature prepareth for it: Which, having been manifeſtly diſputable in S. Auguſtines time, I hold it very conſequent to that which I have done in the point of the Trinity, whether it may be made evident to reaſon or not, to leave it without producing any mans reaſon, by which I pretend to maintaine, that it is either tra [...]uced or created, A wayes ſuppoſing, that no reaſon can be receivable, which provid­eth not for the immortality of it, which no man queſtions. Laſtly, it is ma­nifeſt, that actuall ſinne  [...]s firſt called by the name of ſinne, becauſe firſt ſub­ject to ſenſe; but ſo, that the diſpleaſure of God, and by conſequence, the name of ſinne, is no leſſe reall againſt habituall ſinnes: So I will confeſſe fur­ther, (as afore of the terms of eſſence and perſon in the myſtery of the bleſſed Trinity, that they were brought into the Church to prevent the malice of he­reticks, and to ſettle a right underſtanding in that which was neceſſary to be received by Chriſtians) So now, that the terme of Original ſinne was firſt brought in by S. Auguſtine▪ and the Church of his time, to expreſſe that ground upon which the Church had from the beginning maintained the grace of our Lord Chriſt, and the neceſſity of it. But, that th [...]s ground is not to be maintain­ed, unleſſe we acknowledge, beſides thoſe habits of ſinne which we contract, an habituall inclination to ſinne bred in our nature from the fall of Adam, which may be called ſinne, in regard of the likeneſſe and correſpondence of it to and with other inclinations to ſinne contracted by cuſtome.
Having thus ſet aſide this opinion, before I come to decide the difficulty propoſed, I hold it neceſſary to debate that which both parts ſeem to take for granted, neither of them having expreſſed any reaſon, to oblige us ſo to take it: That is; whether Adam were created to ſupernaturall happineſſe (which is that which Chriſtians now expect, in the preſence of God for everlaſting) and therefore, indowed with thoſe graces, which might make him capable of it: Or onely in a ſtate of naturall happineſſe, conſiſting in the content of this life onely, and ſuppoſing perfect obedience to God in the courſe of it. Were it but for the the repute I have of Grotius, for his skill in the Scriptures, (who, in one of his Annotations upon Caſſander, hath declared this opinion for part of his judgement, I ſhould count it worth the debating. But I have found it further maintained by reaſons, which ſeem to me conſiderable, and no way prejudiciall to the Faith. Which notwithſtanding, I do not intend to propoſe for mine own, ingaging my ſelf to maintaine this; but, to confront with the reaſons brought for it, what I find reaſonable to be ſaid on the other ſide, that in a nice and obſcure point, the diſcreet reader may chuſe, what he ſhall think moſt fit to allow. Now, all the argument, that can be drawn into conſequence on either ſide, ariſing from the relation of Moſes compared [Page] with ſuch texts of the New Teſtament as may give light to it; It is firſt argued, That ſeeing God firſt framed man of the duſt of the earth, and breathed into him the breath of life, and man became a living ſoule; It ſeemeth evident that he was made in a ſtate of naturall life onely: S. Paul having ſaid, in comparing him with Chriſt, 1 Cor. XV. 45. So alſo it is written; The firſt man Adam became a living ſoul; The laſt Adam became a quickning Spirit. Meaning to ſay; That as Moſes ſaith, that Adam became a living ſoul; So, (not that Moſes ſaith, but that Chriſtians may ſay; that) Chriſt is become a quickning Spirit. For, hereupon it followes in S. Paul, that, as that which is ſpirituall was to follow, ſo that which is naturall or animall was to go before. But to this, on behalf of the other part, me thinks it may be ſaid; That Moſes, as all the Old Teſta­ment, ſpeakes onely of the ſtate of our naturall life, but intends by the corre­ſpondence between materiall and ſpiritual things, as the figure and that which it figures, to ſignify to us, that which belongs to that ſpirituall life, which the Goſpel introduces: Of which intent, all that I have produced, to ſettle that difference between the litterall and myſticall ſenſe of the Old Teſtament, is evi­dence. So that, Gods breathing the breath of life into mans noſtrills is the figure of his breathing the ſpirituall life of Grace into the ſoul, which divers ancient Fathers of the Church have underſtood to be ſignified by the ſame words; and that, according to the true ground and rule of expounding the Scripture, if they ſuppoſe the breath of naturall life, ſignified firſt by the ſame words to be inſpired, as a figure of the ſpirituall life of grace. To which agrees well enough that which followes; That man became a living ſoul; in cor­reſpondence to the ſecond Adam, who is become a quickning Spirit, according to S. Paul. For, Chriſt is become a quickning Spirit, becauſe he ſhall raiſe the mortall bodies of thoſe in whom his Spirit dwelt here: But Adam, though we ſuppoſe him to be made a living ſoul in reſpect of the life of Grace, yet had that life from the Spirit of Grace, the fullneſſe whereof dwelt in Chriſt. On the other ſide it is argued, that ſeeing man was made in the image of God, and his likeneſſe, Gen. I. 26, 27. IX. 6. and, that the image of God conſiſts in that righteouſneſſe and true holineſſe to which Chriſtians are regenerated by grace, Epheſ. IV. 24. Col. III. 9, 10. Therefore, man was firſt created in that righteouſneſſe and true holineſſe to which Chriſtians are renewed, which renewing is called therefore the new man by S. Paul. To this it may be an­ſwered on behalf of the other part; That the dominion over the creatures be­longes to the image of God in man, according to the words of Moſes: Let us make man after our image and likeneſſe, and let him bear rule over the fiſhes of the Sea—and, therefore God requireth a mans bloud of his brother, and of beaſts, becauſe he was made in the image of God, Gen. IX. 6. So that, the image of God re­maineth, true righteouſnes and holines being loſt. And therefore it ſeemeth, that, according to the natural ſtate of man, he is made according to Gods image, in re­gard of this dominion over the creatures: But, according to that ſpirituall eſtate which the Goſpel calleth us to, much more, in regard of the dominion over ſin and concupiſcence, which the ſpirit of righteouſneſſe and true holineſſe bringeth with it: Though both derivative from the image of God in Chriſt, to whom the Apoſtle Heb. II. 6-9. aſcribeth that dominion, as to the ſecond Adam, which the Pſalmiſt ſetteth forth in the firſt; Pſal. VIII. 5-8. And if it be ſaid, as I ſaid it may be, that the precept given to them, forbidding the fruit of the tree of knowledge, is manifeſtly carnall, and concerning their nature, it is eaſie to ſay on the other ſide, that the garden, and thoſe trees, and therefore the precept concerning them, are not underſtood, if they be not taken as Sym­bolicall, and myſticall, to ſignifie that, which S. Auguſtine, in two words of free will and Chriſt, comprehendeth; That, as the ſource of death is, to ſatisfie the appetite of our owne particular profit or pleaſure, ſo, to ſatisfie the appetite of that true goodneſſe, which that Word or Wiſdome of God, which now incar­nate is our Lord Chriſt, teacheth, is the fountain of Life. Not as if there were not two ſuch fruits, one granted to preſerve life, the other forbidden on paine [Page] of death; But becauſe they not onely did ſignifie, (which the other opinion may grant) but alſo were underſtood by Adam to ſignify more, as I have ſaid.
As for the giving of names to living creatures, which is commonly made an argument of more then humane wiſdome in Adam, to wit, from Gods Spirit; I conceive the other ſide may ſay; That no names can ſignify the natures of things, but ſome ſenſible properties, by which they are known and diſcerned: So that, to give names ingeniouſly, argues no more then taking due notice of thoſe things, which ſenſe diſcovers, to be moſt remarkable in each kinde. And that not above the pitch of nature. But when Adam ſaies; This is bone of my bone and fleſh of my fleſh; And; Therefore ſhall a man leave father and mother and cleave to his wife, and they two ſhall be one fleſh; And S. Paul thereupon, Epheſ. V. 30. This myſtery is great, but I mean, as to Chriſt and the Church; There is appearance, that the Fathers have reaſon to ſuppoſe Adam a Prophet, not onely to ſay the words which foretell the coming of Chriſt, and the effect of it, but alſo to underſtand the meaning which they contained. Not as if he foreſaw the incarnation of Chriſt, which ſuppoſed his own fall: But becauſe, by that word of God which ſpoke to him in his tranſe, he underſtood, that his poſterity ſhould be united and maried to God. And yet, on the other ſide it may be ſaid without prejudice to Chriſtianity; that, though this is certainly the myſticall ſenſe of theſe words, yet it is no more neceſſary that Adam, when he ſpoke them, ſhould underſtand it, then, that the reſt of thoſe who were figures of Chriſt, by their actions in the Old Teſtament, did underſtand that they were ſo, much leſſe wherein that figure conſiſted. Laſt of all, it ſeems ſtrange, that Adam ſhould ſo eaſily be caſt down, with ſo ſlight a temptation, ſuppoſing that he was indowed with that divine wiſdome which Gods Spirit giveth; which will be no ſuch marvaile, if we ſuppoſe him to know no more, then the conduct of his naturall life in Paradiſe might require. Which notwithſtand­ing, this is no ſuch advantage as it may ſeem. For, as the deſcription of Para­diſe, and the two trees, and the precept concerning them, ſo is alſo the temp­tation delivered in Symbolicall terms, under the figure of that which concern­ed the preſervation of their life, repreſenting all that may move the Sons of the firſt Adam to fall away from God. And whatſoever be the reaſon that it is cal­led the tree of knowledge; to be like unto God, and that by a way of ſuch knowledge as ſhould not depend on Gods will, but their own choice, may eaſily be underſtood to be the moſt dangerous temptation, that an eſtate of ſo much advantage was capeable of, how difficult ſo ever it be to underſtand by the words, how they might believe it to depend upon eating the forbidden fruit. And, as the ſtate of meer nature, (requiring the knowledge of ſo few things as the leading of ſuch a life in obedience to God required) muſt needs inferre that ſimplicity and innocence, that made them more liable to be tempted; So, a ſtate of ſupernaturall knowledge by the Spirit of God withdrawing their con­ſideration from inferior things of this world, to be converſant about the mat­ters of God, they might be expoſed to temptation as well by not attending, as by not apprehending the things of the world. As, on the other ſide, they were fortified againſt it, no leſſe by that innocence and ſimplicity which made them not ſenſible of that which provoketh it, then by that reſolution of Gods Spirit which ſet them above it.
Theſe being the conſiderations which appear to me, in thoſe things which the Scriptures propoſe unto us of this eſtate, I will not ſtick to ſay, that I hold the common opinion to be the more probable, for two reaſons: The firſt, Becauſe it ſeemeth to me farre more conſequent to the effect of mans fall, (which is the loſſe and want of ſpirituall grace, neceſſary to the conduct of him in his ſpirituall life here, to eternall life in the world to come) that he ſhould have tranſgreſſed and forfeited the meanes thereof, then onely that in­nocence that ſhould have inabled him to yeeld God obedience onely in an eſtate of meer nature, and to the purpoſe of it. Secondly, becauſe I find it to be received by the Fathers of the Church after S. Irenaeus, who ſeemeth to have [Page] delivered it in expreſſe and clear terms. And yet I muſt ſay, on the other ſide, that I find it no reaſon to count it a matter of Faith, but onely the more rea­ſonable ſuppoſition among divines; So that, the matter of Faith, concerning originall ſinne, is more eaſily underſtood to depend upon it, and more reaſon­ably inferred from it, and maintained by it. Not onely, becauſe you ſee the reaſons out of the Scriptures ſo ballanced; But chiefly, becauſe I ſee the ſub­ject of the diſpute to be all upon the literall and myſticall ſenſe of theſe Scrip­tures: Without the knowledge whereof, I am confident the Faith of a Chriſti­an is intire, though the skill of a divine is nothing. And, for the conſent of the Fathers, how generall ſoever it be after Irenaeus, I have the authority of the ſame Irenaeus, backed by his reaſon, (in that excellent Chapter, where he diſtinguiſhes between the Tradition of Faith, and the skill of the Scriptures) to reſolve me, that neither this point, nor any other point which depends upon the agreement between the Old Teſtament and the New, as this does, can be­long to the Faith of a Chriſtian, but onely to the skill of a divine. But now this being premiſed and ſetled, it will be eaſie for me to inferre, that a ſtate of meer nature is a thing very poſſible, had it pleaſed God to appoint it, by propoſing no higher end then naturall happineſſe, no harder meanes then Originall innocence, to man whom he had made. The reaſons premiſed ſufficiently ſerving to ſhew, that there is no con­tradiction in the being of that, which there is ſo much appearance that it was indeed.
But I muſt adviſe you withall, that I mean it, upon a farre other ſuppoſiti­on, then that of the Schoole Doctors; They, ſuppoſing that man was created to that eſtate of ſupernaturall happineſſe to which the Goſpel pretendeth to rege­nerate Chriſtians, hold that it was Gods meer free grace, that he was not created with that contradiction between the reaſon and appetite, which the principles of his nature are of themſelves apt to produce. Whereupon it foloweth, that con­cupiſcence is Gods creature, that is, the indowment of it; ſignifying by concu­piſcence, that contrariety to reaſon, which the diſorder of ſenſuall appetite pro­duceth. A ſaying that hath fallen from the pen of S. Auguſtine, and that after his buſineſſe with Pelagius, Retract. I. 9. allowing what he had writ to that purpoſe againſt the Manichees, in his third book de libero arbitrio, which he mentioneth againe, and no way diſalloweth, in his book de Dono perſeverantiae, cap. XI. and XII. but ſeemeth utterly inconſiſtent with the grounds which he ſtands upon againſt Pelagius. For, ſuppoſing contrariety and diſorder in the motions of mans ſoul, what is there in this confuſion which it hath created in the doings of mankind, that might not have come to paſſe without the fall? Unleſſe we ſuppoſe, that a man can be reaſonably madde, or, that concupiſcence which reaſon boundeth not, could be contained within any rule or meaſure, not ſuppoſing any gift of God, inabling reaſon to give bounds to it, or pre­venting the effect of it, which the ſuppoſition of pure nature alloweth us not to ſuppoſe. For, the very ſtate of mortality, ſuppoſing the immortality of the ſoul, either requireth in man the conſcience of integrity before God, or infer­reth upon him a bad expectation for the world to come. And therefore, though the ſorrows that bring death might ſerve for advantage to happineſſe, were reaſonable to govern paſſion in uſing them; yet not being able, they can be nothing but eſſayes of that diſpleaſure of God which he is to expect in the world to come. And therefore this eſcape of S. Auguſtine may ſeem to abate the zeale of thoſe, who would make his opinion the rule of our common Faith.
That which my reſolution inferreth is no more then this; That, ſuppoſing God did not create man in an eſtate capable to attaine the ſaid ſupernaturall happineſſe, he might nevertheleſſe, had he pleaſed, have created him in an eſtate of immortality without impeachment of trouble or of ſorrow; but not ca­pable of further happineſſe, then his then life in Paradiſe upon earth import­eth. Not that I intend to ſay, that God had been without any purpoſe of calling man whom he had created in this ſtate unto the ſtate of ſupernaturall [Page] grace, whereby he might become capable of everlaſting glory in the world to come, as Chriſtians believe themſelves to be. For, the meaning of thoſe that ſuppoſe this, is, that God purpoſed to exerciſe man firſt in this lower eſtate, and having proved him and found him faithfull in it, (ſuppoſing Adam had not fallen) to have called him afterwards to a higher condition, of that immortality which we expect in the world to come, upon trial of fidelity, in that obedience here, which is correſpondent to it. Whereupon, it is reaſonably, though not ne­ceſſarily conſequent, that, this calling being to be performed by the Word of God, which, being afterwards incarnate is our Lord Chriſt, and the Spirit which dwelt in him without meaſure, our Lord Chriſt ſhould have come in our fleſh, though Adam had not fallen, to do this. And this is alledged for a reaſon, why, afterwards, the Law that was given to Moſes covenanted expreſly for no more then the happinneſſe of this preſent life; though covertly, being joyned with that diſcipline of godlineſſe, which the people of God had received by tradition from their Fathers, it afforded ſufficient argument of the happi­neſſe of the world to come, for thoſe who ſhould imbrace the worſhip of God in ſpirit and truth, though under the paedagogie and figures of the Law. For, they ſay it is ſuitable to the proceeding of God in reſtoring mankind, that we underſtand him firſt to intend the recovering of that naturall integrity in which man was created, by calling his people to that uprightneſſe of civile converſa­tion, in the ſervice of the onely true God, which might be a protection to as many, as, under the ſhelter of ſuch civile Lawes, ſhould take upon them the profeſſion of true righteouſneſſe to God; Intending afterwards, by our Lord Chriſt, to ſet on foot a treaty of the ſaid righteouſneſſe, upon terms of happi­neſſe in the world to come. But theſ [...] things, though containing nothing pre­judiciall to Chriſtianity, yet, not being grounded upon expreſſe ſcripture, but collected by reaſoning the ground and rule of Gods purpoſe, which concerns not the truth of the Goſpel whether ſo or not; I am neither obliged to admit nor refuſe; So much of Gods counſel remaining alwaies viſibly true; That he pleaſed to proceed by degrees, in ſetting his Goſpel on foot; (by preparing his people for it by the diſcipline of the Law, and the inſufficience thereof, vi­ſible, by that time which he intended for the coming of our Lord Chriſt) though we ſay that man was at firſt created in a ſtate of ſupernaturall grace, and capable of everlaſting happineſſe: For ſtill, the reaſon of Gods proceed­ing by degrees will be, that firſt, there might be a time to try how great the diſeaſe was, by the failing of the cure thereof by the Law, be­fore ſo great a Phyſitian as the Sonne of God came in perſon to viſite it.
This onely I muſt adde, becauſe all this diſcourſe proceeds upon ſuppoſition, that man might have been created in an eſtate of meer nature, if indowed with uprightneſſe capable to attaine that happineſſe which that eſtate required; That therefore, ſuppoſing man created to ſupernaturall happineſſe, the ſup­poſition of pure nature, with that concupiſcence, which, the principles there­of, not prevented by any proviſion of Gods to the contrary, would produce, is no way allowable. For who ſhall take upon him to charge God, with lay­ing an obligation of attaining ſupernaturall happineſſe upon him, whom, by inbred concupiſcence, he ſhould make utterly unable to attain it?
This being ſaid, for the fuller underſtanding of the ſaid opinion, I may now further take upon me, not onely, that, by the reſolution premiſed, that end­leſſe diſpute about the indowments which Adam was firſt created with, is eaſi­ly determinable; but alſo there is a firme ground laid, upon which the differ­ence between naturall and ſupernaturall may be ſetled among divines. For alwayes, a ſtate of meer nature being underſtood to be poſſible, (whether we believe that man was actually ſetled in it or not) it is no hard matter to ſay, that whatſoever was requiſite to inable man to live in obedience to God, for the attaining of immortality in it, all this and nothing elſe, is to be underſtood to be naturall; As requiſite to the indowment of man, ſuppoſed to be ſet in that ſtate: That ſupernaturall, which is requiſite to the advancement of him [Page] to ſupernaturall happineſſe, by inabling him, to tender unto God that ſpiritu­all obedience of righteouſneſſe and true holineſſe, to which he ſtands obliged by ſo high a calling. Whereupon, as, ſuppoſing that man was created to this happineſſe, it cannot be doubted, that he ſtood indowed with capacities proportionable to that obedience which it requires; So, in as much as thoſe capacities were not abſolutely due to his nature, (which might have been crea­ted in another eſtate) they are abſolutely to be counted ſupernaturall and of grace. But, in as much as they depend upon a former grace of God, which is, that gracious purpoſe of advancing man to a capacity of ſupernaturall happi­neſſe, they may be counted due to his nature, not as neceſſary conſequences of the conſtitution thereof, but of that eſtate, which the free and gracious purpoſe of God deſigned for it. In the mean time, the contradiction between reaſon and ſenſe being ſo conſequent to the conſtitution of mans nature, that it was notwithſtanding, in Gods appointment, to prevent the coming of it to effect; and, the obedience of God requiring that it ſhould be prevented, (man be­ing otherwiſe unable perfectly to performe it, whether in the ſtate of meer na­ture of grace) requiſite it is, that the rebellion of the ſenſuall appetite againſt the reaſon be accounted the conſequence of his fall, not the condition in which he was created. And, upon theſe terms, it is eaſy to aſſigne the difference be­tween originall uprightneſſe and ſupernaturall grace in Adam, ſuppoſing that he was created to ſupernaturall happineſſe, and therefore in ſupernaturall grace. For, ſeeing man might have been created in an eſtate of meer nature, in which, though deſtitute of grace, yet he had not been deſtitute of righteouſ­neſſe; Though we ſuppoſe, that he was indeed created in the ſtate of grace, yet may we eaſily diſtinguiſh, between that uprightneſſe, which his nature ne­ceſſarily required, and that ſpiritual holineſſe whereby it ſtood advanced to that capacity of true happineſſe, which Gods free Grace deſigned for it. And howſoever theſe termes may have been uſed among divines; yet, the occaſion of miſunderſtanding them being thus cleared, nothing hinders, the free gift by which it was advanced to be ſignified by the name of grace, the neceſſary up­rightneſſe of nature, by the terme of originall righteouſneſſe.
Theſe things premiſed, it will be no difficult thing to reſolve, that it is all one, whether we ſay, that originall ſinne is concupiſcence, or, that it is the want of originall righteouſneſſe with concupiſcence. For, as in all actuall or habituall ſinnes (which, as more ſubject to ſenſible experience, are much bet­ter known to us) there is a want of ſtraightneſſe or uprightneſſe, wherein their being ſinne conſiſteth, becauſe the Law of God traces us a ſtraight way to walk, which they tranſgreſſe; But there is alſo ſome action or habit wherein this crookedneſſe is underſtood to ſubſiſt, though indeed, conſiſting in the meer want of uprightneſſe, it ſubſiſteth not at all, but is meer nothing; So it is ne­ceſſary to conceive ſomething poſitive, to which the want of originall righte­ouſneſſe may be attributed, neither can the nature of ſinne be underſtood in the ſtate which we are born to, otherwiſe. And, ſeeing the nature of originall ſin is neceſſarily habituall (becauſe we have excluded the imputation of Adams firſt ſinne) it remaines, that the appetite, or inclination of nature to that which appeareth to be good, be the ſubject to which this perverſe [...]eſſe is attributed, as ſubſiſting in it. Now, the appetite or inclination which we have, to that which appeares to be good, is not called concupiſcence at large, unleſſe we un­derſtand further, that it tendeth to injoy that which of it ſelf is good, out of order, and without meaſure. For, this inclination of the appetite, as no man will deny to be againſt Gods Law, that ſuppoſes it to be a ſtraight rule, no more will  [...]e deny, that, upon theſe ſuppoſitions, it is properly called concupiſcence. So that this one terme of concupiſcence expreſſeth as much, as the want of ori­ginall uprightneſſe with concupiſcence, and giveth not that occaſion of miſtake which the uſing of more words doth; In aſmuch as, he that hears of the want of originall righteouſnſſe with concupiſcence, hath occaſion to underſtand the want of uprightneſſe and concupiſcence to be two things, whereas indeed, as hath been ſaid, there can be no more in the matter, but onely a poſitive incli­nation [Page] to things that appeare good, deprived and deſtitue of that order and meaſure which the Law of God requireth. And herewith agrees that deſcrip­tion of Originall ſinne in the confeſſion of Ausburg, which hath been the ſub­ject of ſo much debate among the Divines of the Empire; That this want of originall righteouſneſſe is an horrible blindneſſe and diſobedience; Which is, to be deſtitute of that light and knowledge of God which ſhould have been in mans na­ture remaining intire, to be deſtitute of that uprightneſſe, which conſiſts in perpe­tuall obedience, in true, pure and ſoveraigne love of God, and the like gifts of intire nature. For, let no man think them ſo ſimple as to imagine, that Originall ſinne conſiſts in actuall ignorance, and actuall hatred and diſobedience to God, which are themſelves no ways original, but acknowledge a ſource from whence they proceed. But, deſiring to make their meaning more palpable to groſs underſtandings, they were not afraid to incurre an exception, which the capti­ous might make; as if they underſtood no difference, between thoſe conſequen­ces and productions, whereby it becomes viſible, and the ſourſe of them, which the queſtion properly concerns. For, as concerning ignorance, and, being deſtitute of that light and knowledge of God, which the ſtate of uprightneſſe muſt have injoyed; I find no neceſſity to think, that Adam, upon his fall, was actually deprived of the habituall knowledge of thoſe truths which were ſetled in his minde, concerning God, or of thoſe images in the minde, or conceptions of the mind, wherein that knowledge did conſiſt, as all knowledge doth. It is enough, and more then enough, that the poiſon wherewith his inclinations and appetites ſtood now ſo perverted, ſuffered not that truth which enlighten­ed his mind to have effect in his actions; according to that which Chriſtians, being by the grace of God reſtored to the like light, do find in themſelves by ſad experience. And when, in proceſſe of time, his poſterity, notwithſtanding the inſtruction which they received of him for above nine hundred years to­gether, and, notwithſtanding the preaching of the godly Fathers, (which S. Jude in his Epiſtle exemplifieth, of Encch, and S. Peter of Noe 2 Pet. II. 5.) fell away, not onely to oppreſſion and wickedneſſe, but to the worſhip of falſe Gods; Then it appeared, how naturall this blindneſſe is to the poſterity of Adam having departed from God, concupiſcence prevailing, to make ſuch ſtrange and horrible ignorance take place in the mindes of them, who had ſuch certain and evident information from their predeceſſors, of God that made them, and all the world for their benefit, of his ſevere judgement upon the fall of Adam, and mercy promiſed, and judgement preached againſt them that ſhould refuſe it. To the difficulty, then, which cauſeth this whole diſpute, I will anſwer otherwiſe then they which have not been able to take it away have done; That, all ſinne being a tranſgreſſion of Gods Law, if there be ſeverall Lawes by which God deales with mankind, there muſt be alſo ſeverall rules and ſeverall meaſures, by which, that, which is ſinne according to the Originall Law, may not be ſinne according to the latter Law, which neceſſarily deroga­teth from that which went afore. The originall rule of righteouſneſſe, which, the light which man was created in obliged him to, muſt needs detect and con­vince all habituall inclination of concupiſcence, and much more, the very firſt motions of the ſame, to be ſinne againſt God. And, ſeeing the very ſame mo­tions are ſeen, in that conflict between the fleſh and the Spirit, which the moſt regenerate find in themſelves, though by the grace of Gods Spirit in them they prevaile not; (ſo that there is no difference for nature and kind, but onely for efficacy and ſtrength, between the concupiſcence which remaines in the regene­rate, and that which rules in the unregenerate) there can no controverſie re­maine among Chriſtians, that there is an original Law of God, which this defect of original righteouſneſſe violateth. And, ſeeing Chriſtianity obligeth to mor­tifie concupiſcence, and to prevent rather then to ſuppreſſe the firſt motions of it; of neceſſity, the rule of our converſation is grounded upon that upright­neſſe, in which, or to which Adam was created. But not therefore the rule of Gods proceeding with us, whoſe ſalvation his mercy deſigneth, ſuppoſing concupiſcence. And if there be a latter Law of God, derogatory to that [Page] originall Law, according to which he dealeth with thoſe that are under it, by imbracing the Covenant of Grace; it cannot be ſaid, that the tranſgreſſion of Gods Originall Law, is any ſinne againſt it, being tendered to thoſe, whom God knows, that, ſo long as they live in the world, they cannot be void of con­cupiſcence. So that, by virtue of that Law, according to which God by his Goſpel, declares that he will de [...]l with thoſe that imbrace Chriſtianity, well may it be ſaid, that originall ſinne is utterly defaced by Baptiſme: Though in relation to that originall rule of righteouſneſſe, which mans uprightneſs obligeth him to, it is moſt truly ſaid, that concupiſcence is originall ſinne. And though, ſuppoſing this anſwer, it ſeems to me evidently unneceſſary, if not evi­dently contradictory to it ſelf, and, to the juſtice, goodneſſe, and holineſſe of God; to have recourſe to a ſtate of meer nature, as if man might have been created in it, ſuppoſing him deſigned by God to a ſtate of ſupernaturall happi­neſſe; Yet it is as evident to me, that it is no error of the foundation of faith, but onely in the knowledge of the Scriptures, and the skill of divines. For, ſup­poſing the belief of originall ſinne on the one ſide; on the other ſide, remiſſion of ſinne by the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, which Baptiſme executeth and ſo­lemnizeth; he that failes in giving account how theſe things may ſtand together, and be both true at once, cannot be thought to faile of that faith, which he maintaines not with good ſucceſſe. There may be as great a fail [...]ur on the other ſide, in not believing the efficacy of Chriſtianity, in the remiſſion of ſinne. Neither can the decree of the Council of Trent, couched in the proper and formall terms of S. Auguſtine (that concupiſcence in the regenerate is not truly and properly ſinne, but ſo called, becauſe proceeding from ſinne, and ten­ding to ſinne) be condemned as abſolutely falſe, ſo long as there is a new Law of God, which is the Covenant of Grace, againſt which it is no ſinne, being tendred, and made after it, and ſuppoſing it. Nor could the mouth of Pelagi­us have been ſtopped, when the efficacy of Baptiſme in the remiſſion of ſinne was received among all Chriſtians, according to the Primitive and originall truth of Chriſtianity; were there not ſome true and juſt ground, upon which it may be ſaid, that the oppoſition of concupiſcence after Baptiſme to the Law of God remaineth no more. And yet that is no leſſe true, which the ſame Au­guſtine in divers other places affirmeth, either expreſly, or by good conſe­quence, that concupiſcence, which remaines after Baptiſme is originall ſinne; To wit, according to the originall Law of God, tendred to the originall in­ſtitution of mans nature. If therefore that be true which Doctor Field ſaith, that all the errors of the Church of Rome, concerning the Covenant of Grace, have their originall from this error concerning the ſtate of pure nature, (as perhaps, they may better be ſaid to proceed from not diſtinguiſhing the ſe­verall conſequences of Gods ſeverall Lawes) it will nevertheleſſe be very fit to be conſidered, whether thoſe errors which are grounded upon a miſtake in divinity, do amount to any deniall of the Foundation of Faith.
For, ſuppoſing for the preſent, though not granting the ſuppoſition of meer nature, (that is, that God might have made man, though inſtituted to ſuper­naturall happineſſe, with concupiſcence) to be poſſible; it may be neverthe­leſſe, and is, without doubt, utterly uſeleſſe, for a reaſon, why the righteouſ­neſſe of a Chriſtian is accepted by God, as the fulfilling of his Law, towards the reward of everlaſting happineſſe, notwithſtanding concupiſcence; For which, it would be very impertinent to alledge, that God might have made man with concupiſcence, and therefore accepts the obedience of thoſe that are un­der it: Becauſe it is manifeſt, that, the perfection to which Chriſtianity call­eth, is that to which Adam was inſtituted in Paradiſe. It is therefore, by con­ſequence, no leſſe impertinent to the nature of Originall ſin, that God might have made man from the beginning with concupiſcence. For Originall ſinne muſt, of neceſſity, be that evil which we are born with in conſideration of Adams ſinne. And therefore whatſoever we might have been born [Page] with ſeeing that actually, and de facto, we are born with concupiſcence in conſideration of Adams ſinne, who otherwiſe ſhould have been born with that uprightneſſe in which he was made; Originall ſinne muſt needs be that which we are now born with, though ſuppoſing that we had been originally made with it, it had not been Originall ſinne. For, the abſurdity of this con­ſequence tends to ſhew, that the ſuppoſition of meer nature is impoſſible, and preſſes not me, which believe it ſo to be.
And now, to that novelty in the doctrine of the Church of England that hath cauſed ſo much offenſe, (becauſe, allowing ſome points of it not to pre­judice the common  [...]aith, it is requiſite, that I freely diſtinguiſh my ſelf from that which I allow not) I ſay briefly; That, if that excellent doctor, and thoſe who finde themſelves offended at his doctrine, will give me leave to in­terpret one point, to diſtinguiſh one term of his opinion, I ſhall heartily wiſh that the offenſe thereof may ceaſe. It is in that he ſaith, that concupiſcence was before the fall, though much increaſed by it; And I would have it ſaid, that all the inclinations of the ſenſuall appetite were before the fall, but the diſorder of them, ſeeking ſatisfaction without rule or meaſure, by it; The word Concupiſcence being capable of both ſignifications. For it is manifeſt that Adam, as we do, conſiſted of fleſh and Spirit, (taking fleſh, for the ſub­ſtance, not the perverſe inclination of the fleſh, and Spirit, for the ſubſtance of his own, not the grace of Gods Spirit) of ſoul and body, of a ſpirituall and carnal ſubſtance; The appetite of the principal part tending to that wch is excel­lent by nature, but the baſer part having an appetite proper to the nature of it, whereof reaſon, from which all order rule and meaſure proceeds, is no ingredi­ent. But it is neceſſary to ſay, that God, who requires the ſenſual appetite to be ſubject to the principal part of the ſoul, as the reaſon to God, had provided ſuch an eſtate for ſuch a creature, wherein it might be in the power of reaſon, to give order rule and meaſure to the motions of the ſenſuall appetite. Otherwiſe, the mortifying of concupiſcence being the work of Chriſtianity, it will neceſſa­rily follow, that the coming of Chriſt was to furniſh that grace, by which Chriſtians may mortify that which God had created, which our common faith admitteth not. And therefore it is no otherwiſe to be admitted, that concupi­ſcence is increaſed by the fall of Adam, then, as that may be ſaid to be in­creaſed, which, being moderate afore, is ſince become immoderate. For, ſeeing that concupiſcence, being once free of the command of reaſon, and the rule and meaſure which it might have from thence, can have no other bounds then thoſe, which in this eſtate, it acknowledgeth; (which is, to be utterly boundleſſe, ſo farre as it is conſiſtent with it ſelf, and, as the ſatisfaction of ſeverall paſſions appears not incompetible) there is no reaſon why it ſhould be aſcribed to the fall, once granting it to be the condition of Gods creature; Which, without the fall, muſt needs have profited to that horrible confuſion in humane affaires, the contrariety whereof to the excellence of mans nature reaſon diſcerns; and therefore, religion reaſonably introduces the fall, to give a reaſon for it. If the ſuppoſition of pure nature would indure, that man, though created liable to concupiſcence, by virtue of ſome contrary indowment might be preſerved from the effect of it; And that the effect of Adams fall were to make that fruſtrate and void; I ſhould not think that ſuppoſition any way prejudicial to the Chriſtian Faith. But▪ in regard that the ſuppoſition admitteth no ſuch in­dowment, (becauſe it muſt be a gift of grace, which would deſtroy the ſup­poſition of meer nature) therefore it is denyed, that God, ſuppoſing that in­tegrity in Adam which the Chriſtian faith requireth, could create him in this ſtate of meer nature. If this Doctor had ſaid, or could have ſaid; That con­cupiſcence, being a naturall conſequence of mans compoſition, was prevent­ed of coming to act and effect, by eating the fruit of the tree of life, ordained to that purpoſe; That the leaves thereof were, in this regard, healing to the nations; And that the grace of Chriſt was diſpenſed by that meanes, in that eſtate, as now by the Sacrament of the Euchariſt; I might ſay, this were a no­velty among divines, but I could not ſay that it were deſtructive to the Faith. [Page] But if the coming of Chriſt be not to repaire the fall of the firſt Adam, I can­not ſee how the Faith is ſecure.
As for the term of ſin, when he denieth that this concupiſcence can be pro­perly ſin, which is neither the act of ſin, nor any propenſity created by cuſtome of ſinning, but bred in our nature, whereof there is no other inſtance but it ſelf; I confeſſe, when the queſtion comes to the ſignification of words, and the property of it (which may alwaies be endleſſe, becauſe the queſtion is only, whether my ſenſe ſhall give Law to your language or your ſenſe to mine, which it is not neceſſary to inſiſt upon, when the faith is ſecured on both ſides) I count it alwaies hard, to charge an error in the ſubſtance of Faith. Now, whether we ſay this concupiſcence is ſin or not, the grace of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt his coming, and the end of it remains alwaies the ſame, and ſo, the neceſſi­ty of his grace is ſettled upon the right bottome. And truly, if we recollect the language which is uſed by the Greek Fathers, and thoſe that lived before Pela­gius▪ comparing it with that which hath been uſed ſince S. Auſtine, we ſhall not find the term of Originall ſin ſo frequent as the ground of it. For, not only death and the ſorrows that bring it, but, even the inclination of our nature to actuall ſin, is by them aſcribed to the fall, who uſe not the terme of O­riginall ſin. As every one, that peruſeth but the termes of thoſe paſſages of the Fathers, which this Doctor hath produced, may eaſily perceive.
Upon theſe terms Clemens Alexandrinus is no interruption to the Tradition of Originall ſin, in that difficult place Strom. III. that made Voſſius ſay, he un­derſtood it not. He ſpeaks againſt thoſe that condemned Marriage.  [...]. Let them teſt us where the Child that is borne com­mitted whoredome, or how it fell under the curſe of Adam that had done nothing? It remains, as it ſeems, that they ſay, that the Generation is evill, not onely of the body, b [...]t of the Soul, for which the body is. And when David ſaith, I was concei­ved in ſins, and in iniquities did my Mother luſt with me; like a Prophet he calls Eve his Mother, But Eve was the Mother of the living: And though conceived in ſin, yet was not be in ſin, or ſinfull. But, whether every one that turns from ſin to Faith, turn from ſinfull cuſtome, as from his Mother, to life, one of the twelve Prophets will be my witneſſe, ſaying; ſhall I give my firſt-born for impiety, the fruit of my belly for the ſin of my Soul? He traduceth not him that ſaid, Increaſe and multiply; but he calleth the firſt inclinations from our birth, by which we are ignorant of God, impieties. He ſaith, moſt truly, that they cannot render a reaſon how we are born under Adams curſe, but by charging God. He grant­eth actuall ſin in conception, but that, not the ſin of the Child that is conceived. He ſaith, the cuſtome of ſin may be our Mother Eve, in the myſticall ſenſe of David; But he aſcribeth it to thoſe firſt motions from our birth, which make mankind ignorant of God, till they turn to Chriſtianity. Whether this be my plea or no, let him that hath peruſed the Premiſes judge. This ſame is to be ſaid of S. Chryſostome in his Homily ad Neophytos; denying that Infants are baptized, becauſe they are polluted with ſin. To wit, that he appropriateth the name of ſin to actuall ſin. But, as Clemens acknowledges the firſt motions that we have from our birth to tend to ignorance of God; So S. Chryſoſtome, Hom. XI. in VI. ad Rom. Hom. XIII. in VII. ad Rom. cleerly aſcribes the com­ing in of concupiſcence to Adams ſin, or rather to the ſentence of mortality inflicted by God upon it, wherein he is followed by Theodoret in V. ad Rom. ob­ſerving, that the want of things neceſſary to the ſuſtenance of our mortality [Page] provokes exceſſes, and that ſins. If this reaſon can generally hold, ſo that all concupiſcence may be ſaid to be the conſequence of mortality, Chriſtianity will be ſound, the neceſſity of Chriſts coming for the repair of Adams fall, remaining the ſame. But this is the reaſon why the ſame S. Chryſoſtome, Hom. X. in VI. ad Rom. when S. Paul ſaith; By one mans diſobedience many are made ſinners, underſtandeth by ſinners, liable to death; Concupiſcence, wherein Originall ſinne conſiſteth, as I have ſhewed, being the conſequence of mortality, according to S. Chryſoſtome. As for thoſe that cenſure books at Ox­ford, if they like not this, I demand but one thing, what they think of Zuinglius his Writings. For I ſuppoſe, none of them believes, that Zuinglius holds ori­ginall ſinne to be properly ſinne, or that infants are damned for it; (though, whether they come to everlaſting life or no, notwithſtanding their concupi­ſcence which they are born with, I find not that he ſaith) Let them therefore chooſe whether they will cenſure Zuinglius his bookes, or profeſſe, that they have the Faith of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt with reſpect of perſons.
And therefore, I do not underſtand why I ſhould make any more of this difference of language, then of that which was on foot in the ancient Church, about the terms of hypoſtaſis, in the bleſſed Trinity, among thoſe, who ha [...]tily adhered to the Faith of the Church. And, I conceive, I may compare it with the difference between the Latine and the Greek Church about the proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, whether from the Fa­ther and the Sonne, o [...] from the Father by the Sonne. For, though I do believe with the Weſtern Church, that he proceedeth from both; Yet, the Eaſtern Church acknowledging as it doth, from the Father by the Sonne, If it had been in me, the matter ſhould never have come to a breach in the Church about that difference. Even ſo, the terme of Originall ſinne being received in the Weſtern Church, to exclude the he­reſie of Pelagius; I do not intend to take offence at the uſing, or give offence by the refuſing of it. But I ſhall not therefore condemn thoſe times or perſons of the Church that uſed it not, as unſound or defective in the Faith, the Tradition whereof is not to be derived, but by that which all parts agree in profeſſing.
As for the puniſhment of everlaſting torments upon infants that de­part with it, it is a thing utterly paſt my capacity to underſtand, how it concerns the neceſſity of Chriſts coming, that thoſe infants, who are not cured by it, ſhould be thought liable to them. Would his death be in vaine, would the Grace which it purchaſeth be unneceſſary, unleſſe thoſe infants that have committed no actuall ſinne go into everlaſting fire prepared for the devil and his angels? Shall the corruption of our nature by the fall of Adam be counted a fable, unleſſe I be able to main­taine, that infants are there, or ſhew where they are if not there? Or will any man undertake to ſhew me that conſent of the whole Church in this point, which is viſible, by the premiſes, as concerning that cor­ruption of nature▪ which I challenge to be mater of Faith? It is not to be denied that S. Auguſtine, and enow after him, have maintained it, and per­haps thought, that the Faith cannot be maintained otherwiſe. But can that therefore be the Tradition of the whole Church, which Doctors allowed by the Church do not believe? In this, as in other inſtances, we ſee a difference between maters of Faith and Eccleſiaſticall doctrines, of which you have a Book of Gernadius intituled d [...] dogmatibus Eccleſiaſticis. For, ſuch poſitions as paſſe without offenſe, when they are held and profeſſed by ſuch as injoy the communion of the Church, (or more then ſo, rank of authority in it) muſt neceſſarily be counted doctrines of the Church. And yet, if it appear, that the contrary hath been held other whiles and elſe where, they do not ob­lige our belief as matters of Faith. As for the article of the Church of England, which aſcribeth the deſert of Gods wrath and damnation to Originall ſinne;  [...] conceive it is alwaies the duty of every ſonne of the Church, ſo to interpret, ſo [Page] to limit or to extend the acts of the Church of England, that is, the ſenſe of them, that it may agree with the Faith of the Catholick Church: Becauſe all ſuch acts ſerve, and are to ſerve, onely to maintaine the Church of England a member thereof, by maintaining the Faith of it. How much more at this time; that unity and communion, which theſe acts tendred to maintain amongſt our ſelves, being irrecoverably violated, by men equally concerned in the che­riſhing of it? For, admitting the Faith and the Laws of the primitive Church, what can any Church allege, why they are not one with us? Not admitting them, what can we alledge why we are not one with others? It followeth therefore of neceſſity, that the wrath of God and damnation, which Originall ſin deſerveth, according to the Article of the Church of England, be confined to the loſſe and coming ſhort of that ſalvation, to which the firſt Adam being appointed, the ſecond Adam hath reſtored us; There being no more to be had, either by neceſſary conſequence from the Scripture, or by Tradition from the whole Church. For, to require me to believe them to be in the torments prepared for the devil and his angels, becauſe I cannot ſay where they are, were a reaſon too unreaſonable for a Chriſtian.

CHAP. XXI. The opinion that mak [...]s the Predetermination of mans will by God the ſourſe of his freedom; And wherein Janſenius differs from it. Of neceſsity upon ſuppoſition & abſolute. The neceſsity of the Will following the last dictate of the underſtanding is onely upon ſuppoſition, As alſo that which Gods foreſight creates. The diffe­rence between indifferent and undetermined.
[Page]
Theſe things thus premiſed, as concerning that eſtate wherein the Goſpell overtaketh the will of man to whom Chriſt is tendered, being under original ſin, I ſay that it findes him not void of that freedome of choice, in doing or not doing this or that, which ſtands in oppoſition to neceſſity; But, that which ſtands in oppoſition to the bondage and ſervitude of ſin. This poſition is inten­ded to contradict an opinion, which ſeemeth to be very ordinary among Divines, as well of the Reformation as the Church of Rome, though more inge­niouſly profeſſed and maintained by theſe; Who, pretending to derive the efficacy of Gods Predeſtination, and the grace which it provideth, from that de­cree of his Will, whereby he determineth the will of his creature to do or not to doe watſoever is indeed, don or not don, in order of nature before it deter­mine it ſelfe; do conſequently profeſſe, that, notwithſtanding this Predetermi­nation of the will is no leſſe effectuall then Gods omnipotence, (whereof it is the immediate and indefeaſible conſequence and effect) yet, there is no free­dome in the creature, no contingence in the effects of it, but that which follow­eth upon this will of God, determining underſtanding Creatures to do that which they do freely, as it determining underſtanding Creatures to do that which they do neceſſarily. This poſition, though I intend not to admit, yet I count it a point of ingenuity in them, who think they free themſelves of great dificulties by ſuppoſing it, expreſſely to maintaine the truth of that ſuppoſition, whereof they make ſo much advantage. For they, who, not daring to incounter the difficulties wherewith it is chargeable, do claime the conſequences of it, without premiſing the expreſſe ſuppoſition of it, do as good as ſay nothing, where they adviſe not the reader of thoſe difficulties, which the prime principle that they proceed upon is burthened with. But he that ſees, how particular inſtances depend upon generall principles, ſhall not ſtick to judge of their poſitions, by the dependance they have upon this ſuppoſition ſo ſoon as they are informed of the credit which it deſerves. Now this predetermination▪ Being the immediate effect of Gods omnipotency, as for the cauſe of it; as for the nature of it, troubles very much thoſe that maintaine it to ſay wherein it conſiſts: as in­deed it may very well trouble any man to ſay of what colour a Chimaera is, being, in rerum natura, juſt nothing. For, if they ſay it is a principle infuſed by the immediate worke of grace into the Will, it is ſtraightwaies evident, that the having of it is not to make the Will able, which all habituall indow­ments tend to, but to make it actually to worke. It muſt therefore conſiſt in a certain motion or impulſe, immediately wrought by God in the Will▪ which though it is not in the will to have, depending meerely upon the Will of God yet, that neither good nor ill can be don without it, being neceſſary, as they think, to the effectuall determining of the will upon two accounts; Firſt, as the will is a ſecondary cauſe, that cannot worke unleſſe moved by the firſt cauſe: Secondly, as the Will, not being determined of it ſelfe, cannot be determined to any act but by the ſame firſt cauſe. But theſe two accompts ſeem to me both one, For, nothing can determine the will to act, ſpeaking of that which determines it formally, or in the nature of a formall cauſe, but the act of it. For, ſuppoſing the will to act, and excluding whatſoever elſe might be conſidered, the will remaines determined: Not ſupoſing that, it may further [Page] be queſtioned what determines it, The queſtion then being onely what it is that determines the will in the nature of the effective cauſe, the difficulty that cau­ſeth the queſtion is but one, becauſe it is preſumed that the ſecond cauſe can not act, if not acted, that is determined to act, by the firſt. The nature then of this motion, received & lodged in the Will, is imagined nevertheleſſe to be ſuc­ceſſive, ſuch as is the being of colours in the aire, when they goe to the eye, or that impulſe which a handicraft-man moves his tooll with. And the neceſſity of it ſtandeth upon a generall account, not of originall ſine, but of Gods crea­ture (ſuch as the will in all eſtates is requiſite to the acts of the will) becauſe no­thing can be don by the creature, but that which God ſhall determine it to do.
But there is of late an other opinion ſtarted in the Church of Rome by Janſenius, in his Auguſtinus, which maintaines, that the Will, in all actions that are go [...]d according to Chriſtianity, is determined by grace, effectually incli­ning the will by the love of true good, preventing not expecting the motion thereof, and producing that influence of the will whereby formally it acteth. The nature of it then, conſiſts in that very act of life, whereby the reaſonable creature exerciſeth its choice no waies requiſite to the actions of nature, which man is able to do under originall ſin but meerely upon that account, as the cure of it, reſtoring the due command over that concupiſcence wherein ori­ginall ſin conſiſteth, and not extending to the ſtate of innocence. Which not­withſtanding the will is no leſſe naturally determined by it, then by that prin­ciple which the other opinion advanceth. For they ſay both, that the will is not determined by the object, howſoever propoſed, but morally, as he that out­wardly adviſeth or perſwadeth determines him that reſolves, upon that conſide­ration which he advanceth, to that which he propoſeth, And therefore this de­termination, both agree, ſatisfies not that efficacy of grace, which the ſcrip­tures propoſed in the premiſes require. Therefore, as the former opinion de­termineth the will naturally, by a principle really lodged in the nature of the wil ſo this, by the very vitall act of vvilling, really ſubſiſtng in the nature of the Will, though produced by God a cauſe above nature, which when the de­light in good which it importeth is ſo great as to ſwallow up all contradiction, it determineth to the ſame, preventing the determination of it ſelfe; when other­wiſe acknowledging, that, though of the ſame nature with that which overcom­eth, it is never the leſſe defeaſible. From this ground there flowes an other difference between theſe two opinions, we goe further from the foun­taine head, ſtill more viſible. For the former, admitting free will to be a fa­culty, able to act, or not to act, ſuppoſing all that is requiſite to inable it, in particular the helps of Gods grace; aſſoiles all dificulties, by diſtinguiſting the compound ſenſe of thoſe ſayings, which expreſſe contradiction between predetermination and freedome, from the divided ſenſe of the ſame. For ex­ample, if it be ſaid; That to which the Will is predetermined muſt needs come to paſſe; Therefore the will cannot be free to chooſe whether it ſhall be done or not; the anſwer is; That the will is able to do otherwiſe, in ſ [...]nſu diviſo non in ſenſu compoſito, dividing it from the determination of it, that is, not be­ing determined, but not putting it and the determination of it together, that is, being determined. So the will hath as they ſay, ſimultatem potentiae, not potentiam ſimultatis; That is, in their barbarous latine; a power of doing this as well as that, at one & the ſame time, not a povver of chuſing or acting both this and that, at one & the ſame time; For, the ability of doing may well ſtand with the actuall choice of not doing, but, actually at the ſame time to chooſe to do and not to doe, are terms inconſiſtent; as it may be truely ſaid, that a white wall may be black, though not, ſuppoſing it continue white. This diſtinction I cannot ſee how Janſenius can imploy, though he think he may, whe­ther it ſerve or the other opinion to any purpoſe not. For, or that in difference wherein the firſt opinion maintaineth the very nature of freewill to conſiſt, at leaſt in words, (whether they ſignifie any thing or not) the ſecond main­taineth to be ſo far from the nature of it. that the freedome of the Will is not to be had and obtayned, without either abating or extinguiſhing all indiffe­rence in it; The will being free from ſin and ſlave to righteouſneſſe, (which [Page] is an addition making the ſlavery of the will no ſlavery, but the freedome thereof perfect freedome) or elſe free from righteouſneſſe and ſlave to ſin, (which ſlavery is perfect ſlavery, but imaginary freedome) according as it growes, of in different, determined to righteouſneſſe or to ſin▪ which he preten­deth to be the onely freedome whereof it is capable. And how then ſhould Jan­ſenius imploy the diſtinction premiſed, to ſalve that in difference of the will which he diſavoweth? And therefore, in conſequence hereunto, they can neither admit, that any help of grace is ſufficient that is not effectuall; (and ſo, that he who keeps not the covenant of grace was ever able: to keep it) Nor that our L. Chriſt ſhed his blood for any but them who are and ſhall be actually ſaved by it. As for thoſe of the Reformation (amongſt whom it is manifeſt that this great queſtion of the agreement between Grace and freewill is as hotly diſputed as in the Ch. of Rome) upon the whether of theſe opinions they ground them­ſelves who reject Arminius and the Lutherans, it is not ſo eaſy to ſay, as it may clerly be ſaid, that they muſt chuſe the one or the other, if they wil ſpeake things conſequent to their own principles. It is manifeſt, that Doctor Twiſſe hath imbraced the former; which he that ſhould ſay that any of the reſt have for­borne to imploy, either becauſe they could not make it popular to the capacity of vulgar underſtandings, or becauſe they found not themſelves able to manage it, perhaps ſhould not conjecture much amiſſe. But we have of la [...]e a work of one Doctor Strang, late of Glaſcowe, De voluntate & actionibus Dei circa pecca­tum, wherein he maintaines at large, againſt Doctor Tuiſſe in particular, that it makes God the author of all ſin, and by conſequence plucks up all Chriſtianity by the roots. For the reſt, profeſſing to imbrace the opinion of Janſenius, as concerning the predetermination of mans will to all works of ſupernaturall Grace, though, not undertaking to maintaine it, he hath added unto it that wherein it is certainely defective; To wit, an account how evill can be fore­knowne by God, not determining the will of the creature to act it. For, this being done, the ſame account will ſerve to reconcile the freewil of the creature, both to the activity of providence in generall, and to the efficacy of predeſtina­tion in matters concerning the world to come. Which how ſecurely ſoever Janſenius paſſe by; he may think that he hath ſecured the point of faith concer­ning the grace of Chriſt, but he cannot think that he hath ſatisfied any divine, that the reſt of the queſtion can be reſolved according to his opinion, as the reaſon of Chriſtianity requireth. I am much in feare that our Puritan Preachers when they ſwagger over the Arminians in their pulpits, do neither inform them, how great a part of the reformation as all the Lutherans make is on their ſide (neither the Church of England nor that of Rome having given ſentence in the whole queſtion) nor what difficulties their own opinion is liable to; which it would make theire hearts ake to overcome. For my part, finding the determination of the Synod of Dort againſt Arminius not to reach the whole queſtion, (concerning the reconciling of mans freedome, as well to Gods foreknowledg and providence, as to his predeſtination and grace) I have thought beſt to propoſe the opinion of predetermination (which pretends to do it, but does it not, as I ſuppoſe) together with that wherein Janſenius va­ries from it, to make ſuch a reſolution as I am able to propoſe in ſo difficult a buſineſſe, the better to be underſtood.
Now, for that which I propoſe, that the will of man, though under Origi­nall ſin, is free from neceſſity, though not free from bondage (which is to ſay, that, neither as a ſecond cauſe, nor upon the account of Adams fall, it is determined to do or not to doe that which indeed it doth) I muſt diſtinguiſh, that, neceſſity upon ſuppoſition, is not that neceſſity which the will of man is free from, and which the contingence of the effects thereof is oppoſite to. For, if any thing be ſaid to be neceſſary, upon ſuppoſition, not of the cauſe which neceſſarily produceth it, but of it ſelfe which is ſuppoſed to be, well may it be ſaid neceſſarily to be, becauſe it is upon neceſſity, as every thing that is muſt needs be, becauſe that you ſuppoſe that it is. In like maner, if you ſuppoſe any thing which implyeth the being of another thing, (as if a man [Page] ſee London-ſtone, becauſe no man ſees that which isnot) this ſuppoſition inferres not that neceſsity which deſtroyes freedom becauſe it imports the being of that wch you ſuppoſe that it is. That neceſſity that deſtroieth freedom & contingence is antecedent to the being of contingencies, in the nature of an effective cauſe, though not alwaies abſolute. For he which will ſpeak properly and ſafely muſt not call any thing abſolutely neceſſary but God alone, and his perfections, from whoſe freewill, all the neceſſity that is found in his creatures proceedeth. But, in regard that we ſee the Sun riſe and ſet alwaies in one conſtant order, the fire alwaies burn, & the earth alwaies keep the place, truly we diſtinguiſh theſe things as neceſſary, from thoſe that come to paſſe either ſo or otherwiſe, as having a preſumption, from ſo much experience of the wil of God, which all things muſt obey, already part upon the courſe of their nature, bythe cau­ſes, which, being thereby produced, cannot, but by the ſame will, be defeated. But of this, I do not ſee what queſtion can remaine.
One kind of determination, I ſhall grant upon the premiſes, that the will of man is liable to that neceſſity which it inferreth, not prejudicing the freedom of it. I grant that the will neceſſarily followeth the laſt and ultimate dictate of the practick underſtanding; ſetting this grant aſide, as impertinent to the queſtion in diſpute imports more then a judgement that it is beſt to doe or not to doe this or that: For the laſt dictate of the underſtanding that adviſes about doing or not doing this or that, or, that it ought to be done, or not don, by him that will do as he ought. For it is manifeſt, that a man many times does not doe that which he is reſolved that he ought to do. And ſo it may fall out, that ſuch a dictate or ſentence ſhall not be the laſt or ultimate dictate of the underſtanding▪ becauſe, falling to adviſe anew after that ſentence, it may find ſome new conſideration, whereupon it may reſolve to proceed o­therwiſe then afore. Therefore, the laſt or ultimate dictate of the underſtan­ding cannot be underſtood to be any other then that which is effectuall, that is to ſay, when it is ſuppoſed, that the effects followe upon it. And upon theſe terms I grant, that the will is neceſſarily determined, by the laſt dictate of the underſtanding; in as much as it is ſuppoſed to be, neceſsary, that the will be determined by ſome judgement of the underſtanding, either expreſsely pro­nouncing, or implicitly reſolving, that this or that is for the beſt to be done or not done. So that he that ſaies, that the will is neceſsarily determined by the laſt judgement of the underſtanding, ſaies no more but this, that the will is neceſsa­rily determined by that judgement which determines it. For, ſuppoſing it is the laſt, you ſuppoſe that the will proceeds to action upon it: So that the ne­ceſſity which all this inferrs is no prejudice to freedome or contingence, being only the neceſſity of that which muſt needs be, becauſe you ſuppoſe that it is.
The like is to be ſaid of the foreknowledge or foreſight which God hath, of whatſoever ſhall at any time come to paſſe, and the neceſſity, which though it cauſeth not, yet it inferreth. For no man can know that which is not true, nor ſee that which is not in being; neither can that be foreſeen, which is not to have being at that time when it is foreſeene to come to paſſe: And therefore all foreſight neceſſarily implies a ſuppoſition of the future being of that which is foreſeen. A thing neceſſarily true, howſoever we ſuppoſe the will to be deter­mined to do whatſoever it doth; that is to ſay, whatſoever we ſuppoſe to bee the ground of Gods foreſight. For, ſuppoſing that God from everlaſting fore­ſaw that S. Paul. ſhould be converted at ſuch a moment of time, becauſe he had a purpoſe from everlaſting, to determine his will, freely to imbrace Chriſt at that moment of time; yet was not S. Paul converted becauſe God foreſaw that he ſhould be converted, but, becauſe he was to be converted, therefore God foreſaw that he ſhould be converted. Indeed we are to diſtinguiſh three inſtances, in the knowledg of God concerning future contingencies. In the firſt he ſees what may come to paſſe; In the ſecond what ſhall come to paſſe; In the third, what is come to paſſe. The firſt by the perfection of his nature, The ſecond by the decree of his will, giving ſtedy order to things of themſelves moveable, as Boethius ſays, that is, to contingencies. For, we ſuppoſe contingence to [Page] ſtand with providence, and we inquire how that conſiſtence may appeare. The third by the act of freedome, ſeene from everlaſting, before the will that doth it have being, in thoſe very decrees, in the execution whereof providence con­ſiſts. There is in an architect, or ſurvayor of buildings, a certain knowledg of that which he deſigneth, before he goe to work, conſiſting in a certaine Idea or form, which his buſineſſe is to copy out of his mind into the materialls. But when his worke is done, he ſees that in being before his eyes, which he ſaw in his own deſigne afore. The wiſdome of God is that ſoverain art which directed him in making heaven and earth. and ordaining whatſoever comes to paſſe in both. The decree of his will, (whether immediate or mediate) diſtinguiſhes between that which may be, and that which is at the preſent, and therefore in the ſame ſort, between that which may be and that which ſhall be for the future. But, though his knowledge increaſe not when he ſees that in being which former­ly he ſaw was to be, becauſe he goes not beyond himſelfe for the knowledge of it; yet to ſee that it ſuppoſeth the act of the freedome which doth it, paſt, to ſee that it ſhall be, to come. In like maner, therefore, whilſt the act of the creature appeareth to God as to come, he ſeeth what ſhall be. But, if all future contingencies be preſent to God from everlaſting, then conſequently, he ſees alſo from everlaſting the act of that freedome which produceth them, as don in the due time of it; and in this ſight conſiſteth the effect of the ſame preſence of future contingencies in and to Gods eternity, from everlaſting. There is therefore in God a certaine kind of knowledge of that which is to come, which Divines call ſcientiam viſionis, whereby God ſees from everlaſting thegreateſt contingencies to come to paſſe at that moment of time, when we ſee them come to paſſe; which, whatſoever is the ground of it, whether it be poſi­ble for us to ſay how it is poſſible or not, yet this we muſt ſay of it, that it preſuppoſeth the future being of that which it foreſeeth, and therefore is no way the cauſe of it; Though the future being thereof preſuppoſeth alſo that knowledg in God, which directeth that freedome which bringeth it to paſſe. So that the Fathers of the Church had cauſe to inſiſt (againſt thoſe Heretickes that derived the  [...]ourſe and originall of ſin in the world from ſome other cauſe then the freewill of the creature, and the abuſe of it) that future contingen­cies come not to paſſe becauſe God foretells that they will come to paſſe; But, that God foretells that they will come to paſſe, becauſe they are future con­tingencies, that is, things which, though contingent, yet, ſhall come to paſſe; & therefore, that Gods foreſight infers no neceſſity in thoſe things which he fore­ſees ſhall come to paſſe by the free choice of the creature. For, though there remaineth yet a further queſtion, concerning the ground of this foreſight, how that can be other then neceſſary which is certaine, becauſe the knowledg of God that foreteis it cannot be uncertaine; yet would it be no leſſe evident, that the foreſight of God which ſuppoſeth the future being of that which it eviden­ceth, cauſeth no neceſſity in that which it ſuppoſeth, though I could give no ac­count, how the future being of that which is contingent can be certaine. And, as it is not requiſite to the maintenance of Chriſtianity, to be able to anſwer all queſtions that the enemies of it may make; So were it very impertinent, not to allege that which is evident in behalfe thereof, becauſe there hangs an other queſtion at the end of it which I cannot ſo evidently reſolve. And up­on theſe terms, I ſet aſide that neceſſity which Gods foreſight of future contin­gencies infers, as impertinent to the queſtion in hand; being meerely, the neceſ­ſity of that which muſt needs be, becauſe you ſuppoſe that it is; all foreſight neceſſarily ſuppoſing the future being of that which is foreſeen, as all ſight ſuppoſeth the preſent being of that which is ſeen.
Further when I ſay; That, the freedom which the Covenant of Grace ſup­poſeth, in man to whom it is tendred, requireth, that his will be not determined by God before it determine it ſelfe, to wit, in order of nature; I do not there­fore require that it be alwaies indifferent, that is, no more inclined to doe then not to do this or that. I have learned out of Ariſtotles Moralls, that a drunkard may chuſe whether he will be drunk or not, though it is not poſſible, [Page] that he ſhould in an inſtant, change that inclination to which he is habituated, and that, as the world is, it cannot in diſcretion ſeeme poſſible to come to paſſe, that ſome opportunity of bringing that inclination to effect ſhall not come to paſſe, before the inclination of his habit be changed into the contrary, by fre­quence of practice. But this I ſay; That, in this latitude and variety of mans in­clination, he is not determined by any of them, preſently to ſatisfie and exe­cute it, having ſo many to pleaſe beſides; And that God, without determinnig immediately, by his omnipotence, the will which remaines not determined by its owne inclination, is able to bring to paſſe whatſoever his providence ſhal order, by wils of men left at large to their own choiſe, though not in a ſtate of actu­all indifference, (without biaſſe inclining them to do rather then not to do this rather then that) yet in a capacity of becoming actually indifferent, by change of judgement (and, by conſequence, of inclinations) which frequent acting accor­ding to another judgement ſhall produce; In the meane time not determined by God, otherwiſe then, as they determine themſelves. It is not therefore my meaning to ſay, that the will proceeds immediately from a ſtate of in­difference, to determine it ſelfe, by chuſing that whereon the mans happineſſe depends. For it is manifeſt, that all choice is determined by the appearance of good in the object, to reaſon that ſees it, nor can proceed without it. It is ma­nifeſt, that all vertues and vices are meere determinations of indifference in the Will, to ſome thing choſen for a cheife good. It is manifeſt by experience, that the propoſing of an object determines many times the Will to chuſe it. It is received in Philoſophy, that, from that which is indifferent, as indifferent, no action can proceed: That the ſame remaining the ſame can never do but the ſame: That nothing can come to be anew of it ſelfe, without ſome cauſe. And how ſhall the will, from meere indifference, proceed immediately to do this rather then that? How ſhall indifference prefer doing this, before doing that, or not doing this? My meaning is this; That, without appearance of reaſon ſufficient to convict the mind what is good to be don, there is no freedome in the Will that can determine to chuſe it: That, when there is no appearance of reaſon to the contrary, (as in the generall nature of good) there is no freedome to refuſe: That all habit of vertue or vice tends to determine indifference to the object and act of it, and effecteth ſo much in this life, that morally, and, ſpeaking of that with experience and diſcretion will allow, it is as impoſſible that ſome man ſhould do any thing that is good, as ſome other revolt from all goodneſſe. And therefore do allow a kinde of freedome in the bleſſed, as well as in the damned, who are arrived at the full determination of the will, for the better or for the worſe, & are paſt deliberating any more, to which ſide they ſhall adhere for everlaſting, But their eſtate I account im­pertinent to the queſtion in hand, concerning that freedome in this life, the uſe whereof is every mans title to the world to come, and his owne ſhare in it. As alſo the eſtate of the bleſſed Angels & Devils whom all allow to be as effec­tually derermined to evill or to good, upon their fall or ſettlement, as men are upon the performing their race here. But as I have granted, that no man can deſire that in which he ſees no reaſon why it is good for him▪ So, ſeeing ſufficient reaſon, he is not thereby immediately determined to act, but onely inabled to act according to it. The coherence of true good with the utmoſt happineſſe of mankind is ſo darke, the coherence of counterfeit good with his utmoſt miſery ſo remote, that, as the apperance of counterfeit good may interpoſe, to defeate the proſecution of that which ſufficient reaſon convinceth to be true, ſo may the appearance of true good interpoſe, to deſeate the proſecution of that which is counterfeite. So that the race of this life is a continuall deliberation about the neceſſity of the meanes, even in them that have made choiſe of their end. It may be diſputed indeed, that when, after reſolution and choiſe, we have ex­perience of great debate within us what to do, it is not the will, the ſubject of freedome, that is the ſeate of this debate, but it is the ſenſuall appetite, that makes oppoſition to the reſolution of reaſon; and that this oppoſition is meere violence to the naturall exerciſe of freedome, not pretending to introduce a [Page] contrary reſolution, ſtanding the firſt, but hindring execution, by degrees, up­on contrary information, to reverſe the ſentence. But the determination which we ſuppoſe ſufficient reaſon had produced remaines alwaies ineffectuall; and therefore the queſtion muſt needs have recourſe, what determines the Will, till anſwer be made, that it proceeds effectually, inwardly to chuſe and outwardly to act, by that choice, determining all capacity of indifference in it ſelfe, which, redounding to every mans account at the generall judgement, muſt needs be the act of the will, that is, of the perſon that doth it.
By that which hath been ſaid, I conceive, I give account, why, having hi­therto eſtabliſhed the neceſſity of Grace upon the account of Originall ſin, I now advance a propoſition tending to reconcile, aſwell the activity of Gods providence generally in all things, as the efficacie of his predeſtination and grace in ſupernaturall actions, leading to the happineſſe of the world to come, wiith our common freedome. For it is manifeſt, that this opinion of prede­termination proceeds not upon any ſuppoſition of originall ſin, but meerly of the nature and ſtate of a creature; and intends to affirme, that, whether Adam had ſinned or not, the will of man muſt have been determined by God, to do whatſoever it ſhould do, as unable to determine it ſelfe, other­wiſe then as every creature moves, when God moves it. And therefore I am here to acknowledg, the anſwer is l [...]rger then the queſtion, at leaſt then the occaſion of it, and the reſolution then the ground of the doubt: The neceſſity of the grace of Chriſt being grounded only upon the fall of Adam, and that bringing on the diſpute, what freewill hath to do where the freegrace of God cannot be ſpared, and herefore what freewill it is▪ that remaines to be freed from the bondage of ſin by grace. But, as the generall compriſes neceſſarily all particulars, it is no eſſe deſtructive to the covenant of grace, that the free­dome of the will ſhould be denyed upon the account of the conſtitution of nature, then of depravation by ſin. And therefore I find my ſelfe bound to anſwer, in what eſtate the covenant of Grace overtakes man borne in origi­nall ſin, whether upon the account of Originall ſin, or meerly of Gods crea­ture. But I do purpoſely obſerve this, to all them of the Reformation, that I believe their own conſciences will tell them all, if paſſion or faction give leave; that all the controverſy advanced againſt the Church of Rome about freewill in the works of Salvation, was grounded upon the ſuppoſition of the nece­ſſity of grace occaſioned by Originall ſin, from which ſo much is derogated as is arrogated to freewill without i [...]; and therefore the controverſy never nee­ded about all kind of works but thoſe only that tend to ſalvation, the meanes whereof became neceſſary upon the account of Originall ſin. Which if it be true, then cannot the Intereſt of the Reformation conſiſt in any opinion, concerning all maner of human actions without difference, whether in the ſtate of uprightneſſe or ſin; Nor can any thing but the ſpirit of ſlander, impute the maintaining of Gods grace without or againſt ſuch opinions, to any inclination towards the abuſes of the Church of Rome, but to the conſcience of Gods truth, without reſpect of perſons. For further evidence vvhereof, I ſhall make good uſe of the evill of faction, if not of diviſion, now on foot upon occaſion of this diſpute, as vvell among thoſe of the reformation as in the Church of Rome. For, ſeeing that both parties are divided about it, though in the Refor­mation only the mater hath proceeded to a breach, firſt, between Lutherans and Calviniſts in the Empire, then in Holland between theſe and Armi­nians; he that goes about to caſt the aſperſion of Popery, upon that opinion which the Papacy injoyneth not, though it aloweth, muſt firſt anſwer, whether the popery of the Dominicans & the reſt of them that hold predeter­mination, whether the Popery of Janſenius & his followers be Popery or not. With all, I ſhall think the way made towards the proof of my poſition, by obſerving, that the ground upon which I ſhall proceed to make evidence of freedome from neceſſity under originall ſin, will neceſſarily take place, againſt the predetermination of the Will by God, whether under Originall ſin, or in the ſtate of uprightneſie. And, upon that ground, I ſhall freely affirme, that [Page] this poſition is not onely intended to contradict, but alſo effectually contra­dicteth the opinion of the predetermination of the will by the immediate op­eration of God.

CHAP. XXII. The Goſpel findeth man free from neceſſity, though not from bondage. Of the Antecedent and Conſequent Will of God. Praedetermination not the root, but the rooting up of Freedome and of Chriſtianity. Againſt the opinion of Janſenius.
THE ground which I ſpeak of may be branched out into particulars, as large as you pleaſe. But it ſhall be enough for me to ſay; That, whatſoever is read from one end of the Bible to the other, concerning a treaty tendred by God to man, concerning an alliance or covenant contracted upon it, concern­ing an inheritance, or aſſurance of an inheritance upon that alliance, concern­ing exhortations, reproofes, promiſes, threats, inducing to obſerve that con­tract and not to tranſgreſſe it; all this, and whatſoever elſe may be reduced to this nature, evidenceth that, neither freedom from neceſſity is loſt by originall ſinne, nor the will of man determined by the immediate operation of God, to do, or not to do this or that. I muſt further mention here, that difference be­tween the antecedent and the conſequent, the conditionall and the abſolute will of God; (the firſt, ſuſpended upon ſome act of mans free will, the ſe­cond reſolute, as ſuppoſing the ſame paſt, or not requiring it) not becauſe the divines, as well of the Eaſtern as of the Weſtern Church have imbraced it, but becauſe they all found, that they could not diſcharge their account of the Scriptures without it. But I muſt not forget to mention withall, the rewards and puniſhments, expreſſed in the Scriptures, to be brought upon the compli­ance with, or reſiſtance of thoſe helps, which the antecedent and conditionall will of God requireth, whether he chooſe it or not. In the Old Teſtament, you have the conteſtations of Moſes in Deuteronomy, often warning Gods people, that he had ſet before them the good and the bad for them to make choice; You have the Prophet Eſay V. 3-6. conteſting with Gods vineyard, that he had done what he could do for it, and that, having born wild grapes in ſtead of good fruit, it was therefore juſt with him to deſtroy it. You have the Pſalmiſt proteſting, the cauſe why he gave over his people to their enemies and to famine to be their diſobedience, Pſal. LXXXII. 9-17. You have the Pro­phet Ezekiel XVIII. 30, 31, 32. thus reclaiming them; Return and repent of your tranſgreſſions, and wickedneſſe ſhall not be to you a ſtumbling block: Caſt from you all your tranſgreſſions which you have tranſgreſſed with, and make you a new heart, and a new ſpirit, for why ſhould ye dye ye houſe of Iſrael? For I delight not in the death of him that dieth, ſaith the Lord God; but repent ye and live. For, is not this to ſay, of my ſelf I deſire not your death, but becauſe of your obſtinacy in rejecting my Prophets? By whom he ſo often proteſteth, that he had riſen betimes to ſend them from age to age, if by any meanes he might re­claim them to his Law, and ſo preſerve them in the inheritance of the Land of Promiſe. In like manner our Lord in the Goſpels Mat. XXIII. 37, 38. Luke XIII. 34, 35. Jeruſalem Jeruſalem, that killeſt the Prophets, and ſtoneſt them that are ſent thee, how often would I have gathered thy children as a henne gathers her chickens under her wings and ye would not? Behold your houſe is left unto you deſolate. And S. Steven, Acts VII. 51. Ye ſtiffnecked and uncircumciſed in hearts and ears, you do alwaies croſſe the holy Ghoſt, as did your Fathers. And the Scribes and Phariſees in the Goſpel, made void the counſel and purpoſe of God towards them, Luke VII. 30. But, above all, you have the purpoſe of God manifeſted by the Goſpel, of ſending our Lord Chriſt for the ſalvation of [Page] the World as John the Baptiſt ſayes, John I. 29. Behold the Lamb of God that taketh away the ſinne of the World. And our Lord to Nicodemus John III. 16, 17. God ſo loved the world, that he gave his onely begotten Son, that whoſoever belie­veth in him may not periſh but have life everlaſting. For, God ſen [...] not his Son into the World to condemn the World, but that the world by him might be ſaved. And S. Paul commandeth Timothy, that prayers be made by the Church for all men, even for the Powers of the World, then their enemies, as a thing pleaſing to God, Who, ſaith he, would have all men to be ſaved and come to the knowledge of the truth: For there is one God, and one Mediator between God and man, the man Chriſt Jeſus, who gave himſelf an expiation for all to be witneſſed in his own time, 1 Tim. II. 4, 5, 6. And if there be any other paſſages of the New Teſtament, as others there are, to witneſſe that Chriſt is given by God for the reconcilia­tion and ſalvation of all mankind.
One I will not omit, becauſe the miſtake which is alledged to divert the ſenſe of it is remarkable, 2 Pet. III. 9. God ſlacketh not his promiſe, as ſome men count ſlackneſſe, but is ſlow to wrath in our regard, not willing that any ſhould pe­riſh, but all come to repentance. Which they will have to ſignify, that he would have none of us, that is, of the elect to periſh, becauſe it is ſaid,  [...], he is patient towards us the elect. They might have ſeen that this is not the meaning of the words, by Luke XVIII. 7. Shall not God avenge his elect that cry to him day and night, though ſlow to wrath in regard of them? I tell you he ſhall avenge them ſpeedily.  [...], though ſlow to take vengeance in regard of them, upon their oppreſſors; Is here,  [...], ſlow to take vengeance upon our oppreſſors for us, which he hath promiſed to take.  [...] in Syriack,  [...], in the Greek of the New Teſtament; ſignifying, the delaying of vengeance, (due to them that oppreſſe Chriſtians, as you ſee by S. Luke) the Apoſtle attributes to the deſire of ſaving thoſe whom he ſpares. Nor will I ſtop here to ſhew you the inſufficience of thoſe expoſitions, which, in deſpite of the words, are faſtned upon theſe texts, to avoid the difficulties which they create to prejudicate opi­nions. For it is manifeſt, that the conſequence of them is no more, but the very ſame that ariſes from any Scripture, that teſtifies, the meanes which God uſes for the good of any man to become fruſtrate through his fault; In conſidera­tion whereof, that God ſhall call them to account at the laſt day, who either being convict of the truth of his Goſpel, or having meanes offered to be informed of the ſame, imbrace it not, or having imbraced it, notwithſtanding perſevere not in it, by living as Chriſt requireth. Or on the contraty, that he ſhall reward them who imbrace it, and perſevere in it. Which being ſo ma­ny that they are not to be avoided, without ſetting a great part of the Scrip­ture upon the rack; I count it not worth the while to inſiſt here, that S. Pauls meaning is not, that God would have ſome of all eſtates to be ſaved, or, that he would have many to be ſaved, or, thoſe that are ſaved to be ſaved, or, upon any other of thoſe lame expedients, which have been applied, to plaiſter the wound which theſe plain texts do make: But I inſiſt upon this, that the meaning of them cannot be; That God would have thoſe onely to be ſaved that ſhall be ſaved; Having ſuch a ſwarm of Scriptures to evidence, how many things there are which God would have done and are not done; having all the impor­tunities and complaints which God uſeth by his Prophets to aſſure us, that he would have found that obedience at the handes of his ancient people which he found not, all the preach [...]ng of his Goſpel, all the motives of believing, all the exhortations to accept and perform the Covenant of Grace in the New Teſtament, ready to witneſſe, what men are to give account for at the day of judgement. All which muſt be ſatisfied, before there can be cauſe to balk the plain meaning of S. Pauls words, which cannot ſeem inconvenient in any other regard, but becauſe they make God to will that which comes to paſſe, all the Scripture witneſſing. that all that ſhall be condemned ſhall be condemned for not doing that which God would have them do. For, where­ſoever Gods juſtice puniſhes, there is it of neceſſity, that man had ſufficient [Page] meanes to do otherwiſe; Where it rewardes, there was poſſibility of tranſ­greſſing, there was a capacity of indifference, and a will actually undetermined to do or not to do this or that, notwithſtanding originall ſinne.
But, firſt to declare what I underſtand this antecedent will of God to be, I muſt diſtinguiſh, with ſome divines, that God muſt not be ſaid to will this be­cauſe of that, or for that, but may be ſaid to will that this be becauſe of that, or for that, Deus non vult hoc propter hoc, ſed vult hoc eſſe propter hoc. When I ſay, becauſe of that, or for that, I extend the obſervation to two kindes of cauſes; To the finall cauſe, for which a thing is ſaid to be done, and to the mo­tive or impulſive cauſe, becauſe of which a thing is ſaid to be done, when we ſpeak of the doings of underſtanding and free cauſes. For, theſe having ſome­thing in conſideration to move them to do what they do, this motive which they conſider, holds on the ſide of the effective cauſe, in as much as there had been no proceeding without the conſideration of it. Though it is alſo true, that the motion which conſideration produces, (being ſo called, but out of that reſemblance which it holdeth, with the motions which naturall things are viſibly tranſported with) importeth no more, then the appetite of ſome good thing, the want whereof they apprehend, which is nothing elſe but the effect of the finall cauſe. So that the motive cauſe is no other then the finall cauſe in reſpect of that effect, which it hath indeed moved the effective cauſe to pro­duce. So then, when I ſay, that God willeth not this for that, or becauſe of that, I ſay, that God can have no ends upon his creatures, being from everlaſting poſſeſſed of all that he can deſire, and therefore, not to be moved with the de­ſire of any thing which he hath not, to procure it. But when I ſay, God will have this to be for that, I ſay, that God hath appointed not onely his crea­tures, but, whatſoever he beſtowes upon his creatures for that, as for their end; which therefore if it faile, it is not God that failes of his end, but the creature that failes of the end that God appoints it. And indeed the doubt is vaine, though to many it ſeems difficult, that God ſhould faile of his end, if we ſhould ſay, that he would have any thing come to paſſe which indeed comes not to paſſe. For, if God would have it come to paſſe immediately by his own operation, and abſolutely, it were indeed a faile­ure of his omnipotence, if it ſhould not come to paſs: But, that he would have it to come to paſſe by the operation of his creature, and reſerving a condition, if it do as it ſhould do, ſuppoſeth his omni­potence, in making the creature able to do or not to do, this or that, but deſtroyes it not, by the faileure of that which it is not imployed about. So alſo, when I ſay, God does this becauſe of that, to wit, in the nature of a motive or impulſive cauſe, I ſay no more but this, that God from everlaſting determined that it ſhould come to paſſe, in conſideration of that, becauſe of which it is truly ſaid to come to paſſe. Which no way ſignifies any moti­on of deſire impreſſed in his own excellence, but that he orders the reaſon of all things that come to paſſe. The antecedent then or conditional will of God, con­ſiſts in appointing all that he beſtowes upon his creature, or acts towards it, for ſeveral and proper ends; But, ſuppoſes a poſſibility in thoſe ends to be brought to paſſe▪ grounded upon an ability in the creature to bring them to paſſe; In ſo much as God, otherwiſe, cannot be ſaid to treat wth men as men, nor they ground a conſcience of duty, from themſelves to God, but ſuppoſing him to mean that which his words ſignify from them by whom they come, and that, whoſo grants promiſes, commands, threatens any thing, upon an impoſſible condition, nei­ther grants, threatens, promiſes, or commands it, but ſays right nothing. I will give you my daughter in marriage if you touch the ſtarrs with your little finger; That is, ſaith the Civilian in the Romane Law, I will not give you my daughter in marriage. I ſay not ſo much: But, that God under an impoſſible condition, ſignifies no part of his own intentions.
This antecedent will of God, they that underſtand not in S. Pauls words, when he ſayes, Chriſt gave himſelf a ranſom for all, do think it enough to diſtin­guiſh, between ſufficient and effectuall, and that, granting the blood of Chriſt to [Page] be a ſufficient ranſom for mankind, it will be true that he gave it for all, though no way intending it for any but thoſe who are ſaved: Which is farre other­wiſe. For, that which is not true without an addition abating the proper ſignification of the words, is abſolutely untrue, unleſſe the addition, not being expreſſed, may, by due conſtruction of reaſon be found to be implied. Now, to ſay; That Chriſts blood is onely ſufficient to redeem all, but intended to redeem onely ſome, is to ſay; that it was not given for all, as S. Paul affirm­eth, though being a price ſufficient to redeem all, it might have been given for all; which is not enough to make good, that he gave it for all, as S. Paul af­firmeth. And, that it might have been given for all, being ſufficient to redeem all, is no ſufficient reaſon to inferre S. Pauls injunction of praying for all men, even for Princes, and the Powers under them, then no friends to Chriſtianity; ſo that, whether for them or not, was more queſtionable then whether for others or not. For, it followeth not, becauſe Chriſts blood is ſufficient to ran­ſom all mankind, therefore we are to pray for the ſalvation of all mankind, not ſuppoſing it given for their ranſome. Therefore, this addition of abatement can by no conſtruction of reaſon be found to be implied in the words; But we muſt have recourſe to that antecedent will of God, by which Chriſt intended to pay that which was ſufficient for all mankind: though, not intending to ob­lige God to do the utmoſt of that which his juſtice will allow, to bring all to ſalvation in conſideration of it; but onely what his own wiſdome ſhould think fit to be done, in that conſideration, for that purpoſe. Which alloweth, not onely a poſſibillity of ſalvation, but alſo a ſufficience of meanes to bring all mankind to it, provided by God, as purchaſed by Chriſt; whatſoever may in­terpoſe to defeat the effect thereof, which God, not being obliged to hinder, thinks fit in his ſecret wiſdome to permit. Neither can this ſecret will of God be any way reconciled to his declared will, (that is, neither can this declared will of God which comes not to effect, be ever maintained to be the will of God, as the Word of God calleth it, or to be truly declared) upon thoſe terms; But onely, to be a declaration or ſigne that God would have that come to paſſe, which indeed he would not have come to paſſe, as not coming to paſſe becauſe he would not have it come to paſſe. But if God have put no barre to the ſalvation of any man, antecedent to the death of Chriſt, but hath, by Chriſts death, provided all meanes ſufficient to ſave all, then it is truly ſaid John III. 16. So God loved the World, that he gave his onely begotten Sonne, that whoſoever believeth in him ſhould not periſh, but have life everlaſting; though God doeth not what he might do, but what he thinks fit to do, to make the ranſom which Chriſt gave for all effectuall to the ſalvation of all. Nor is this infringed by ſaying; that the conditionall will of God is not abſolutely the will of God, but with a term of abatement, his will upon condition which, without that addition, abating the proper ſenſe of Gods will, it were not. A thing which I have profeſſed already, by premiſing, that God wills not any of thoſe things which come not to paſſe, as his own end, but as the end of thoſe meanes which he provides to bring them to paſſe. For, the queſtion is not about the act, but the object of Gods will, (which the Apoſtle alſo means when he ſaith; This is the will of God, even your holineſſe. 1 Theſ. IV 3.) when it is diſputed whether all ſignify ſome, and the world the elect, when the Scripture ſaith, that Chriſt gave himſelf for all, and for the World, and therefore that God would have all to be ſaved and none to periſh. The act of Gods antecedent will is as properly expreſſed by that which God would have done, as, of his conſequent will, by, that which God will do. Nor is there any figure in ſaying; That God would have that done, which he will not do, becauſe he knowes ſufficient reaſon to the contrary, whether he declare it or not, but, ſetting that reaſon aſide, would have done; Or, that he would have that done, which he provideth ſufficient meanes to bring to paſſe. But, that all ſhould ſignify ſome, and the world the elect, becauſe God will not do all he can to ſave thoſe whom he would have to be ſaved, is a figure in Rhetorick called Mendacium, when a man denies the Scripture to be true. The ſame is the difficulty, when our Lord Chriſt, who [Page] ſaith to the Father, John XVII. 9. I ask for them, I ask not for the world, but for them whom thou haſt given me, for they are thine; prayes upon the Croſſe; Father forgive them, for they know not what they do. For, though he ask not that for the world which he askes for his diſciples, yet he would not have prayed for that, which he knew not that God would have done; His prayer being the reaſon moving God, to grant meanes effectuall to bring to paſſe that which it deſireth. But, had there been in God▪ a purpoſe to exclude the Jews from the benefit of Chriſts death, conſidering them as not having yet refuſed the grace which Chriſt prayed for, it could not have been ſaid, that he would have our Lord Chriſt dy, or pray for them, and therefore, that he would have them to be ſaved.
This is then my argument, that the will of man, is, neither by the originall conſtitution of God, determinable by his immediate operation, nor by mans originall ſinne, ſubject to a neceſſity of doing or not doing this or that. Be­cauſe God treats with the poſterity of Adam, concerning the Covenant of the Law firſt, and ſince, concerning the Covenant of grace, no otherwiſe, then originally he treated with Adam, about not eating the forbidden fruit. For, in conſcience, were it for the credit of Chriſtianity, that infidels, whom we would perſwade to be Chriſtians, ſhould ſay; True, if you could ſhew me that God, by his immediate act determines me to do as you require me, with­out which, you tell me, I cannot do it, and with which, I cannot but do it: Or, that, by the ſinne of Adam, I am not become ſubject to the neceſſity of doing or not doing this or that; But, ſuppoſing either of theſe, if you move me to do what you profeſſe I cannot do, you are either a mad man your ſelf, or take me for one. Do they take their hearers for men and Chriſtians, or for beaſts, who, having firſt taught, that man can do nothing but what God de­termines him to do, inferre thereupon, that they muſt indeavour themſelves to do what God commands, and what their Chriſtianity requires? Or, that they are obliged by their Chriſtianity to do that, which their corruption from Adam neceſſitates them not to do? Is it for the honour of Gods juſtice that it ſhould be ſaid, that he intends to damne the moſt part of men, for that, which, by their originall corruption, they were utterly unable to do, without giving them ſufficient help to do it; no help being ſufficient, which, the deter­mination of the will by the immediate operation of God makes not effectuall, as they think? Do they not make the Goſpel of Chriſt a mockery, that make it to require a condition impoſſible to be performed, by any whom God de­termines not to perform it, having reſolved not to determine the greateſt part of them that know it, to performe it? Certainly, this is not to make the ſe­cret will of God contradict the declared will of God, but to make the declared will of God a meer falſhood, unleſſe the declaring will make contradictions true: For to will, that this be done for an end, which God that willeth will not have come to paſs, makes contradictions the object of that will and that, for the ſame conſideration, & at the ſame time God from everlaſting determining meer­ly in conſideration of his own will, that the condition of that which he would have to come to paſſe conditionally, will not come to paſſe. What is it then, to declare all this to the poſterity of Adam already lapſed, without tendring help ſufficient to inable them to imbrace what he tendereth? For, it is mani­feſt, that Adam had ſufficient grace to doe what God commanded, and it is as manifeſt, that God tenders, both the Law to the Iſraelite, and the Goſpell to the World, in the ſame form as he tendred Adam the prohibition of eating the forbidden fruit: Nor can it be denied, that this prohibition contained in the force of it, all the perſwaſions, all the exhortations, all the promiſes, all the threatnings, which either the Law or the Goſpell, to their reſpective ends and purpoſes can be inforced with? It muſt therefore be concluded, not that they ſuppoſe in Adams poſterity an ability to do what they require, as did the origi­ginall prohibition of eating the forbidden fruit, but that they bring with them ſufficient help to perform it, not ſuppoſing any thing that may barre the [Page] efficacy thereof, till the will of him to whom it is tendered makes it void.
And truly, ſpeaking of that which the naturall indowment of freedom neceſ­ſarily imports, in the reaſonable creature, it is utterly impoſſible that any thing ſhould determine the will of man to do or not to do this or that, but his own action formally, or in the nature of a formal cauſe, which therefore, in the will, cannot be the action of God, nor be attributed, imputed or aſcribed to him, to whom it were blaſphemy to impute that, which his creature is honoured with. That God ſhould immediately act upon the ſoul of man, or his will, is no inconvenience; Becauſe that act muſt end in the will or ſoul, and not at­taine that effect which the imperfection of the creature bringeth to paſſe. Ending therefore in the creature, and not in that which the action of the crea­ture produceth, it leaveth the ſame, of neceſſity, in the ſtate wherein God firſt made it. And, I may well ſuppoſe here, and will ſuppoſe, that Gods act of creation continues the ſame for all the time that he maintaines the creature in that perfection of being, (that is to ſay, in that ability of acting) which from the beginning, he gave it.
This diſcourſe, I confeſſe, extendeth to the voiding of the immediate concur­rence of God to the actions of his creature, which my purpoſe neceſſarily re­quires me not to maintaine. For, concurrence-ſuppoſeth the creature to act without help of God that concurreth, and therefore cannot be requiſite on be­half of the cauſe, being ſuppoſed to act of it ſelf, but on behalf of the effect wherein it endeth; Which having a being, is ſuppoſed neceſſarily to require immediate dependance upon the firſt being, which is God. A ſtrange ſubtlety, acknowledging the creature able to act, and ſuppoſing it to act of it ſelf, to imagine, that this act can end in nothing, as that which it effecteth, without Gods concurrence. Which, immediately attaining the effect, in which the action of the creature endeth, will enforce, that God is as properly ſaid to give light as the ſunne, to burn as the fire, to do that act which is eſſentially ſinne, as the man that ſinnes: And therefore at once, not to ſinne, becauſe we ſup­poſe his concourſe tied by the originall Law of creation, to the determination of his creature; And to ſinne, as producing immediately whatſoever is in that action, which is eſſentially ſinne. For, unleſſe the ſpecies or nature of the act, importing generally no ſinne, were a thing ſubſiſting by it ſelf, as by the under­ſtanding it is conſidered, ſetting aſide the ſinne which the particular that is act­ed implyeth, (as Plato is ſuppoſed to have maintained his ideas) it is impoſ­ſible that he who doth the act which is eſſentially ſinne ſhould be ſaid truly not to ſinne. The Law of concurring to the doing of ſinne, and producing the act which eſſentially importeth it, neceſſarily drawing the imputation thereof upon him that freely tied himſelf by ſetling it. Let it once be ſaid therefore, that God made the fire able to burn, the ſunne able to ſhine, the will of man able to make a free choice, as he is a reaſonable creature, and it will be very impertinent to require any action, but that of the fire to the conſuming of wood, but that of the ſunne to the diſpelling of darkneſſe, ſuppoſing God to maintaine, or rather to iſſue every moment, the ability of burning or ſhining once given his creature, from his own ſpring head of being, ſo long as his creature indureth. And therefore, if ever God made the will able to chuſe the doing or not doing of this before that, upon the direction, (not of right reaſon which directeth not to ſinne, but alwayes) of reaſon, (for all choice ſuppoſes reaſon to direct it) it is impertinent to ſuppoſe any thing requiſite to the ex­erciſe of this freedome of choice, but the maintenance of reaſon, iſſuing from the fountaine of Gods Wiſdome, ſo long as the man continues a reaſonable creature.
If the immediate concurrence of God to the action of his creature make the actions wherein the perfection of his creature conſiſteth, (much more the im­perfections and faileurs of it) a ſtaine to his excellence; much more ſhall the act of determining the choice of his creature, (free before it be determined) im­pute to God whatſoever it importeth for the worſe, the imputation whereof, [Page] or the better, is a ſtaine to his excellency. And is it poſſible that God, by making the creature capable of ſuch imputations, ſhould depoſe himſelf from the Throne of his Godhead, and ſet up his creature in his ſtead, in making it able to act that, either naturally, without his immediate concurrence, or mo­rally alſo, by determining that freedom (by the uſe of his own reaſon and choice) which he in no inſtance afore determineth? Certainly they conſider not what they grant themſelves, when they ſuppoſe, that God made it able ſo to do, when they make the abilities which he giveth unable to do their work, till he determine them ſo to do, ſo that, being ſo determined before they deter­mine themſelves, they cannot do otherwiſe? And, ſuppoſe it a contradiction that the will ſhould chooſe that, which, no reaſon why it ſhould chuſe appear­eth; certainly, when reaſon pronounceth the motive that appeareth to be ſufficient, the action that inſueth cannot be ſaid to proceed from a cauſe indif­ferent to act or not, though the determination thereof be not peremptory till the act follow. Now, is there any neceſſity, why God ſhould interpoſe to determine the indifference of the cauſe, otherwiſe then as inabling it to de­termine its own indifference? Suppoſe then a ſentence paſt in the Court of Reaſon, importing not onely; This is to be done; But, This ſhall be done; Do we not ſee every moment proteſtations made by the ſenſuall appetite, and acts entered of them by the judge? Indeed, if the matter of them do not bear a plea, the ſentence remaines; But is it therefore neceſſary that execution follow? Witneſſe thoſe that act againſt conſcience; Witneſſe Ariſtotels diſpute of in­continence, placing the nature of it in doing the contrary of that, which, the judgement is reſolved, ought to be done, as if the one could be abſolutely the beſt, the other the beſt at this time. Witneſſe Medea in Ovid, when ſhe ſaies, Video meliora, proboque, deteriora ſequor, I ſee the better, but I do the worſe. For, the mouth of conſcience is to be ſtopped, with a pretenſe of repentance to come, and ſo, preſent ſatisfaction is clear gaine by the bargaine. If at length it come to execution of the ſentence, I demand what it is, that makes the reſo­lution from thenceforth peremptory, but the ſame reaſon that determined the choice afore, unleſſe we ſuppoſe new matter advanced in plea firſt, and afterwards voided? If that which was ſufficient afore prove not effectuall till now▪ it is not becauſe any thing was wanting, without which, the will was not able to proceed, but becauſe reaſon to the contrary appeared conſiderable be­fore. I grant there be thoſe, that have ſo farre determined the indifference of their own inclinations, that no reaſon to the contrary appeares conſiderable, to delay execution of the ſentence paſt long ſince. But this appears by experi­ence to take place, as well in thoſe who have degenerated to devils incarnate, as thoſe who have improved to ſaints upon earth. And therefore cannot be attributed to the force of true good, acting beyond the appearance which it createth in the mind, becauſe Gods immediate act directs it; But, partly to the habituall grace of the holy Ghoſt, with the reſolution of Chriſtianity, preſenting true good as lovely and beautifull as indeed it is: Partly to the cuſtome of doing even thoſe acts, which, without the aſſiſtance of God Spirit, our nature cannot do. Upon which, as the habituall indowment of the holy Ghoſt followes by Gods gracious promiſe; So, there followes naturally a faci­lity of doing even ſupernaturall actions which men habituate themſelves to, by the meer force of cuſtome, excluding the conſideration of all that reaſon to the contrary, that hath proved abortive and addle long ſince. Which notwith­ſtanding, the choice remaines free, by virtue of that originall freedome which determined the indifference of every man to thoſe actions, the frequenting whereof hath created an habit. And this is the ground of that account which we owe, that, God ſhowing ſufficient reaſon why we ought to be Chriſtians, and the world to the contrary, our choice hath followed for the better, or for the worſe. For, the efficacy of the ſaid reaſons on either ſide implies, beſide the ſufficiency of them, onely a ſuppoſition of that which comes to paſſe, which the ſame reaſons determine a man to do, that remaine uneffectuall till the exe­cution of ſentence. But, if the will of God interpoſe to determine the will be­fore [Page] it determines, there can be no more ground for any account, why it act­eth or acteth not, then the earth is to give why it ſtandeth ſtill, or the heavens why they move. For it is not the nature of heaven and earth that makes them ſtand ſtill or move, but the will of God that made it their nature, and creates all the neceſſity that followes upon it, as I ſaid afore. If therefore a man can do nothing till God determine him to do it, and cannot but do that which he determines him to do, then is there the ſame neceſſity for that which he doth, as for the heavens moving or the earth ſtanding ſtill.
Here a difficulty is made in regard of the merits of Jeſus Chriſt, who for the joy ſet before him, underwent the croſſe, deſpiſing the ſhame, and ſate down at the right hand of God. Heb. XII. 2. And; Humbled himſelf, becoming obedient to death, even the death of the Croſſe, Wherefore God alſo hath over-exalted him. Phil. II. 8, 9. As if, becauſe the merits of Chriſt are the acts of a will, by the hypoſtaticall union, utterly determined to the will of God, it were not requi­ſite that the promiſes of the Goſpel ſhould be obtained by performing the Co­venant of Grace, when a man might not have performed it. The anſwer is not to be cleared more then the myſtery of the holy Trinity is to be comprehend­ed; For, of a truth, how ſhould it be underſtood, how the will of God the Fa­ther freely tendered, how the ſame in the Sonne undertook to aſſume our na­ture, & to perform the work of our redemption in it? But, upon this freedom de­pends the conſideration which makes the Grace of Chriſt due, by Gods promiſe. For, though the will of man in Chriſt were utterly determined to that which the will of God ſhould chooſe; yet, becauſe it became ſo determined by the divine will in Chriſt, freely aſſuming our nature, the influence of that free­dome, into all that he freely did, in virtue of that choice, makes the acts there­of meritorious of the rewards of his Croſſe.
Nor is there any uſe to be made of the diſtinction between the compound and divided ſence of any propoſitions, but thoſe that ſpeak of that neceſſity which followes upon a ſuppoſition of the being of thoſe things, which are ſaid to be neceſſary; That neceſſity, and onely that it reconcileth with contingence. Neceſſe eſt praedeſtinatum ſalvari; Non neceſſe eſt praedeſtinatum ſalvari; In Engliſh, (for we muſt ſuppoſe the property of each language) it muſt needs be, or, it is neceſſary that he who is predeſtinate ſhould be ſaved; It is not neceſſa­ry, not of neceſſity, it muſt not needs be that he who is predeſtinate ſhould be ſaved. Compounding, or twiſting in your minde the quality of predeſtinate with ſal­vation, that is, ſuppoſing a man to be predeſtinate, the affirmative is true, ne­ceſſity is attributed to the ſalvation of a man ſo qualified; dividing them, that is, not ſuppoſing the man to be praedeſtinate, the negative; Becauſe Chriſtianity ſuppoſeth praedeſtination to preſerve freedome and contingence. But if you ſay in Latine; Praedeſtinatus neceſſario ſalvatur; In Engliſh▪ He that is praedeſtinate is ſaved neceſſarily, or by neceſſity; it muſt be utterly denied for the ſame cauſe. The ſame diſtinction may be uſed, when the neceſſity is not upon ſuppoſition of the being of that which is ſaid to be neceſſary, but to no purpoſe. For, it is neceſſary that the fire burne, or the Sunne ſhow us light; if wood be put to it, if it be above our hemiſphere; It is not neceſſary if other­wiſe; But this makes not that which is neceſſary upon ſuch a ſuppoſition ever a whit the more contingent: Nay it were ridiculous to expreſſe it, becauſe a limitation ſo unneceſſary may be underſtoode. No leſſe neceſſary will that act of the will be to which God determines, though otherwiſe, the being of it were not onely not neceſſary, but impoſſible. Nor will it be true to ſay, that he who doth what God determines him immediately to do, hath power to do the contrary, at the ſame time, though not to do it at the ſame time, ſimultatem potentiae ad oppoſitum, not potentiam ſimultatis; For if the will cannot act ſtill ſo determined, it were a contradiction to ſay, that it hath power to do that which you ſay it cannot doe.
Wherefore if God, from the beginning, ever gave the reaſonable creature a will actually not determined to do or not to do this or that, the ſame will by which God does this continuing for all that time that he maintaines it, there [Page] is no more roome left, for a will of determining the ſame, in God, untill by vir­tue of his firſt will, it determine it ſelfe; then there is roome in God, not to will that which actually and preſently he willeth. It is therefore too late to ſay; That God, determining, as well the maner by which all things come to paſſe, as, what ſhall come to paſſe, can as well determine the acts of his reaſonable creatures to be done freely, as the acts of naturall things to be done neceſſarily; Having ſuppoſed afore, that he determines theſe acts, by determining imme­diately the will to do them. For though I count it neceſſary to grant, that God by his providence determines all future contingences, for the reaſon to be ſhewed in due time; yet, ſhould he determine the will to doe them without ſuppoſing it to determine it ſelfe, there could remaine, neither contingence in the effect, nor freedome in the cauſe. And therefore I ſay, that God deter­mines thoſe thinges that come to paſſe freely and contingently, ſo to come to paſſe; but he cannot determine this, by deſtroying freedome and contin­gence: Therefore, not, by determining immediately the will of man to doe or not to doe this or that. For, this determination produceth not that ne­ceſſity which ſtands upon ſuppoſition of an act freely done, (and therefore contingent, as that which neede not have beene done) or, of the foreſight of it, or, of effectuall meanes to bring it to pa [...]e, (which cannot be defeated becauſe they are ſuppoſed to take effect) but, that which ſtands onely upon ſuppoſition of the cauſe, which being the determination of God, and therefore, indefeaſible, the neceſſity which it produceth, whatſoever it be for the kind, will be ſtronger then any neceſſity, that is antecedent to the being of any thing in the creature. And, though I ſaid before, abſolutely, that the action of the creature cannot be imputed to God; yet upon an impoſſible ſuppoſition as this, I can and muſt inferre, that nothing can be imputed to the creature as good or evill, to reward or puniſhment, but all to God; Which is a conſe­quence that Chriſtian ears muſt not indure. For I ſuppoſe, no Chriſtian ears can indure to heare, that God ſhould infuſe any inclination to malice into the heart of his creature; becauſe, when it comes to effect, the effect will be impu­table to God, and becauſe; before it comes to effect, the work of God muſt be called evill, as inclined to evill. How then ſhall we indure to heare it ſaid, that God, by his indefeaſible omnipotence, determines the creature to doe all the evill that it does, and, that, without this determination, no evill can be done, with it, no evill can but be done? For, alas the covering will be too ſhort [...] to ſay, that God produceth onely the poſitive action of ſinne, the malice incident to it (conſiſting in the meere want of conformity to the rule which it ought to follow) proceeding from the imperfection of the creature. For, the difference, between the action of ſinne, and the ſinne which it acteth, conſiſteth meerely in the conceit of mans underſtanding, not apprehending at once all the particulars, wherein the action conſiſteth: (No action poſſibly being ſo badde, that, in ſome generall conſiderations, common to thoſe which are good, it may not be counted good) But, thoſe generall conſiderations expreſſe not the particular act, which is ſuppoſed to be ſinne; So ſoone as the nature thereof is ſufficiently expreſſed, ſo ſoone it will appeare to be eſſentially ſinne. Therefore, if God determine the creature to the act or ſinne he determines it to ſinne. And though, upon theſe termes, there can neither be ſinne, nor vertue, good nor evill, Law nor Goſpel, providence nor judgment to come; yet, upon theſe termes, the actions of the creature will be imputable to God alone, though not as good or badde, or, as the actions of God, yet, as the actions of him that is ſuppoſed to be God in wordes, but denied to be God in effect. As for that which was ſaid, as if otherwiſe the efficacy of Gods praedeſtination, and that grace, which by it he appointeth for thoſe that ſhall be ſaved could not ſubſiſt, or, as if otherwiſe God could not be maintained to be the firſt cauſe, I will ſay no more now then what I ſaid, of the ground for Gods foreknowledge of future contingences; That, when I come to ſay how God determines future contingences, I will doe the beſt I can, to render ſuch a reaſon, as may maintaine him to be the firſt cauſe, and [Page] ſo to foreſee all future contingences, by the ſame meanes, by which he determines that they ſhall come to paſſe; without giving juſt ground to inferre, that there is neither contingence in the effect nor freedome in the cauſe, no provi­dence, no judgment, no Chriſtianity appointed by God. But if I faile of giving ſuch a reaſon, I diſclaime it here before I give it: and will rather allege that I have none to give, and yet beleeve, both Gods effectuall provi­dence, and the freedome and contingence of mens actions; then beleive, the determination of mans will by the immediate operation of Gods providence to be the ſourſe of freedome and contingence, which, I have ſhewed, leaves no roome for contingence, or providence.
And now I may freely grant, that Janſenius hath avoided the charge of tel­ling what it is, that comes between the laſt inſtance of deliberation and the firſt of reſolution, by the immediate act of God, to inable a man to do that, which, he that is able to deliberate and act both, is not able to bring to paſſe. Which is the ſame Chimaera, with the imagination of infallibility in every ſentence of the preſent Church, when it comes to pronounce; though the premiſes upon which it proceedeth do not appear, even to them that pronounce, infallible. Nor will I envy him the advantage that he may make, of the diſtinction be­tween the ſenſe of that which is ſaid to be neceſſary including this praedetermi­nation, and not neceſſary ſetting it aſide. For, having ſhewed, that it is to no effect, but to deſtroy contingence, that is, Chriſtianity, and to multiply con­tradiction to that common ſenſe which all own, I may well bid much good do it. But I am not therefore bound to believe that it will ſerve his turn (pro­ceeding upon the account of indifference in the creature, and the neceſſary effect of a ſecondary cauſe) who ſtandeth upon that neceſſity of Grace which Originall ſinne introduceth. For how ſhall he ſay, that, ſetting aſide Gods praedetermination, the Will may have Grace ſufficient to do the work of Grace, including the ſame, it cannot but do it, who makes the will utterly unable to do it, till it be determined to do it? And therefore takes away all difference between effectuall and ſufficient Grace, all intent of Chriſts dying for them that ſhall not be ſaved? Indeed, if he extend his opinion to the reconciling of mans free will with Gods Providence, in matters not concerning the work of ſaving Grace, he may make uſe of praedetermination in giving ac­count how ſinne is foreknown, and the reſt which hitherto he reſolveth not. But, grounding himſelf upon the exigence of Originall ſinne, it were not wiſdome for him to ſcandalize his own opinion, by making ſinne as neceſſa­ry by Gods act, as he makes the work of Grace. There is extant a briefe re­ſolution of the whole queſtion, by that learned Gentleman Thomas White, where he concludeth Paragr. X. That God determineth every man ſo to de­termine himſelf in whatſoever he does (by the love of good infuſed, and the cauſes which his Providence uſeth to repreſent it deſirable) that he cannot do otherwiſe. How he would anſwer concerning evil, is not ſo plain by his words. He ſayes, indeed, it is not the ſame thing to determine and cauſe to determine, as for the Ammonites and David to kill Ʋrias. But, if the mur­ther be duly imputed to David for procuring meanes towards it that might have failed, would he have God procure meanes that cannot fail? It cannot be allowed, but thus, that, though of themſelves they might fail, yet, ſuppoſing the foreknowledge of God that imployeth them, that is, ſuppoſing them to take effect, (which ſuppoſition, all the experience in the world concludeth, cannot be cleared till the effect follow) they cannot fail. And the nature of free­dome, the ground of the account to come conſiſteth in this, that, determining a man to act, he might not have acted till the act was done. For certainly it were a contradiction to ſay, that which determines the will to act, (ſpeaking, not of the thing without, but of the conſideration thereof in the minde) may not be extant when a man determines himſelf in virtue of it. Nay, were this conſide­ration, whereby God determineth, indefeaſible of its own nature, (for, as imployed by Gods Providence, that is, ſuppoſing the effect to follow, it is) [Page] it were that very predetermination which I have infringed by the premiſed diſcourſe, coming from God, in order of reaſon, firſt, and, in the very next inſtant, producing that choice wherein the determination of the will formally conſiſteth. I will therefore conclude, that, whereſo­ever, through the whole Bible, God calls any man, or his ancient people, or by the Goſpell all people, to yeild him that inward obedi­ence and worſhip in ſpirit and truth which Chriſtianity requireth, (all this proceeding ſuppoſing the corruption of mans nature, by the fall of Adam) there he will take account of his disburſements, by that which the creature ſhall have done, not finally determined to do it, by any thing preceding the choice. Putting you in mind, to adde to the evi­dence for this, all that I ſaid in the beginning of this book, to ſhow, that the condition of the covenant of grace implyeth a reſolution ge­nerally to obay all that Chriſtianity injoyneth. For, whatſoever delight in the true good God may prevent and determine the will with, (as prevent it he may and doth, ſo as to take moſt certaine effect) it muſt have in it the force of choice upon deliberation, that makes God, in ſteade of the world, the utmoſt end of all a mans actions. And, in virtue of this choice, whatſoever is done in proſecution of it, conſiſt­eth in the like freedome of preferring it before the difficulties that impeach it; which therefore he that will may follow and faile of his purpoſe. He that might have tranſgreſſed and did not, his goods ſhall be firme ſaith Eccleſiaſticus, XXXI. 10. 11. Chriſtianity then ſuppoſeth free choice as well to doe rather then not to doe, as to doe this rather then that. But Chriſtianity cannot ſuppoſe this freedome, till it can ſuppoſe, the reaſon why every thing is to be done, to appeare. For, that is it which muſt determine the indifference of mans will to proceede. And therefore, if there be any thing, which, without Chriſtianity, a man under Original ſinne ſtands not convinced that it is to be done; though, ſuppoſing Chriſtianity, his freedome may extend to it, yet, not ſuppo­ſing the ſame it doth not. This is that which I come to in the next place.

CHAP. XXIII. A man is able to doe things truely honeſt under Originall ſin. But not to make God the end of all his doings. How all the actions of the Gentiles are ſins. They are accountable onely for the Law of nature. How all men have or have not Grace ſufficient to ſave.
[Page]
NOw, to the ſecond part of my poſition, I ſay, that, though, notwithſtan­ding the inclination of Originall concupiſcnce, a man is able to do any kinde of act, towards himſelfe, towards all other men, or towards God, yet is he not able to doe any, for that reaſon for which it is indeed to be don; And therefore that he is by his birth ſlave to ſin, and without the grace of Chriſt, cannot become free of that bondage. The firſt part of this poſition ſtands up­on the words of S, Paul, Rom. XI. 14, 15. For when the Gentiles, that have not the Law, do by nature the things; of the Law, theſe, not having the Law, are a Law to themſelves; who ſhow the worke of the Law written in their hearts, their conſciences bearing witneſſe with them, and their thoughts afterwards, interchangeable accuſing or excuſing. I know, S Auguſtine, Proſper, and Ful­gentius, will have this to be ſaid of the Gentiles, that had been converted to Chriſtianity. But having ſhewed, that the interpretation of the Scripture is not ſubject to the authority or judg [...]ment of particular Doctors; and knowing that the tradition of the Church neither went before them▪ nor hath followed after them, to make the poſition upon which their interpretation proceeds a point of faith; I follow p [...]remptory reaſon from the proceſſe of S. Paule [...] diſcourſe. Who, having conclued the Gentiles to be liable to Gods judgement in caſe they imbrace not Chriſtianity, & comeing to doe t [...]e like, for the Jewes, upon a ſuppoſition, which he takes to be evident upon experience, (as appeal­ing to their own conſciences in it) that they kept not Gods Law, by which they hoped to be ſaved; Procee [...]s to compare with them the Gentiles whom he had convicted afore, that he may prove the Jewes to have as much need of the Goſpell, as he had proved the Gentiles to have. He ſaith then, that the Gentiles have alſo a law of God, which is, the ſenſe of Gods will which nature workes in their hearts. And that, as the Jewes did many things according to Gods written Law, ſo did the Gentiles according to the Law of nature: But, if they could ſay, that the Gentiles kept not the law of nature, as hither­to he had proved; No leſſe might the Gentiles ſay, that they kept not the Law by which they pretended to be righteous before God. This, you ſhall eaſily perceive to be S. Pauls buſineſſe, if you compare that which he writes Rom. XI, 12, 13. 17. 24. concerning the Jewes, with that which went afore from Rom. I. 18. concerning the Gentiles. Indeed, when the Apoſtle after­wards, compares the circumciſion of the heart which makes a ſpiritual Jew with the Gentile, who, in his uncircumciſion, doth the ſame righteous things of the Law, which the ſaid ſpirituall Jew doth, Rom. 11. 25, 29. as I acknowledge, that there is no ſpirituall Jew by the letter of the law, but by the grace of the Goſpell, (which, though covertly, had courſe and took effect, though in a leſſe meaſure, under the Law:) ſo I muſt acknowledg, that none but the Gentiles converted to Chriſtianity can be compared to him. But, it is no prejudice to the Apoſtels argument, to ſay, that the Gentile is capable of that, by the Goſpell, which, the Jew could not boaſt of by the Law, but, by the grace of the Goſpell under the Law. Whereas, if the apoſtle do not convict the Jew to have need of the Goſpell by ſhowing the Gentile to beere the ſame fruits by the Law of nature, which the Jew brought forth by the law of Moſes; be leaves him utterly unconvicted of the neceſſity God had, to bring in the goſpell, for the ſalvation of the Jew, aſwell as of the Gentile. And therefore when S. Paul names, the things of the Law, he comp [...]eth as we [...]l  [...]hoſeduties that concerne [Page] God, as thoſe which concerne our ſelves and our neighbours. Agreeing herein with the experience of all ages, and nations, wh [...]ch allowes religion towards God to be a Law of all Nations, as well as the  [...]ifference between right and wrong in civill contracts, between honeſt  [...]nd ſh [...]mefull in mens private actions, to be impreſſed by God upon their hearts, & from thence expreſſed in their Lawes and cuſtomes.
And truly it can by no meanes be denied, that the difference of three ſorts of good things, honeſta, utilia,  [...] jucunda, things honeſt, uſefull, and pleaſura­ble, is both underſtood and admitted amongſt heathen nations; That is to ſay, that heathen nations doe acknowledg, that there are ſome things, which, of themſelves agreeing with the dignity of mans nature, are more worthy to be imbraced, then thoſe which preſent us, either with profit or pleaſure, without conſideration of what beſeemes us otherwiſe.  [...]o which, aſſuming this, as evident by experience of the world, that▪ the reaſon of that which is honeſt or honourable, as ſutable with the dignity & worth of mans excellency, is not alwaies contradicted, in occaſions of action, either by profit or pleaſure; there will be no poſſible reaſon for any man to deny, that, notwithſtanding Originall concupiſcence, a man may be led, by reaſon of honeſty, to do that which it requireth. Whereof we have invincible evidence, not onely in the Philoſophy of the Greeks, and the Civility of the Romans, but in the works of mercy and virtue, which every Chriſtian may receive at the hands of the Jews and Mahumetans, ſo often as they are not overſwayed by their paſſion or intereſt. But now, for the reaſon which their actions do or ought to fol­low, whereas it is certaine, that the reaſon of all mens actions is derived from the end, which they propoſe themſelves, and, that the end which they ought to propoſe themſelves is the ſervice of God; It is as certaine on the other ſide, that, through the originall corrup [...]ion of nature, a man is not able to reſolve, to make God the utmoſt end of his actions, and, that, not reſolving this, he cannot become free of the bondage of ſin. This remaines already proved by the neceſ­ſity of the Grace of Chriſt demonſtrated afore, and ſtands perfectly verified, by the experience of all ages, and Nations, alleged even now. For, though there is in all men conſcience to preferre that which is honeſt, and more ho­nourable, before either profit or pleaſure; notwithſtanding experience ſhews, that the world is never without occaſions, wherein it cannot be obtayned, together with profit or pleaſure: And the ſame experience will ſhew, that the motives of profit and pleaſure, (which Chriſtians therefore call temptations, becauſe they know from whence they proceed) eaſily prevaile over the con­ſcience of that, which were, according to the due worth of our manhood, more honorable for us. This, if wee take every man by himſelfe, conſidering him, as not ingaged in ſociety, and communion with others: But, if wee ſup­poſe him prevented with ſuch relations, it is admirable to conſider, but evident to be obſerved, that men are more Wolves to men then Wo [...]ves are to Wolves, and that, by thoſe oppreſſions and cruelties, whereof there is no example in the wildeſt of beaſts, men m [...]ke themſelves way to the greateſt glory that the world can raiſe. This is that which Macchiavell obſerves that the world eſteems great things, whether they be good or not and magnifying thoſe that follow them, ſhewes, that it is not for want of will, but for want of meanes and opportuni­ties, that the▪ moſt doe not doe the like. Nay, they that have the beſt reſolu­tions, when they are alone, when they ing [...]ge themſelves but in company, doe proceed as if they thought it civility, to offend God, for love of them whom they converſe with. Theſe are the temptations of the fleſh and the world, that hold men obnoxius to the bondage of ſin, notwithſtanding that conſci­ence, which prefers honeſty before profit or pleaſure. And in regard of this bondage our Lord ſaid in the Goſpell Iohn VIII. 31, 37. If yee abide in my words ye are truly my diſciples, and ſhall know the truth, and the truth ſhall ſet you free. And when they anſwer, that,  [...]eing Abrahams Sons, they were never ſlaves; Every one that committeth ſin, is a ſlave of ſin, Now the ſlave abideth not alwaies in the houſe, but the ſon abideth alwaies. If therefore the ſon ſet you free, then [Page]ſhall you be free indeed. And S. Paul hereupon, Rom. VI. 17, 18. thanks be to God, that being ſlaves to ſin, ye obayed from the heart that forme of Doctrin that was delivered you, And, being freed from ſin ye became ſlaves to righteouſ­neſſe. For, out of the ſenſe of this bondage he cries out againe, Rom.  [...]II. 24. Wr [...]t h [...]d man that I am, who ſhall diliver me from the body of this death? Which if it be ſaid of the unregenerate man, expreſſeth the eſtate of all ſuch: If, of S. Paul, concludeth the unregenerate to be in that eſtate much more. And, indeed, Originall concupiſence having brought into the world the igno­rance of that truth, which the Fathers had received from God, concerning God, as I ſaid afore▪ it cannot be imagin [...]d, that men ſhould be induced by that ſl [...]nder light which remaines, of one God and his providence▪ & that ſuſpi­cion which was left, that he wil one  [...]y take account of mans actions, to balke the temptation of profit and pleaſure, out of a reſolution, to do all things which the light of nature might con [...]ce them to be according to Gods Wil, for no other reaſon, but to obay him, & to do him ſervice, though otherwiſe convict, that all is due to him, whatſoever they are able to doe for his ſervice. Hence came the worſhip of Idols, even among them, whom S. Paul affirmes to have known the majeſtie of one true God. Rom I. 20. And, hence came thoſe ſins, which he hath ſhowed us, in that firſt Chapter of his Epiſtle to the Ro­mans, to have been the native conſequences of the worſhip of Idols. Hence came all counterfei [...] Religion into the world, in as, much, as they that know them­ſelves to be lyable to ſome Religon, are, nevertheleſſe, unwilling to imbrace that which obliges them to reſigne themſelves to the ſervice o [...] God▪ ſo long as any can be ſhewed them, which may tender them plauſible p [...]rſwaſions of pe [...]ce with God, reſerving their own paſſions and intereſts: And that ve­ry Religion, which God had tyed his owne people to, (for a meanes to bring them to underſtand the difference between the civill obedience and the out­ward ſervice, to which he had promiſed the happineſſe of the land of promiſe & that ſpirituall ſervice of God to which he intimated the promiſe of the world to come,) became ſo darkned by the ſame common corruption of nature▪ that in a manner, the whole body of that people, when they had retired themſelves from the worſhip of Idols, to the obſervation of the Law, was carried away with an opinion of righteouſneſſe before God, in conſideration of the out­ward obſervations thereof, conſiſting in thoſe works, which by the force of common nature, I have ſhewd, they were able to doe, without troubling them­ſelves with the true reaſon from which they are to be deriveed, and the right intention to which they are to be levelled, which, here I ſhowe, that only the grace of Chriſt inableth us to ſet before us.
By that which hath been ſaid, a difficult objection may be anſwered, which a­riſeth from the conſideration of thoſe Philoſophers and Hereticks, who have not been▪  [...]or are afraid to lay downe their lives, for the maintenance of their Sect or Religion, by teſtifying the truth of it; as we reade in S. Chry­ſoſtom that many of the ſame Marcioniſts would do. For, if they can indure this, (which is the utmoſt that they can indure) without the help of God, who requires it not at their hands, what ſhould hinder other men, to lay down their lives for God, and, by conſequence, to overcome leſſe difficul­ties, which hinder them to follow the true goodneſſe which God requireth▪ This is anſwered by the termes▪ of my poſition, that there is no kind of act which a man o [...] himſelfe cannot doe, but the reaſon of Gods will, and the intent of Gods ſervice, of himſelfe he cannot doe it for, though he may think that he doth it for no thing elſe. For evidence whereof I muſt have recourſe to that which I ſaid afore, in reſolving, whether there is any ſuch faith to be  [...]ound, as is not the vertue of a Chriſtian. For, accordingly, I will diſtinguiſh, that faith is either the beliefe of the goſpell and Chriſtianity, or the profeſſion of it, whether ſincere or counterfeit. I ſay then, that, the ſincere reſolution of profeſſing of▪ Chriſtianity, (being the condition, to which all the promiſes of the Goſple are due as I have ſhowed▪) is the worke of that grace, which the obedi­ence of Ch [...]ath purchaſed for us. In order whereunto, though the preaching of [Page] the Goſpell contayneth ſufficient motives to convince the world of the truth of it; yet, ſeeing the publiſhing of thoſe motives, by the Apoſtles of Chr [...]ſt [...] the purchaſe of his blood, and ſeeing, thoſe motives, being, though ſufficient, yet, not demonſtrative, are reſiſted by the greater part, it is the worke of Gods grace, whereſoever they become effectuall, to move any man to believe that Chriſtianity is true, in order to the reſolution of imbracing it. Notwithſtan­ding, in as much as, the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, when it is pro [...]ected by the powers of this world, is no diſadvantage, but a priviledg, (eſpecialy where there is difference about Chriſtianity, and a man profeſſes what the Secular Power profeſſes) it is eaſy to ſee, that there is reaſon enough in this world, to move a man to profeſſe Chriſtianity for his own ſake, and not for Gods. Much more to believe the truth of it, for which he ha [...] ſufficient reaſon beſides. But, this Faith not being that which is called Faith abſolutely, but with an addition of a­batement, we are abſolutely to conclude, with the council of Orange, that to believe as a man ought, is not the worke of freewill, but of Gods grace; The limitation of, as a man ought, ſerving to exclude ſuch counterfeit faith as I have deſcribed. Now, though this reaſon of profeſſing Chriſtianity for advantage of this world, be the moſt ordinary and viſible, when Chriſtianity is protected by the Lawes, and Powers of the world; yet may it as well come to paſſe and effect otherwiſe, or at leaſt, that which countervailes it. For Ariſtotle obſerves unto us in his Morals, that all men are not caried away, either with the profit of this world or the pleaſure or honours, there are thoſe that prefer vertue whe­ther ſpeculative, or active; Though this active vertue, he deſcribes to conſiſt in that meane, which the diſcretion of the world determines. For, he often repeats this for his principle, in that work, that the difference of good and bad muſt be taken for granted, from that which the civility of the world accknowled­ges. But, how eaſy it is for them, who have addicted themſelves to the pro­feſſion of that civility, of that knowledg, which the world pretends not to, to imbrace and profeſſe opinions which the world allowes not, and, having made it their buſineſſe in the world, rather part with their lives, then be con­ſtrained, either to beleive, or, not beleiving, to profeſſe otherwiſe? How much more, in the knowledge of God, and the hope of happineſſe, (which we ſuppoſe Chriſtianity truly to promiſe) may a man, that purſu [...]s not the truth of it with that humility which it requires, by the judgement of God, faſtning upon falſe principles, by virtue of them be induced to imbrace thoſe concluſions, which he ſhall rather part with his life, then refuſe, and yet for his owne ſake, not for Gods, who teaches them not?
And upon theſe premiſes we may determine, whether all the actions of the Gentiles, and unregenerate, are ſins or not; at leaſt, ſo far as it is requiſite to determine any thing in it. For, on the one ſide, it is evident, that, ſeeing it is impoſible, that they ſhould, by nature, attaine to a reſolution of doing all that they do in obedience to the will of God & with an intent of his ſervice; It is not poſſible, that their actions ſhould have that utmoſt end which they ought to have. On the other ſide, ſeeing it appeareth, that nothing hinders them to do things for the meere regard of honeſty, or of doing good to others, with­out making themſelves poſitively and expreſſely the end of what they doe; It is manifeſt, that the next end which they intend by them may be good, and that the things which they doe are ſuch, as, of their owne nature, may be or­dered and directed to the ſervice of God, though by them not ſo intended. And therefore, when it is ſaid, that unregenerat men doe all for themſelves as their utmoſt end, we muſt diſtinguiſh in themſelves, the ſeeds of virtue; which the common notions of difference between good & bad containe▪ from the cor­  [...]tion of orignall concupiſcence. For, well may we ſay, when they are moved with regard of honeſty to doe any thing, that they do it for themſelves, be­cauſe it is the native worth of their man-hood which moves them to doe it. But when it is ſaid; That, adicting themſelves to the riches, or honours or plea­of this world fro which they addict them ſelves to, love of themſelves, they make themſelves their utmoſt end; This muſt be underſtood, as in Morall matters, [Page] for the maine part of their doings; The love of riches, honour, or pleaſure▪ much leſſe of civil vertue, not diſabling them, or, ſo ſwallowing up all conſideration of that, which of it ſelf ſuits with the worth of mans nature, but that, without any other regard, they may many times chuſe to do it▪ And therefore, having made good the grounds aforeſaid, I ſhall leave it to the readers owne judgement, whether he will hold all their actions to be ſi [...]s, be­cauſe they are not poſitively directed to the utmoſt end of Gods honour and ſervice, or, thoſe which are don for honeſties ſake to be vertues, becauſe they are poſitively directed to that next end that is according to Gods will, and might have been directed to his ſervice: Aſſuring my ſelfe, that no intereſt of Chriſtianiny obliges either me or him, to determine this or that.
And now, before I leave this point, I inferr againe here from the reaſons which I have uſed, to prove the capacity of in [...]fference in the will of man, excluding the actuall determination of it, before he determine himſelfe; That all this is not to ſay, that indifference is requiſite to all freedome, but to the freedome of man alone, in this ſtate of travaile and proficience▪ For, my ground is, Gods  [...]en [...]r of a treaty and conditions of peace and reconcilement together with thoſe precepts and prohibitions, thoſe promiſes and threats, th [...]ſe exhortations and dehortations which it is inforced with. So that it is  [...]ly impertinent, to alleage here the freedome of God and Angels, the freedome of the  [...]a [...]s in the world to come, the freedome of our Lord Chriſts humane ſoule, to prove, that this indifference is not requiſite to the freedome of man, becauſe it is not found in that freedome which they are ari­ved to; to whom no covenant is tendred, no precept requiſite, no exhortati­on uſefull, as being either the cauſe of all rule of goodneſſe, or ſo united to it, h [...] they cannot fail of it. And, though the perfection of their eſtate admitteth no poſſibility of failing, yet it is no waies prejudicial to the honour of God, to provide men here of ſuch an eſtate, as is neceſſarily capable of failing; His perfection being ſuch, as is neceſſarily capable of improvement. And therefore, it is no diſparagement to God, that he ſhould create a poſſibility of ſinning in that crea [...]ure, in which, if there were now not a poſibility of ſin [...]ing, there could not be a poſibility of attaining happineſſe by not ſin­ing.
Theſe things thus ſetled, it remaines that we inquire, whether that ſuffici­en [...] grace, w [...]ich the difference between the an [...]ecedent and conſequent will of God ſettles, be granted indifferently to all mankind or not. And my anſwer is briefely this▪ That God hath provided for all mankind that grace, which, at a diſ­t [...]nce is ſufficient to ſave all mankind: But, that grace which i [...]mediately ſufficient to ſave, he hath not immediatly provided for all mankind, but hath truſted hi [...] Church to provide it for the reſt of mankind, having left them meanes ſuffi­c [...]ent, to doe it. My reaſon is this, becauſe, where God ſendeth immediately meanes ſufficient to ſave by converting to Chriſtianity, there, he will d [...]mand an acount of the neglect of that meanes which hetendreth. For, I ſuppoſe from that which I ſaid in the firſt book againſt the Leviathan, that, as many as come to the knowledg of Chriſtianity are obliged to receive it. Certainely, he that believes the Chriſtian faith muſt needs believe, that God hath don e­nough to oblige all that come to knowe the truth of it, to ſubmit themſelves to it otherwiſe to remain liable, not onely to thoſe ſins which they are under when they come to know it, but to the guilt of neglecting ſo great ſalvation, provided, & tendred by God. Now, that thoſe who never heard of the goſpel of Chriſt, & remaine deſtitute of all meanes, to be informed of the truth of Chriſtianity, ſhall not be ju [...]ged, either for neglecting, or tranſgreſſing that will of God which it publiſheth, will appeare, by manifeſt conſequence from the expreſſe w [...]r [...]s of S Paul concerning the judgement, which, the Jewes & Gentiles, before the  [...]oſ [...]ell, remaine ſubject to, Rom. XI. 12. 16. For, as many as have ſinned without  [...]  [...]w▪ al periſh without the law, & as many as have ſinned under the Law, ſhallbe  [...] by the Law, For the hearers of the law are not juſt before God, but the doers of the Law ſhall be juſtified, For when the gentiles, not having the Law, doe by na­ture[Page]the things of the law, theſe not having the law, are a law to themſelves, who ſhew the work [...] of the law written in their hearts, their conſcience alſo witneſſing with them, and their thoughts interchangably accuſing or excuſing, in the day that God ſhall judge the ſecrets of man according to my goſpell. Some conſt [...]ue theſe words thus; As many as have ſinned without the law ſhall periſh without the law, in the day that God ſhall judge the ſecrets of men according to my goſpel. If thoſe that ſin without the Law ſhall periſh without the Law, it is manifeſt, that they ſhall not be condemned for tranſgreſſing the law which they never knew: And, if the ground why they periſh be the law that is writ­ten in their hearts, to which their conſcience beares witneſſe, when their thoughts accuſe or excuſe them; Whether this be at the day of iudgement or not; it is plaine, the conſcience can never accuſe a man, (nor, by con­ſequence, God condem him) for tranſgreſſing the will of God which he never knew. And if God proceed not with the Gentiles, upon the Law which the Iſralites onely knew, but upon the light and law of nature, by which, not knowing the Law, they found themſelves obliged to doe that which it com­manded; Then ſhall he not proced upon the Goſpell, with them who ne­ver had meanes to know it, but upon the light of nature, and the conſcience of what they have don or not don, according to it, or againſt it. And indeed, the words of our Lord are plaine enough▪ Iohn III. 17-21. God ſent not his Son into the world to condemn the world, but, that the world through him might be ſaved. He that believeth on him ſhall not be condemned but he that beleiveth not on him is condemned already, becauſe he believed not in the name of ▪the onely begotten Son of God. And the condemnation is this; that light is come into the world, and men love darkneſſe better then light, becauſe their works are evill. For every one that doth evill hateth the light, and cometh not to the light, that his works be not reproved: But he that doth the truth cometh to the light, that his works may be manifest, that they are done in God. For, he tha [...] is con­demned for not believing, becauſe he hates the light, muſt firſt ſee the light before he hate it, and ſo, poſitively refuſe to believe, becauſe his works will not endure the light. And no man could doe the truth, and that in God, but he that was under the law of God: Who, if he did not the truth which the Law requireth, would conſequently hate the truth which the goſpel prea­cheth. So, he that is condemned for not beleiving, is he that heareth the goſpel and receiveth it not. And to this reaſon we muſt refer the words of S Paul Act XIV. 16. Who, in by paſt ages, ſuffered all Nations to walk in their own waies; And againe, Acts X [...]II. 3 [...]. God therefore, who did overſee the times of ig­norance now injo [...]r [...]h all men every where to repent. And, Rom. III. 25. 26. Whom God hath propoſed for a propitiatory through faith in his blood, to declare his righ­teouſneſſe, becauſe of the paſsing by of ſins that went afore: To declare, I ſay, his righteouſneſſe at this preſent time. For, we cannot imagin, that he will not demand account, of the ſins that have beene done from the beginning of the world, of whom Enoch, the ſeventh from Adam propheſied ſaying; Behold the Lord is come with the ten thouſands of his holy Angels, to doe judgement up­on all, and to rebuke all the ungodly of them, of all the ungodlineſſe which they have committed, and of all the bad words thay have ſpoken againſt him, wicked ſinners; Jude. 14. 15. And it is not for nothing, that God, when he let the Gentiles alone to walke in their owne waies, no withſtanding, left not himſelf without witneſſe, doing good, giving us raine from heaven, and fruitfull ſeaſons, filling our hearts with food and gladneſſe, as S. Pa. proceeds Acts XIV. 17. Nor, that he made of one blood all Nations of men to dwell upon the face of the whole Earth determining times appointed before to the bounds of their dwelling, that they might ſeeke the Lord, if by any meanes they might find him by groping, though not far diſtant from each one of us; For in him we live, and move, and have our being, as ſome alſo of your Posts have ſaid; For wee are his offspring, As the ſame S. Paul had premiſed Acts XVII. 26. 27. 28. For, to what ſerves his witneſſe; but to informe the proceſſe of his judgement? But God is ſaid to have let them alone, paſſing by their ſins, becauſe, by tendring them [Page] his goſpel, he did not aggravate their judgement in caſe they ſhould refuſe it, nor require of them that obedience which it inferreth: Whereas, by the Goſpel, the wrath of God is revealed from heaven upon all ungodlineſſe and un­righteouſnes of men that hold the truth in unrighteouſnes, as S. Paul ſaith Rom.  [...]. 18. 19. Becauſe, ſaith he, that which may be knowne of God is manifest in them; for God hath manifeſted it to them by his works, as it followes there; So that the Goſpel, as it declares the judgement of God upon thoſe ſins that are done under the light of nature; ſo it declares ſo much heavier vengeance, againſt thoſe, which are done under and againſt the light which it ſheweth. Which is the reaſon why, ſo many times, in the Pſalmes, the bringing in of the goſpel is propheſied, under the figure of Gods coming to Judgement, Pſalme L. XCVI. XCVII. XCVIII. And indeed there is neceſſa­ry reaſon for this, if we believe that God will judge every man according to his works at the laſt day. Which, as I ſhewed you, in the diſpute concerning juſtifying Faith, that it is a principle of our common Chriſtianity, an Article of our beliefe, which no man can be ſaved, that holds not; So I may, thereupon further ſay; That all men that are under the Goſpell ſhall be judged according to that obedience which the goſpell and Chriſtianity requireth▪ For, if S. Paul had onely ſaid; Rom. XI. 12▪ 16. As many as have ſinned without the Law ſhall periſh without the law: And, as many as have ſinned under the law ſhall be condemned by the law, in the day when God ſhall judge the ſecrets of men accor­ding to my goſpell▪ by Jeſus Chriſt, As the conſtruction which I ſpoke of even now requires; He had onely ſaid, that the goſpell declareth, that God ſhall judge the ſecrets of men by Chriſt: Which is that which the apoſtles witneſſed, as from our Lord Chriſt, to move men to imbrace it. But having ſaid alſo, that, the Law is not given to the righteous, but to the lawleſſe and diſobedient, to the ungodly and ſinfull to—and if there be any thing oppoſite to the ſound doctrine which is according to the glorious Goſpell of the bleſſed God which I am truſted with; 1, Tim. I, 9, 10, 11. He ſheweth us alſo, that thoſe who have been under the preaching of the Goſpell, ſhall be judged according to that obedi­ence which the Goſpell requireth; To wit, according as they have either performed or neglected it. The reaſon, becauſe, I have ſhewed, the Goſpell not to containe a meere promiſe of Gods part, but a covenant with man, by which he muſt ſtand or fall, as he hath performed the termes of it or not But to neglect the goſpell, or to tranſgreſſe it, cannot have been any part of their works, that never heard of it; and therefore, they cannot be judged by it, but, by the worke of Gods law which is wri [...]ten in their hearts by vertue where­of, their conſcience bearing witneſſe of the works that they have don or not don, the thoughts thereof ſhall accuſe or excuſe them before God, as S. Paul ſaith of the gentiles during the Law. But, had they been tendred that grace which is ſufficient to ſave, without doubt they muſt have given ac­count to God of it, the account being grounded upon that which a man re­ceives, as our Sauiour ſhewes by the parable of the Talents. And, that ſervant which knowes his maſters will and prepares not, and does according to his will, ſhall be beaten with many ſtripes; But he that knowes not, and doth things that deſerve ſtripes, ſhall be beaten with a few; Saith our Lord, Luke XII. 47. 48 Not as i [...] any ſervant knew nothing of his maſters will, as I have ſhewed, by the light of nature; For, how ſhould he then doe that which deſerves ſtripes? But, becauſe, many know not that will which our Saviour prea­cheth, and, not knowing it, are not under account for it.
Indeed God, for his part, hath provided, that grace, which is ſufficient for the ſalvation of all mankind, by providing our Lord Chriſt whoſe obedience & ſufferings have purchaſed the comming of the Holy Ghoſt upon his diſciples, and inabled them, both by the workes which he had given them to doe, and, by the interpretation of the old Teſtament concerning our Lord Chriſt, to ten­der the world ſufficient conviction of his riſing againe, and of the faith of thoſe promiſes, which he hath made to all them that take up his Croſſe, to be­come conformable to his ſufferings. But, theſe promiſes are ſo great, that [Page] whoſoever ſtands convict that they are true, muſt needs ſtand convict, that hee is in reaſon bound to imbrace the condition upon which they are tendred, un­leſſe he can make a queſtion, whether the world to come is to be preferred before this or not. And this I affirme to be ſufficient grace, contained in the preaching of the goſpell, which tendreth this conviction to all mankind; ſuppoſing that, no immediate act of God is requiſite, to determine him that ſtandeth ſo convict, to imbrace it, but, that it muſt be the act of his own free choice, that muſt reſolve him to it. And all this of the meere free grace of God, in as much as, nothing but his own free grace could have moved him to provide this meanes, which, only the coming of our Lord Chriſt could furniſh. And, though, for the glory of his goodneſſe, this meanes is common to all mankind, in as much as the motives of faith, wherein it conſiſteth, are of the ſame force and vertue towards all; yet is it no leſſe the grace of Chriſt, be­ing the purchaſe of his obedience and ſufferings. For, if it be ſaid, that the worke of imbracing the Chriſtian faith is ſupernaturall, in as much as it ten­deth to ſupernaturall happineſſe; It is to be anſwered, that all the meanes that God uſes, to induce us to imbrace the ſame, are alſo ſupernaturall, being pro­vided by Gods immediate act, beyond all the force of nature, and therefore proportionable to the work which they require. And, if it be ſaid; That the difficulty thereof, in regard of originall concupiſcence, is ſuch as no reaſon can overcome; It is anſwered; That, as theſe motives are the productions & inſtruments of Gods ſpirit, accompaning his word, whereby it knocks at the hearts of them to whom this conviction is tendred; ſo they cary with them a promiſe of the habituall aſſiſtance of Gods ſpirit, to move them that yeeld themſelves to it, to performe that which they undertake, notwithſtanding O­riginall concupiſcence.
In the meane time, theſe being the grounds of this ſufficience, it is manifeſt, that, as many as are utterly deſtitute of theſe meanes, and that by no fault of their own, in neglecting opportunities of being informed, cannot be ſaid to have had that grace, which is immediately  [...]ufficient to ſave them. For, if Chriſt immediately preached is onely grace immediately ſufficient, then have not they, to whom Chriſt is not immediately preached, that grace which onely is immediately ſufficient. So that the motives of Chriſtianity, (the laſt whereof is the fulfilling of all Propheſies concerning the calling of the gentiles,) being abſolutely provided, that grace is provided for all, which is ſufficient to ſave all at a diſtance. But, the preaching of Chriſt to all, not being immediately provided by God, but recommended to his Church, under that obligation which he hath laide upon it to that purpoſe; that grace which is immediately ſuffici­ent to ſave all, is not immediately given all, being given, by that wil of God, the effect whereof he hath truſted to the miniſtry of his church, &, by conſequence, left the gu [...]t of making void his counſaile in it, not upon thoſe that never heard of any ſuch counſaile of his, but upon the cauſers of inteſtine diviſions in the Church, of corruption in the faith, and in the manners of the Church. For, it is utterly impoſſible, that, without unity in the faith, without living confor­mably to that which we profeſſe, that Faith which is deſtroyed by them that profeſſe it, ſhould prevaile over the enemies of it. In particular, let no man think, that I allow, that preaching of the goſpell, which I maintaine to be ſuffi­cient grace, to conſiſt in never ſo many declamations, or rather exclamations out of the Pulpits, to return to the waies of Chriſtianity; cautioning, in the meane time, that all the promiſes of the goſpell are due, by the immediate and perſo­nall imputation of the obedience of Chriſt, unto the elect alone; God, in his time, immediately determining their will to imbrace Chriſt, as the wills of the reprobate to caſt him away. For if the true motives of Chriſtianity, repre­ſented by the Church as they are delivered by the Scriptures, be ſufficient grace to ſave all men; then is it a peremptory barre to the ſufficience thereof, to make thoſe motives inconſiſtent with the common ſenſe of all men, in the con­viction whereof this ſufficience conſiſteth. And they who preach ſo, how much ſoever they call themſelves miniſters of the goſpell, are not the miniſters of Gods word but their own.

CHAP. XXIV. Though God determineth not the will immediately, yet he determineth the effect thereof by the meanes of his providence, preſenting the object ſo as he foreſees it will chuſe, The caſes of Pharoah, of Solomon, of Ahab, and of the Jewes that crucified Chriſt. Of Gods foreknowledg of future conditionalls that come not to paſſe. The ground of foreknowledg of future contingencies. Difficult objections anſwered.
[Page]
Now that I may reſolve you, what it is that makes this ſufficient grace be­come effectuall, I ſay that, though God determine not, by his immedi­ate act, the freewill of man, to doe or not to doe this or that, yet he hath de­termined from everlaſting, the events of all future contingencies, by determin­ing the objects, whether inward or outward, which all men, in all occaſions that ſhall come to paſſe, ſhall meete with; knowing, that the conſiderat on of them, will move them, effectualiy to reſolve upon doing or not doing  [...]hat which they ſhall doe or not doe. Outward objects I call the things themſelves, that preſent themſelves to mans ſenſes: Inward, the repreſentations of them laid up in the ſtorehouſe of mans mind, (whether for the fanſy or underſtanding) the conſideration whereof, may tender him that which comes under deliberati­on, under the appearance of good, whether true or counterfeit. And my meaning is, that the providence of God, in determining the objects which every man ſhall meet with, to move him to reſolve this or that, proceeds, either upon the originall right of God toward his creature, in preſenting it with that, whereupon, he knowes, a man will reſolve to doe either good or bad; Or, upon the reaſon of reward or puniſhment, which, the foregoing actions of every man and the impreſſions and inclinations to good or evill which they have left in him, ſhall diſcerne: Saving, what his owne free grace ſhall diſ­burſe of meere bounty, over and above that, which his mercifull juſtice, (that is to ſay, thoſe promiſes, which of his free goodneſſe he hath made to man.) doth any way require at his hands. For, as it is Gods free grace to enter in­to covenant with man, ſo it is a part of Juſtice in him, according to the ſcrip­tures, to make good his promiſes, even unto them, who by the terms of the cove­nant, which they ſo often tranſgreſſe, can challenge nothing at his hands. My poſition is averred, by all thoſe ſcriptures, which declare, how God brings to paſſe his counſailes declared a fore. In rendring the ſenſe whereof, I ſhall not need to ſuppoſe that, which, having proved already, I may of right ſuppoſe; That God, by his immediate act, determines not the will of man to doe this or that, or not to doe; Becauſe, by the true courſe, which, the Scriptures expreſſe God to hold in bringing his purpoſes to effect, that courſe will appeare to be falſe, over and above, what hath been ſaid.
I being with Pharaoh. When God intends to deliver the Iſralites out of his hands, when God ſuffered the Magicians to doe the three firſt plagues, was it becauſe he, that ſuffered not Balaam to curſe Iſrael, when he ſacrifiſed thrice to his Devils, to put a curſe againſt Iſrael in his mouth, Num. XXIII. 2-17-34 could not have hindred their acts to take effect? Or, becauſe he had deſerved by oppreſſeing Iſrael▪ to be given up to their temptations; which, becauſe God knew they would prevaile over him it is truly ſaid, both that God ha [...]ned Pharaohs heart, and, that Pharoh hardned his heart, or that his heart was hard. Ex. VII. 3. 13. VIII. 10, 15, 28. IX 7. 12. 34. X. 11. 20. There is an other paſſage of the ſtory very much to be obſerved, becauſe the ſenſe of it lies in the  [...]gh [...] tranſlation of the originall words, which, how unuſuall ſoever it [Page] ſeem, is very manifeſt, by the conſequence of the text, Ex. IX. 14. 15. 16. For, at this time, I ſend all my plagues upon thine heart▪ and thy ſervants, and thy people, that thou mayeſt know, that there is none Like me in all the earth. For, already had I ſent my plague, and ſtruck thee and thy people with the Peſtilence (which had deſtroyed the cattle afore, Ex IX 6) & that hadſt been deſtroyed from the earth▪ Onely for this have I preſerved thee, to ſhew thee my power, that my name m [...]ght be ſpoken of all over the earth. It is manifeſt t [...]at God meanes to ſay, that he had deſtroyed Pharao a [...]re, had it not beene to ſhew a greater work. And, he that conſiders, that the Hebrew hath nothing but the indi­cative to ſignifie all moods and tenſes, will mak [...] no queſt on of it. The Greek plainely expreſſeth it,  [...], And the Chaldee of O [...]kelus  [...]. Nunc enim aderat mihi  [...]t mitterem, For it was now neere me to ſtretch forth my hand. That is, I was neere doing it; Perhaps ſignifies neither more nor leſſe And if S. Paul tranſlates part of i [...] word for word  [...]; For this cauſe have I raiſed thee up, that I might ſ [...]ew my power upon thee; Yet is that nothing to the ſenſe; of that which went afore, nor, to argue any intent in S.  [...]aul, to give occaſion for thoſe horrible imaginations, that have been framed upon theſe words, as if God made Pharo, and all in his caſe, on purpoſe to ſhew his power, and get glory, by damning them to everlaſting torments. For, it followes a litle after in S. Paul; What if God, wi [...]ling to ſh [...]w his wrath, and make knowne his power, have borne with much long  [...]uffering the veſſels of wrath, fit for deſtruc­tion: And that to make knowne the riches of his Glory upon veſſels of mercy, which he had prepared for glory. In which words it is manifeſt, that God ſpared the life of Pharao, in the plague of peſtilence, though then fit for deſtruction (For, by this diſcourſe it appeares  [...] here ſignifi [...]s Fit of themſelves, not fit­ted by God,) out of his long ſuffering, though willing, that is, determining to make his power knowne by deſtroying him, proving utterly obdurate. But this out of an intent, by the conſideration of what they had ſeen come upon him to win his owne people from the Idolatry of Egypt, to ſubmit to his law. As, when S. Paul writ, by the judgements of God upon the Jews, for rejecting Chriſtianity, he called the gentiles to it. For this is the inference that S. Paul makes in the next words; Which are even we whom he hath called, not onely of the Jews but of the Gentiles. Introducing in the ſame words, that compariſon between the Jews whom he then called to the Law, and the Gentiles whom he was now calling to Chriſtianity, which the correſpondence between the Old and New teſtament importeth, And ſo, the ſenſe of S. Paul is the ſame with that which S.  [...]eter ſaid in the words quoted afore; that God delaies his wrath in taking vengeance upon the oppreſſors of his people, becauſe he would have none of them periſh, but all come to repentance. The ſenſe which I deliver you have in Grotius his Annotations, &, before the publiſhing of them in a booke of Miletrius concerning this ſubject, ſince, in the late Annota­tions, and, before any of them came forth many yeares, I had declared it for my ſenſe of theſe words. By which you may ſee, that Pharao, ſeeing himſelfe and his people not cut off, when their cattle were deſtroyed by the peſtilence, did not believe that it came from God; And alſo, when God had declared his purpoſe in preſerving him alive to terrifie him the more, and, when he had cauſed the plague of Haile to ceaſe, which then he moveth him with, is (by the love of rule over thoſe, whom, by right he had nothing  [...]o doe with) perſwa­ded to breake his promiſe of letting them goe, when it ſhould ceaſe, Moſes ha­ving told him that he would breake it. Ex. IX. 27-35. And becauſe God knew that theſe temptations would prevaile over Pharao, therefore he had foretold the plagues, and the deliverance of his people upon them Ex. III. 19. VI. 2. an [...] therefore, it is truly ſaid, both, that God hardned Pharos heart, (to wit, by cauſing him to meet with theſe conſiderations, which made him neglect the plague. For, that which, elſew [...]e [...]e, is called hardening of his heart, (is called not ſetting his heart upon the plague,  [...]x. VII. 23.) and▪ that [Page] Pharao hardened his heart, or, that his heart was hard, Ex. VII. 3. 13. VIII. 10, 15. IX. 7. 12, 34 X.  [...]. v 20. Laſtly obſerve, that, when Pharao had let the people goe, God led them not by the way of the land of the Philiſti [...]s, which was the neereſt, becauſe God ſaid, leſt the people repent them when they ſee war, and returne into Egypt: But made them goe about, by the way of the wilderneſſe of the Red Sea, Ex XIII. 17. 18. And againe Ex. XIV. 1-5▪ God ſpake to Moſes, ſaying; ſpeake to the children of Iſrael, and let them return and incamp againſt P [...]hahiroth, between Migdol and the Sea, before Baalſephon, even againſt it ſhall they incampe, beſide the Sea And Pharao will ſay of the chil­dren of Iſrael, they are intangled in the land, the wilderneſſe hath incloſed them: And I will harden Phara [...]hs heart, and he ſhall purſue them, and I will get glory upon Pharao and all his hoſt, and the Egyptians ſhall know, that I am the Lord. And they did ſo. And it was told the King of Egypt, that the people  [...]led. For, it is to be obſerved, that God had not yet required of Pharo, that he ſhould let them free for ever, though he had made him let them goe, withou [...] any promiſe of returne. When, therefore, he ſees, on the one ſide that the mea­ning of God was not that they ſhould return any more, (which made him ſo unwilling to let them goe, as alwaies ſuppoſing it) And, on the other ſide, that, by their undiſcreet march, as he thought, (which God had provided for another cauſe) there was hope to bring them back [...]  [...] is old thoughts revi­ved, that all theſe plagues come not from God, but otherwiſe, that he might yet b [...]ng them under his rule. Whereby, it is moſt evident. Firſt that the de­ſtruction of Phara [...] was deſigned by God, through theſe meanes, in conſide­ration; Firſt, of oppreſſing his people, then, his impenitence upon theſe extra­ordinary tryals: Then that it appeared to him that they wou [...]d take effect, when he ſaith; Pharao will ſay they are intangled in the land, and that this is the har­dening of Pharaos heart by God And, hereupon dependeth that which is ſaid of the Egyptians, Wiſdome XIX. 1, 2. But wrath without mercy purſueth the wicked unto the end, becauſe he alſo had foreſeen what they ſhould doe in time to c [...]me. To wit, that, repenting themſelves, they would ſtraightway purſue thoſe whom they ſhould have le [...] goe, diligently intreating them to depart. Seeing the impeniten [...]e and unbeliefe of their obdurate hearts to have been ſuch, that there by it appeared to God how, upon the firſt overturne, they would re­turne to their firſt hope of reducing the Iſraelites to their bondage.
See the like in the enemies that God raiſed Solomon, to puniſh his idol a tries 1 Kings. XI. 14-23-26. Hadad the Edomi [...]e having eſcaped into Egypt, every man know [...]s, that jealouſies between neighbouring Princes makes them ready to entertaine their Neighbours Enemies, though under colour o [...] relieving of the oppreſſed, even when the cauſe is no [...] cleare. And though  [...]adad were never ſo wel [...]ome in Egypt, yet, every man knowes, what diff [...]rence there is between r [...]ng at home, and cour [...]ing Pharao in Egypt. And, can there remaine any queſtion, how God raiſed Hadad for an enemy to Sl [...]mon? H [...]w, but by providing that ſtate of things, which, he knew, would be effectuall to perſwade a man▪ in the ca [...]e which h [...] knew to be his? By the like meanes, God foreſeeing the rebellion of Rez [...]n againſt his maſter Hadar [...]zer King of Zobah and the ſucc [...]ſſe there­of, in ſetting up a Kingdome at Damaſcus, out of a conſpiracy of Banditi, might foreſee, that he muſt needs inherit his maſters hoſtility with the I [...]ralites. As for Jeroboam, God, having app [...]nted A [...]iah the Sh [...]lonite to propheſie to him the apoſtaſy o [...]en Tribes to his gov [...]rnment, knew▪ that he might doe as David had done, to expect the iſſu [...] of Gods p [...]rpo [...]e from his providence, without any attempt u [...]n his S [...]v [...]ra [...]gne, and he might doe as Hazael did afterwardes, 2. Kings X. 14, 15. To murther his maſter, that he might reigne  [...] his ſt [...]ad, as E [...]ſh. had Pr [...]pheſi [...]d. And, was it not poſſible for God, that knew Jeroboam [...] heart, to know what he would doe, when the Iſra­lites had pr [...]vately perſwaded h [...]m to returne from ban [...]ſhment, upon R [...]h [...]o­am anſwer to the petition, which it ſeems he had procured? Certainely, he that believes the Scriptures, can no more doubt, that God deſigned the pun­niſhment [Page] of Solomons Idolotries by theſe meanes, then, that he deſigned the  [...]vent it ſelfe of it, though by the malice of the parties. Conſider now the viſion of the Phophet Micajah, concerning the enterprize of Ahab upon Ra­moth G [...]ad, 1. Kings XXII. 23-26. I ſaw the Lord ſitting on his Throne, and all the hoſt of heaven ſtanding aſide him, on his right hand, and on his left: And God ſaid, who ſhall ſeduce Ahab, to go up and fall at Ramoth Gilead? And one ſaid this, and another ſaid that. And a ſpirit came forth and ſtood before the Lord, and ſaid, I will ſeduce him. And the Lord ſaid, wherewith? And he ſaid, I will goe forth, and be a lying ſpirit in the mouthes of all his Prophets. And he ſaid, thou ſhalt ſeduce him, and alſo prevaile; Goe and doe ſo. God, who ſhewed his counſaile to his Prophet in this maner, knew well enough what Prophets Ahab delighted in, and what they were that  [...]ought favour at his hands. Shall we imagine▪ that, when he lets the evill ſpirit looſe, (whom he knew to be, of himſelfe, officio [...]s enough to the ruine of Gods people) and ſa [...]es, goe and prevaile; that he conſiders not their inclination to take fire at his temptation, for obtaining favour at Ahabs hands: Or Ahab, to make uſe of their credit, to win the good King Jehoſaphet to his pretenſes. If theſe things were in con­ſideration, as the meanes to bring about Gods deſigne upon Ah [...]b, (here you muſt pardon me, if, ſpeaking as a man to men, I can expreſſe the maters of God no otherwiſe, then the ſcripture doth, in the likeneſſe of an Infinite wiſe Prince, though  [...]ſſured, that one act of Gods wiſdome, which is God▪ attaines and containes all this) which the text plainely expreſſeth; did God goe by gueſſe, or, doth the Scripture, condeſcending to our infirmitie, ſpeak▪ of him in the ſtile of the Sons of men, as the Jewes ſay, and repreſent to us the order which he deſignes in thoſe things which he brings to paſſe, in the faſhion of a Prince, taking counſaile with his ſervants and vaſſails what courſe to take? But let us not forget the greateſt work of Gods providence, that ever the ſun  [...]aw, in procuring the redemption of mankind, by the malice of Satan and the Jewes, in putting our Lord Chriſt to death. The words of S. Peter are very expreſſe, Acts II. 23. Him being delivered by the determinate counſaile & foreknowledg of God, yee have taken, and, through wicked hands, crucified and killed. And again Acts III. 17. 18. And now, brethren, I know that you did this ignorantly; as alſo did your rulers; But God hath thus fulfilled thoſe things, which he had fore­told by the mouth of his holy prophets, that Chriſt ſhould ſuffer. What was the ignorance of the Rulers, we learne by the vote of Caiaphas, that ſwayed the coun [...]aile Ioh XI. 49. 50. Ye, knowing nothing, nor argue, that it is expedient for us, that one man die for the people, rather then that the whole Nation periſh; Ratifying the reaſon propounded afore; If we let him alone thus, all will believe on him, and the Romans will come, and take us, and this place, and the Nation away What was the ignorance of the people, we learne by S. Paul, Rom. X 3. Not knowing the righteouſneſſe of God, and willing to eſtabliſh their own righteouſneſſe, they were not ſubject to the righteouſneſſe of God. And a­gaine, 1. Theſſ. II. 15. 16. he thus qualifieth the Jews; Who both killed the Lord Jeſus, and their own Prophets, and pleaſe not God, and oppoſe all men: Forbid­ing us to ſpeake to the Gentiles that they may be ſaved: To the fulfilling of their ſins alwaies. For wrath is come upon them to the end. The Scribes & the Pha­riſes had got  [...]oſſeſſion of the peoples hearts, by perſwading them, that God accepted them as righteous for the outward obſervation of the carn [...]ll Law of Moſes, given for the condition, by which they held the land of promiſe. They then perſwaded them to demand our Lord to death, for the ſame reaſon, for which their predeceſſors had put their prophets to death▪ becauſe they preach­ed to them that inward ſpirituall righteouſneſſe, which our Lord demandeth, as the condition of obtaining the world to come: And, for the ſame rea­ſon, their ſucceſſors perſecuted the Apoſtles, becauſe, not intayling [...] his righ­teouſneſſe upon them, as the ſ [...]ns of Abraham, they ſhewed the gentiles how to become as righteous as  [...]hey thought themſelves. The Prieſts and Rulers and Elder [...], who, by the meanes of the Scribes & Phariſes, carryed the people, and were not willing to part with their power by receiving Law from our [Page] Lord Chriſt, (as not believing, that he preached his Goſpell, with an intent to eſtabliſh them in their power▪ but to take it out of their hands, as belonging to the Meſſias) made it their buſineſſe, to per [...]wade the people, that it would be the ruine of the Nation to acknowledg him for the Meſſias. If God hath aſſured us, that theſe were the inclinations, that brought to paſſe this godly murther of our Lord, ſhall we believe, that he himſelfe had them not in conſi­deration, when he deſigned the redemption of mankind, by the meanes of it? Or, that, having them in conſideration, he foreſaw not what effect they would have in the Jewes? being abandoned to the malice of Satan that procured it, If wee will learne the determinate counſaile, and foreknowledg of God from the Scriptures, we muſt have recourſe to thoſe meanes, by which, the ſcriptures teach us, that it came to paſſe; For truely, it was never d [...]ſigned, nor did God foreſee that it would come to paſſe, by other meanes, or otherwiſe then in­deed it came to paſſe, It is a co [...]ceit that deſerves reverence for Ignatius his ſake, a diſciple of S. Iohn; W [...]o, in one of his Epiſt [...]es informs us, that the birth of our Lord, and the manifeſtation of his Godhead in the fl [...]ſh was ſo husbanded, that the deviles themſelves, (though, when they were conſt [...]ined to ob [...]y him, they cryed him up the Son of God, yet) ſhould not looſe the ho [...]e of deſtroying him. Can we think, that God immediately deſigned ſuch a ſtra­tagem upon Satan, and had not regard to the  [...]linations of his miniſters, or knew not what effect thoſe conſiderations w [...]uld have, which ſhould ariſe in them upon thoſe objects, wich his providence preſented them with?
By this we may ſee, why our Lord upbraides the Cities in which he did his greateſt miracles, Mat. X. 21, 22. Woe to thee Coraſin, woe to thee Beth [...]aida: For, had the migh [...]y works that have been don in thee, been done in Tyre and Si­don, they had long ſince repented in ſackcloath and aſhes: And thou Capernau [...] that art ex [...]lted to heaven, ſhalt be caſt down to Hell: For, had the mighty works that have been don in thee, been don in S [...]dome and Gomorah, they had ſtood till this day. I do ſo reſpect the learning and judg [...]ment of Grotius and Janſeni [...]s that I will not take upon me to cenſu [...]e them, when they make theſe words ſignifie no more, then, that, in probability, Sodom and Gomorah had repented at the ſight of ſu [...]h miracles. But I find no good reaſon to in­ferre as our Lord doth, that▪ poſitively, Corazin Bethſaida and Capernaum ſhall be tormented more then Tyre and Sydon, then Sodom and Gomorah, becauſe probably. Sodom and Gomorah would have repented at the ſight of ſuch mira­cles. The ſame I ſay to others, who would have ou [...] Lord ſay onely this; That had thoſe miracles been don in Tyre and Sydon, they would have repen­ted, but not from the heart; Becauſe, miracles are not able to convert any man to God from the heart. For, in conſcience, is there reaſon that Cora­zin and Bethſaida ſhould fare worſe then Sodom and Gomorah, becauſe Tyre & Sydon would have repented as hypocrites, continuing no leſſe ſinners then they that repented not? But, to ſay as others doe, that, had God ordained thoſe miracles to be done at Tyre and Sydon, at Sodome and Gomorah, he would have determined their wills, by his immediate act, to be converted; is to ſay, that our Lord, by a mentall reſervation, ſaies that, whereof he expreſſeth not the reaſon, and ſo cozens them, that ſatisfie themſelves with the reaſon which he expreſſeth. I know theſe anſwers are brought to avoid the hereſy of Pela­gi [...]s, that outward calling, without inward grace, is enough to convert a man. But there is no neceſſary to grant the conſequence. The miracles of Chriſt, ſuppoſing his doctrine, import the inward grace of the ſpirit to make it pre­vaile. Why elſe are they, who ſaid they were don by Belze [...]ub, guilty of the ſin againſt the Holy Ghoſt? And this meanes being ſufficient, to convert them▪ had been effectuall, had they found men better d [...]ſpo [...]ed. What was the dif­ference? They had found men not zealous of theire owne righ [...]ouſneſſe by the Law, who, therefore, had not reſiſted the righteouſneſſe of God, which Chriſt teacheth, with mir [...]cles  [...]ufficient to convict them that he was a true Prophet. Upon theſe grounds, God, who knew all their hearts, might com­prehend [Page] the event. The caſe of David at Keila is ſo neere this, that I muſt not mention it any where elſe, 1. Sam. XXIII. 11. 12, 13. And David ſaid O Lord God of Iſraell, thy ſervant heareth for certaine, that Saul is coming to Keilah, to deſtroy the City for my ſake: Will the men of Keilah ſhut me in his hand? Will Saul come downe as thy ſervant heareth? O Lord God of Iſraell ſhew thy ſervant. And the Lord ſaid, He will come downe. And David ſaid; Will the m [...]ſters of Keilah ſhut me and my men into Sauls hands? And the Lord ſaid, they will. What eſcape is there here, when God, out of his knowledg of the ſecrets of their hearts, foretells what they would doe, if Saul ſhould come a­gainſt the City? Nor will I forget that of the wiſe Hebrew, for he drewe at the foun [...]aine head of th [...] Prophets, though he ſpake not by their ſpirit: It is th [...]ught to be ſaid o [...] Enoch according to that which wee read of him, Gen. V. 24 Heb X ▪5 but the a [...]gument is the ſame, whether ſo or not Wiſdome IV. 10. 11. 14 He pleaſed and was beloved of him, ſo that, whereas he lived among ſinners, he tranſlated him. He was taken away, leaſt wickedneſſe ſhould alter his underſtanding▪ or de [...]eit beguile his mind. For his ſoule pleaſed God, therefore haſted he to take him away from wickedneſſe. For, if God knew ſuch occurrences as would deceive Enoch, or one in his ſt [...]te, then by thoſe occurrences be fore­ſees the decree. If he knew none, unleſſe himſelfe determine his will to be decei­ved, then can it not be aid, that God tranſlated him leaſt wickedneſſe ſhould deceive him, but leaſt God ſhould appoint him to be deceived by wickedneſſe. The ſame author thus commande h the mercy of God in deſtroying the Ca­naani [...]es by little and little, Wiſdome XII, 10. But, chaſtiſing them by little & little thou gaveſt them roome of repentance, though knowing their p [...]rverſe diſpoſition to be ſuch, that they could not repent. That is, knowing that this gentle dealing of God would not be eff [...]ctua [...]l, notwithſt [...]nding all that he had done to aſſure his people of the land of promiſe,  [...]o move them to imbrace the true God: Upon which condition, they might have been ſuffered to live as ſlaves to the Iſraelites, if not as ſtrangers among them, as Rahab the harlot was ſuffered to doe among her kindred, becauſe ſhe alone imbraced thoſe termes. So that, the precept of the Law that commands the ſeven Nations utterly to be deſtroy­ed, ſtands upon ſuppoſi [...]ion of this impen [...]tence thus foreſeen.
To the ſame purpoſe ſpeake thoſe texts of Scripture in which it is ſaid, that, or ſuch or ſuch a thing be not done, ſuch or ſuch a thing will come to p [...]ſſe. As Gen. XI. 6. Behold the people is one, and their language the ſame, & having begun this, they will not give over whatſoever, they have thought to doe. Acts XXVII. 31. Vnleſſe theſe remaine in the ſhip, ye cannot be ſaved.  [...]ſay. I. 9. Rom X 20. If the Lord of hoſts had not left us a ſeed, we had been as Sodom, we had been l [...]ke Gom [...]rah. Mat. XXIV. 22. Had not thoſe daies been ſhortned, all fleſh would periſh 'But for the elects ſake, thoſe daies ſhall be ſhortned. For there is no neceſſity to ſay, that God could not have prevented theſe effects by any other m [...]anes; (The build [...]g of the Tower of Babel, for the purpoſe, by any other meane but by dividing their language: The ſaving of the elect at the deſtruction of Je [...]u [...]al [...]m, but by ſhortning their time:  [...]he ſaving of S. Pauls fellow travelers, but by the mariners abiding on ſhipborde) But, that God knew, that they would goe to build the Tower of Babel, that, the time not being ſhortned even the elect would periſh that if the mariners le [...]t the ſhip▪ the reſt woul [...] be caſt away ſhould not G [...]d otherwiſe interpoſe. As the Prophet  [...]ſay, ſhowing how great a mercy of God it was, that any of the Iſraelites ſhou [...]d eſcape  [...]hat vengeance wh [...]ch he foretelleth, and, alleaged by S Paul, to ſhew how great a mercy of God it was, that any of them ſhould be ſaved by the Go [...]pell from the vengeance to come, declare, that God fore­ſaw this ruine would come to paſſe. it he did not interpoſe. But to ſay, that God foreſaw this, becauſe he foreſaw, that himſelfe had reſolved, by his im­mediate act to determine the wil [...]s of thoſe men by which they were to come to paſſe, to bring them to paſſe, is to ſay, that all thoſe meanes, by which it is ſignified, that he ſaw they would come to paſſe, are alle [...]ged by the Scripturs impertinently, and to no purpoſe. It followeth therefore, of neceſſity, that [Page] God foreſaw that thoſe things ſhould come to paſſe, by the caſes which he ſaw ſtated, and the wills of thoſe men whom he ſaw concerned, in ſtating the ſame. And, by the ſame reaſon that holdeth which is ſaid, Ex. III. 19. I know that the King of Egypt will not give you leave to depart, but by a mighty arme; Upon which the ſaying of the wiſe man alleaged afore is verified; That God knew, that the Egyptians would repent themſelves, and attempt to bring them back into bondge, whom they had juſt afore intreated to be gon.
In fine, all the ſcriptures which ſay; This or that was don, that ſuch things as had been foretold might be fulfilled, prove the ſame without anſwer. Iohn XIX. 24, 36. They ſaid then to one another; let us not rend it, but caſt lots for it whoſe it ſhall be: That the Scripture might be fulfilled which ſaith; They ſha­red my garments among them, and for my coat they caſt lots. And againe, Theſe things came to paſſe that the ſcriptures might be fulfilled; A bone ſhall not be broken of it. Did God provide that Chriſts coat ſhould be ſeameleſſe, that, there being loſſe in ſharing it, the reaſon of caſting lots for it may be unan­ſwerable Did he provide, that our Lord ſhould have viſibly breathed out his laſt, that there might be no reaſon to breake his legs, as the legs of the reſt; that, ha­ving provided all this, he might, at length, determine them to doe what they did? which had he intended to doe, it was impertinent whether he provided all this or not. Mat. XI. 17. 18. Then was fulfilled that which was ſaid by Jeremy the Prophet, ſaying; A cry was heard in Ramah, lamentation, and weeping and great mourning: Rachel, weeping for her children▪ and would not be comforted, becauſe they were not. Herod was become jealous of the King of the Jewes that was borne, and would have taken him away alone: But, when he could not heare of him by the wiſe men, reſolved to take away all under two yeares old, that he might not eſcape. Did God know, that his bloudy hu­mour would reſolve this wickedneſſe upon theſe occurrencs; or did he firſt pro­vide the occaſion, and then determine him to doe that, which, without provi­ding the occaſion, being ſo determined, he would have done nevertheleſſe? All the ſcriptures in which this is ſaid argue as much. I muſt not omit that which is ſaid of Abiathar, 1. Kings II, 26. And Solomon drove Abiathar from being high Prieſt to the Lord. To fulfill the word of the Lord whIch he had ſpoken againſt the houſe of Ely in Shil [...]h. Had God provided all that had befalne Abiathar, and in the end, according, to his unqueſtionable juſtice, the occurrences, that reſolved him to be of the conſpiracy of Adon, that the propheſies againſt Ely and his houſe, 1 Sam. II. 30- [...]6. III. 11-14. might come to effect, which, no reaſon could be given, why ſo rather then o­therwiſe; if after all this, he muſt interpoſe his immediate act to determine So­lomon to fulfill it, by ſetting Abiathar aſide? If God, thus, by his juſtice & his mercy, in conſideration of mans by-paſt actions, ordaine the occurren­ces, whereof he knoweth what the iſſue will be; ſhall it ſeeem ſtrang, & that, out of his originall right in his creature, having ſet Adam in Paradiſe, with thoſe abilities, that, all agree, he might have ſtood if he would, he checked not the malice of the rebell Angels, nor taught him that cunning which his ſimplicity had not needed, had he loved to continue, (as was elegantly ſaid) ſimplicior quam ut decipi poſſet, ſimpler, or more an innocent then to be couſe­ned? Or, can we ſay, that, He might have ſtood had he would, who, by Gods im­mediate act, as we ſee, was not determined to ſtand; who could not have ſtood, had he not been determined by God to ſtand; &, had he been determined, could not but ſtand? None of which followes, if we ſay, that God, ſeeing the ſtate in which he had placed him a ſufficient baite, to reſolve the apoſtate Angells to tempt; ſeeing the temptation ſo ſtrong, that Adam would not reſiſt it; for the reaſons, which he in his ſecret counſaill ſaw beſt, reſolved to maintain both in acting their owne inclinations, and, himſelfe to make the beſt of that which ſhould be done. And, this precedent being reſolved, can it ſeem ſtrange, that he ſhould order all men to come to the yeares of diſcretion, when firſt they begin to act to their owne account, with thoſe impreſſions received from their education, which, he ſees how they well incline them to the better or to the [Page] worſe? ſeeing alſo, that they doe not reſolve them either for the better or for the worſe, but by the means of their own free choice; can it ſeem ſtrange, I ſay, that he ſhould order them to meet with thoſe occurrences, which, ſuting with the merit of their by paſſed actions, he ſees wil determine their choice for the better or for the worſe, in thoſe things, which, he ſees that it was in them, though perhapS with much more dificulty, & ſo, for more advantage, to have determined otherwiſe.
But, to leave the reſt of this diſcourſe till I can goe through with it; for the preſent, the reaſon of this poſition ſeems to me demonſtrative, (if any thing in this ſubject can be demonſtrative) ſuppoſing that which hath been proved, that God, by his own immediate act, doth not determine the will of man to doe this or that For, ſeeing that Chriſtian faith preſuppoſeth, that God knoweth from everlaſting whatſoever future contingencies ſhall come to paſſe, during every moment of time whilſt the world ſhall indure, & that it is evident, that, whatſoever is known muſt be knowable before it is knowne; (and, therefore, certaine, or determined, not by being knowne, but, by being capable of being known) what ground can we imagine, in contingencies, to make them capable of beingknown? For, of theire owne nature, we tranſgreſſe the very notion of contingencies which we ſuppoſe, and evidently contradict our ſelves, if we ſay there is any thing in them, of themſelves, to determine this to co [...]e to paſſe, rather then that, ſuppoſing the cauſe to be no more determined to doe this then that, which the ſuppoſition of free will neceſſarily requires. Cer­tainly Ariſtotles reſolution, that they are ſure in the alternative, but that, nei­ther part of it can be certaine; (That is to ſay, that Peter, being tempted, ſhall either deny his maſter or not? but that, being, contingent, it can neither be certaine that he ſhall, nor that he ſhall not,) is utterly inconſiſtent with that particular providence of God over all things, which Ch [...]ſtianty ſuppoſeth; & renders that great maſt [...]r (as a man too cunning not to ſee  [...]he con [...]equence of his own poſition) very ſuſuſpicious in a point ſo neerely concerning the belief of Gods providence. Now, future contingencies, in the notion of contingen­cies that are not yet come to paſſe, being in themſelves nothing, (that is to ſay, be­ing onely underſtood to be poſible,) cannot reduce themſelves to the nature and ſtate or future contingencies, in the notion of contingencies that ſhall come to paſſe; ſuch, as we believe all contingencies that have or ſhall come to paſſe to the worlds end, were to God from everlaſting. It is therefore a meere contra­diction to imagin, that contingencies, either by the poſſibilty of their nature, or by the capacity of the cauſe, (that is, of it ſelfe, utterly undetermined to do ra­ther then not to do, to do this rather then that) can be an object capable of being known, by that knowledg, upon which they may be ſaid to be certaine, & future as things that ſhal be, not as things that may be, not as  [...] but as  [...], to diſtinguiſh with Ariſtotle. There are indeed thoſe who undertake that, when it is ſaid, Peter ſhall deny his Lord, Peter ſhall not deny his Lord; (the one of which ſayings muſt needs come to paſſe) ſeeing this neceſſity muſt needs be in the object before it be in the ſaying, (becauſe the ſaying is true or falſ by reaſon that the matter of it is ſo or otherwiſe before) therefore, that part which ap­peares true in time was true from everlaſting: But that, they ſuppoſe, cannot be by virtue of any or all cauſes, leaſt the effects ſhould no more be contingen­cies; Therefore, by virtue of the things themſelves, becauſe, of a contradiction, the one part muſt needs be true the other falſe. And this being of future con­tingencies, they imagin, it is, which the knowledg of God attaining, is therefore called ſight, becauſe it reacheth that which is in being, and therefore preſent to it. But this imagination is a meere contradiction to common reaſon, which is able to tell any man, that poſſibilities differ onely in this from nothing, that there are ſuch things as can bring them to paſſe; And therefore, have no be­ing at all, but in the ability of their cauſes. Whereas, ſuppoſe them in being before their cauſes bring them to paſſe, what remaines for their cauſes to doe, which would have nothing to doe, if that which they bring to paſſe were in being before they bring it ſo to paſſe? And what contingency could then re­maine, ſeeing whatſoever is, muſt needs be while it is? For, this poſition prevents [Page] any ſuppoſition that may be made, concerning the being of that, which is ſaid to be, before you can ſuppoſe, or underſtand it to be. And, where is the diffe­rence between the being of God, and that of future contingencies, both being of themſelves? Surely, ſuppoſing the neceſſity of this their being, becauſe God could not ſee them otherwiſe; they would be not only objects, denomi­nating that knowledge of God to be ſight, which reacheth the preſent being of them, but cauſes, on which the ſight of God muſt depend, as our ſight depends on the object that cauſeth it. The future being, therefore, of contingencies, neceſſarily ſuppoſeth the determination of their cauſes; The contingence of them that th [...]s determination is from their cauſes themſelves, freely determi­ning themſelves: The certainty of them, from the infinite reach of Gods underſtanding, comprehending the reſolution of the Creature, by the preſent inclination thereof meeting the conſiderations which it is preſented with. Wherefore, as it is impoſſible, that the will ſhould act unleſse the underſtand­ing go before, and, the reſolution of the will, to do, or not to do this or that, neceſſarily depends upon ſome act of the underſtanding, ſhewing, by ſufficient reaſon an end ſufficient to move the wil to proceed and reſolve; So doth not the will effectually proceed, untill the underſtanding ſhews that reaſon, which ef­fectually moves it to proceed. Now, theſe reaſons proceeding from thoſe ap­pearances, which the objects that every man meets with cauſe in his mind, ei­ther at the preſent, or, by comparing that which outwardly appears at the preſent, with that which is laid up in the ſtorehouſe of the mind: And, God ha­ving provided what objects every man in every moment ſhall meet with, to re­ſolve him what to do, in every caſe that may come in debate; It cannot be i­magined, that he provideth this, and knoweth not, by the means which he provi [...]eth, what will be the iſſue, ſuppoſing that he knoweth it not by his own reſolution, to determine a man by his own immediate act, to do whatſoever he does. And indeed, God comprehending what conſiderations a man every mo­ment is moved with▪ and what be his own inclinations that is moved with the ſame; it cannot ſeem ſtrange, that by this means (ſeeing it appears impoſſible that by any other means) he ſhould comprehend what will ſo come to paſs; though knowing, that he that acteth had, or might have had ſufficient reaſons to have done otherwiſe. Wherefore, if any man ask me, whether God know what will come to paſs, if any caſe ſhould be put, which he knoweth ſhall never be put; which is now called in the Schools Gods middle knowledge, becauſe it hath on the one ſide, that knowledge whereby he comprehendeth the natures of all things, and the poſſibilities of all events; on the other ſide, the view which he hath from everlaſting, of all things that have been, are, or ſhall be, for that tract of time which they endure; (becauſe, I ſeem to ſay, that this is it which directs Gods providence, in reſolving what courſe to hold; by which reſolution▪ it appears to him what ſhall come to paſs) I ſhall not anſwer nevertheleſs without diſtinguiſhing, That God comprehends not the iſſues of thoſe future poſſibilities, which men can imagine to themſelves; and yet com­prehends the iſſues of theſe future poſſibilities, whereof we ſuppoſe him to de­termine all the circumſtances. For, let a man infinitely endeavour, to limit, by his underſtanding, all that he can conſider in the caſe of any man left to his free­dome, he ſhall never be able to expreſs that conſideration, which ſhall be effe­ctuall, certainly to determine him that is preſented with it: Becauſe it is mani­feſt, that, infinite conſiderations more may preſent themſelves, to move him to do nothing, or otherwiſe. But, when the word of God ſpeaks of theſe means, which, being provided by God, determine effectually the reſolution of him that is moved by them, to wit, by the means of his own choice: Though, it is impoſſible, that, ſpeaking to men, it ſhould expreſs all that God conſidereth, to ground his fore knowledge; yet by that which it expreſſeth, it obligeth us, to underſtand all that appeareth, either to man, to determine his choice, or to God, to ground his fore-knowledge: Which, though proceeding from his ef­fectuall providence, yet, ſuppoſing mans freedome, cannot be underſtood any way to impeach it. And upon theſe terms it may be underſtood, how future [Page] conditionals may be ſubject to the infinite capacity of Gods underſtanding, in as much as knowing, what a man with theſe inclinations, being moved with theſe conſiderations will do, he muſt needs know what he would have done, had either his inclinations, or the conſideration preſented been other then they are; God comprehending thoſe which might have been, no leſſe then thoſe which are. And thus propoſitions concerning future poſſibilities may be ſaid to be known to God, whether true or falſe, ſuppoſing the terms of them to inti­mate whatſoever may appear to God, in the caſes whereof they ſpeak, which no termes that man can uſe can expreſſe.
And therefore, the like cannot be ſaid of poſſibilities propoſed to depend up­on impertinent conditions: As who ſhould ſay; If the Turke take Candy the Pope will condemn Ianſenius; For what poſſibility can depend upon a condition that is ſuppoſed not to come into the conſideraion of him that muſt effect it? It is alleged, indeed, that Elias ſaith to Elizeus, 2 Kings II. 20. If thou ſeeſt me when I am taken from thee, it ſhall ſo come to paſſe to thee, if not, it ſhall not. But it is no marvell that Elias, knowing, that, both his Scholers deſire, and his ſeeing of him as he was going up into heaven ſhould come to paſſe; ſhould ſeeme to ſuſpend the one upon the other, not becauſe God had appointed any ſuch dependence, but to ſignifie, that he muſt be con­tent to expect for the preſent, and that, when he ſaw him part, he might reſt aſſured of it. But▪ it is alleaged alſo, that Elizeus ſaid to King J [...]aſh, 2 Kin. XII. 19. Thou ſhouldeſt have ſtuck, the Earth with thine arrow, five or ſix times, then ſhouldeſt thou have ſmitten Aram till they had been deſtroyed. To which I anſwer, that is a Propheſy; and that God had revealed to his prophets, that the Iſraelites ſhould overcom the Syrians, as many times as the King ſhould ſtrike the earth. Not meaning that, if more or leſſe then three, the number of the victories might be other then three; But, knowing that he would ſtrike thrice, and having intended them ſo many victories. Therefore the Prophet is angry at the King for ſtrikeing but thrice, becauſe he might have expected, (knowing no more then I have ſaid) that the Iſraelites ſhould have utterly deſtroyed the Syrians, knowing that they ſhould overcome them as oft as hee ſhould ſtrike. And this ſenſe agreeth well enough with the Hebrew, (where theindicative ſervs for all the moods) tra [...]ſlating it▪ Then mighſt thou have ſmitten Aram till he had been deſtroyed: Becauſe the revelation which he had would have borne it, not becauſe God had ſuſpended the event upon acon­dition ſo impertinent. For, in conditionals, neither the truth of the condition, nor of that which is inferred is requiſite to make them true, but onely the truth of the inference, conſequence or dependence. If the Sun riſe not at ſuch an hour, we ſhall not have day. It is a certaine truth. Not becauſe the Sun will not riſe at his hour, or, that riſing, we ſhall not have day; But becauſe the conſequence is neceſſarily true. And therefore he, who, by pronouncing a conditionall affirmeth a dependence between the parts of it, when as indeed there is none, ſpeakes not onely an impertinence but an untruth. If there be a dependence between them, though God onely knew it, he ſaith true, If none falſe, If it be requiſite, that D [...]vines may underſtand one another the better, to call this Gods middle knowledg, be it ſo called if you pleaſe, upon termes, I contend not In the meane time, let me ſay, that God, not onely ſeeth from everlaſting, thoſe contingencies, which ſhall come to paſſe, every one in their ſeverall times, but alſo foreſeeth that they ſhall come to paſſe; Which, though all a thing, yet, are grounded upon ſeverall reaſons. For, all ſight implying the being of that, whereof it expreſſeth the preſence to that which ſees; the view which God hath of future contingencies  [...]mplyeth, that they are preſent to him in his in­diviſible eternity, in that difference of time the whole ſucceſſion whereof, the inſtant of Gods Etern [...]ty, without ſucceſſion anſwers Bu [...] when God, by reſol­ving to produce that ſtate of  [...]hings which he chuſeth, comprehends what will follow; this knowledg▪ being the ground upon which he ſees what will come to paſſe, cannot be that knowledg▪ which, repreſenting it to him as preſent, muſt needs preſuppoſe, and not produce the b [...]ing of it. And upon theſe premiſes [Page] I know what to ſay to the opinion of ſome of the Schoole, that the ground of Gods foreknowledg of future contingencies ſtands, in their being preſent, to his eternity from everlaſting, though in that, difference of time which they hold, in the ſucceſſion which the world is to indure; which whole ſucceſſion, the one indiviſible moment of Gods eternity, anſwereth. For, though it is not to be denyed, that God ſees all future contingencies, as thus preſent to him, from everlaſting; yet is it ſtill to be demanded, what is the ground of this their pre­ſence, and how they come to be preſent to God: ſeeing they nei­ther could bepreſent to him, not firſt ſuppoſing them to have being. nor could have being, of themſelves, as capable of notbeing as well as of being, for this is the nature of future contingencies. Seeing then, that, the preſence of fu [...]ure contingencies to God in his eternity being ſuppoſed, were notwith­ſtanding, forced to inquire how it comes to paſſe, &, whatſoever proves the true reaſon of that wil prove the true ground upon which they may be foreſeen, it followes neceſſarily, that, the determination of contingencies which qualifieth them future, (in the notion of that which ſhall be, not of that which may be) in all the ground, why they are preſent to the view of God, which preſence inferreth, that it is foreknown to God that they ſhall be, at that time, in regard whereof they are called future.
But this opinion, I confeſſe, is liable to divers great difficulties. Here, in the firſt place, it may be objected; That, by this meanes, wee make God pick up that knowledg, that goes before his providence to direct it, from his crea­tures, collecting by the inclination which he ſees to be in them, what they will doe, when they come to be in ſuch or ſuch an eſtate, & accordingly, reſolving to bring them or not to bring them to it. To which I anſwer, that this imagi­nation is no leſſe abuſive, then that upon which Epicurus denied providence, for feare God ſhould be troubled with that infinite care which it would require, as men are with a little part of it. But if all the ſight, which God hath, of the creature▪ proceed from the knowledg of himſelfe, whereby, ſeeing what he may make, he reſolves what he will make; Though I ſay, the fight of his crea­ture at preſent depends upon the decree of producing it in his owne time, yet, ſeeing I make th [...]s decree to depend onely upon the infinite wiſdome and good­neſſe of God, which moves him, to chuſe what he thought beſt to do, I make him to depend upon himſelfe alone, not upon his creature. In like maner, though I make the decree of Gods providence to proceed upon conſideration of the free inclination of his creature, moved by the conſideration of ſuch objects, as he ſees are preſented to it, and his foreſight of future contingencies proceeding from the fre [...]will thereof, to ſtand upon the ſaid decrees; Yet, ſince I de­rive the freewill of the creature, from the knowledg and will of God, and the ſtate of it, from the courſe of providence, which his own knowledge directs, I cannot be thought to diſparage God with the imperfections of his creatures. I do indeed underſtand, that ſimple Chriſtians take it with a graine of jealouſy upon a mans Chriſtianity, when a man of underſtanding ſhews them the order of ſecondary cauſes, in effecting the works of Gods providence, as if there­fore, he did not believe that all comes from God, becauſe he will not have him, at every turne, to tranſgreſſe the ordinary courſe of thoſe cauſes which his pro­vidence hath once ſet on worke, becauſe they underſtand it not. Bu [...], though the moſt underſtanding know very little of it, yet thus much they know; that it is more for the honour of God, that it ſhould be thought, that God, from the beginning hath elected a certaine order agreeable to his own infinite wiſ­dome, juſtice, goodneſſe, ſo & verainty, but yet of his owne free choice, by which all things come to paſſe, his creaturs ſerving the turn of his purpoſe; Then, that he ſhould, at all turnes, by moving his creatures to that which they are not inclined to by their firſt na [...]ure, but by his preſent will immediately, attaine his deſignes. For, that he ſhould tranſgreſſe his own order, for the introdu­cing of thoſe effect [...] which are above nature, the whole book of God requires us to beleive. And, if the glory of God conſiſts in cauſing naturall things working their owne inclinations, to ſerve to do what he deſigneth, much more▪ [Page] it is for his glory, that, maintaining m [...]n in the excerciſe of his freedome, he makes him never the leſſe, whether by good or by bad inclinations, an inſtru­ment to bring to paſſe thoſe events, which he in his wiſdome determin [...]th.
In the ſecond place it may be objected; I hat, ſuppoſing all that can be ſuppoſed in the nature of future contingencies, they muſt appeare poſſible on both ſides, they may appeare infinitely more and more probable on the one ſide, but, ſo long as they appeare not certain, they cannot be the object of cer­taine knowledg, as Gods is; And certaine they cannot appe [...]re, ſo long as we ſuppoſe them to remaine contingencies. To which I anſwer, acknowle [...]ging, that I▪ who draw my knowledge from that which I ſee, cannot, by limit [...]ng the probabilities of future contingencies, att [...]ine to more then probabil [...]ty But that it would be againſt all the reaſon in the world, thereby to take m [...]aſure, what God can attaine to, comprehending, not onely the inclina [...]ions of his creatures, and the conſiderations which they meet with, but alſo that they ſhal meet with no other, but what he comprehendeth; And to u [...]d [...]rtake that he, by what he ſees, cannot diſcern that to b [...] certain, which I, by tha [...] which I ſee, c [...]n­not diſcerne to be more then probable. I know it may be ſai [...] on the other ſide; that it is onely the weakeneſſe of our underſtanding that h [...]nders us to diſcerne the conſiſtence of our freedome with the immediate determ [...]nation thereof, by the act of God, to that which it chuſeth And it is uſually argued, that the work of ſaving grace, and the difference which it maketh between thoſe th [...]t are  [...]a­ved, and thoſe that are not, would not remaine ſuch a myſtery, as the diffe­rences on foot about it in the Chriſtian world demonſtrate, if the reaſon of it be reſolved into the congruity of that motion, which ſuffi [...]ient reaſon  [...]enders to a reaſonable creature. To which I anſwer in the fi [...]ſt plac [...]; That, if it were not a ſecret, according to that opinion which I advance, this objection, wherein all the difficulty is couched, would not lie againſt it. And that, ſup­poſing all the diffiultie thereof voided, it would remaine no leſſ [...] a ſecret, why God ſhould move ſome providing that congruity, others, wa [...]ving  [...]t, then, w [...]y he ſhould, by his own immediate act determinate ſom to be Chriſtians, wh [...]lſt  [...]t remains poſible that thoſe who are not ſo determined ſhould b [...] the like. To the other I ſay; That it is one thi [...]ge not to know no [...] to be able  [...]o demonſtrate how God can have certaine knowledge of things▪ that, wh [...]ſt they are knowne, remain contingencies; Another thing to know, that by  [...]he knowledg wh [...]ch he hath, they remaine no [...] contingencies. Chriſtianity ſuppoſing them to re­maine contingencies. For, it is no ſhame for a Chriſtian or for a Divine, to profeſſe ignorance, when the qu [...]ſtion is how it may b [...] evi [...]ent, that matters of faith are true; As in the mater of the H. Trinity I have ſa [...]d. Bu [...], that, in a mater ſo ſubject to common underſtanding as th [...] determination of the wil by its own choice, reaſon and experience juſtifying th [...]t wh [...]ch faith maketh the ground of Chriſtianity; becauſe I cannot anſw [...]r an objection, I ſhall make the whole tenor of the Bible, the tender of Chriſtianity▪ the whole treaty of God with man concerning his happineſſe deluſory and abuſive, as conditioni [...]g for that which no man can ſtirre head or foot toward, till being determined, he cannot doe otherwiſe; I ſhould denie that which appe [...]ares▪ becauſe I c [...]n not evidence that which appeares not, ſeems to me very unreaſonable. Eſpecially, having ſo many intimations in the Scripture, to ſignifie▪ that God hath in conſideration the circumſtance of each mans caſe, for the ground of h [...]s foreſight in each mans proceedings. For, let Gods foreknowledg never ſo much r [...]quire, that the truth of thoſe things which he foreſee [...]h be determined and certaine it will be no abatement to this cerainety, that I believe it is not grounded up­on his immediate determing of mans will to doe it, but upon his determining of the meanes, in conſideration whereof he ſeeth that man will certainely pro­ceed to determine his owne choice. Laſtly, it will be ſaid, that▪ by this meanes, all things ſhall come to paſſe neceſſart [...]y▪ being determined by God to come to paſſe: For, unleſſe we ſuppoſe, that the purpoſe of God c [...]n be defeated that which he purpoſeth to bring to paſſe muſt nec [...]ſſa [...]ily come to paſſe. I anſwer, that I have diſtinguiſhed beween that ſenſe, in which it may be [Page] ſaid, that a thing comes to paſſe neceſſarily, and that ſenſe in which it may be ſaid, that it muſt neceſſarily come to paſſe. For▪ I ſuppoſe, that the property of our Eng­liſh will help me▪ here, to diſtinguiſh theſe two ſenſes, to all that conſider their mother tongue, and may diſcerne a ſeverall mean [...]ng when a man ſaies, the fire burnes neceſſarily, & Peter muſt neceſſarily deny our Lord, ſuppoſing that our Lord had fore told it. For, when the neceſſity is underſtood to be in the cauſe, which, the nature thereof, though by Gods will, determines; it is proper to ſay, tha [...] it comes to paſſe neceſſarily▪ But, when the neceſſity is underſtood to ſtand up [...]n a ſuppoſition of the effect, either being, or knowne to be, (which knowledg preſuppoſeth it to be, being ſuppoſ [...]d to be true) or the like, it is proper to ſay, this muſt needs come to paſſe, or it muſt of neceſſity, come to paſſe, but not that it comes to paſſe neceſſarily, becauſe, then, the neceſſity muſt no [...] fall upon the coming of it upon paſſe, but upon the manner, by which it comes to p [...]ſſe. I ſay then, if any can inferr upon my ſaying, that, the neceſſity which it infers is antecedent to the being of it, I grant, I am faln into the in­convenience which I would a void, and will diſclaime the poſition upon which it followes; But, if it be onely conſequent, upon ſuppoſition, either, that it is, or that it is taken to be, it is no more, then that neceſſity, which is found in all co [...]ti [...]gencies, according to all opinions, that muſt allow all things neceſſa­rily to be ( [...]hough not to be neceſſarily) ſuppoſing that they are. Now, when I ſay that God determines the even [...]s of future contingencies, I ſay not that he doth it▪ by determining their cauſes to do them, ſpeaking of free cauſes; (for, the conting [...]cies which come to paſſe by the concurrence of naturall cauſes, I grant  [...]o be meere neceſſities, in regard it is neceſſary, that, when every cauſe act [...] to the u [...]moſt of his ſtrength, that muſt, not onely needs come to paſſe, but come to paſſe neceſſarily, which, the concurrence of ſeverall forces produceth, and muſt need [...] appear in the cauſes▪ to any that comprehends the force of them all) bu [...] ▪ that this act of his ends, in determining the motives which preſent them [...]elves to ſuch cauſes; Which act is conſiſtent with an other act, whereby he m [...]intaines the cauſe in an ability of doing or not doing that which it is mo­v [...]d to do. But that, comprehending the inclinations thereof, and the force o [...] the motives which it is preſented with, he comprehends thereby, that it will proceed to act, though comprehending, that it might doe other­wi [...]e, ſh [...]uld it regard thoſe appearances, which either habitually it hath, or actu [...]lly  [...]t  [...]ght to have. Now I confeſſe againe, it is hard for me to show, how it ought actually to have thoſe appearances which habitually it hath: But, ſeeing tha [...], ſuppoſing this, I ſhow evidently, how the providence of God i [...] unce [...]eaſib [...] ▪ the will remaining free, and the effects thereof contingent; I will rath [...]r con [...]eſſe, that I cannot ſhew, where their freedome might or ought to move when it does not, then deſtroy the ground of all Chriſtianity. Thus much is evident, ſuppoſing my ſaying; that, the certainty of the event includes the ſuppoſition of the will acting freely, & therefore infers no neceſſity antecedent to it, the knowledge upon which providence decrees, foreſeeing that it will freely proceed being ſo moved.

CHAP. XXV. The grounds of the difference between ſufficient and effectuall. How naturall occa­ſions, conduce to ſupernaturall actions, The inſufficience of Janſenius his doctrine. Of ſufficient grace under the Law of Moſes and Nature.
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ANd now I ſhall not uſe many words, to declare what it is, that makes thoſe helps of grace, which of themſelves are ſufficient, effectuall. For▪ if all particulars are contayned in their generalls, that which is ſaid of all the works of providence muſt hold in thoſe helps of ſupernaturall grace, whereby it conducteth to the happineſſe of the world to come. And▪ therefore the effica­cy of Gods grace, (taking efficacy to imply the effect) conſiſts in the order which providence uſeth, that the motives of Chriſtianity, (whether to imbrace or performe the profeſſion of it,) be preſented in ſuch circumſtances, as may render them accepted of the will, to whoſe judgement, for the pre [...]ent, they ſo appeare. So that, the ſame for nature and kind▪ prove effectall to one, which to an other prove void and fruſtrate. For, it is manifeſt, that thoſe helps are the grace of Chriſt, even, as they are ſufficient, and ſuppoſing them not to take ef­fect. And, it ought to be manifeſt, that the circumſtances in which they are preſent to every particular perſon, are brought to paſſe, by the conduct of Gods ſpirit which filleth the world, and attaineth from the beginning to the end of all things which come to paſſe. And this ſpirit, and the coming there­of being purchaſed by our Lord Chriſt, and granted in conſideration of his obe­dience, it is eaſy to bee ſeen, how it is the grace of Chriſt, not onely as ſuf­ficient, but alſo as effectuall.
This reſolution then, preſuppoſeth two things, as proved, Chap. XVIII. The firſt; That the preaching of the Goſpell is the grace of Chriſt: That is to ſay; A Grace granted by God in conſideration of Chriſts merits and ſuffe­rings. The ſecond; That the grace of Chriſt attaineth and reacheth the ve­ry effect of converſion and new obedience, and reſteth not in having inabled man to doe it of himſelfe, without the influence of it. To make this part of faith better to be underſtood among believers, better to be maintained againſt unbelievers, that which this reſolution advanceth is this; That the Grace of the H. Ghoſt, purchaſed by the humiliation of Chriſt, and by his exaltation obtained, as it is the meanes which God hath provided for the publiſhing of his Goſpell, to the conviction of all who underſtand it, that they ought to ſub­mit to the faith, and live according to it▪ ſo it is the meanes to make it effectuall to the converſion of the Nations to Chriſtianity, & that converſion effectuall in their lives and converſations, by preſenting the reaſons and grounds there­of, (being of themſelves ſufficient for the worke) to every mans conſiderati­on▪ in thoſe circumſtances, procured by the providence of God which it execu­teth, in which, his wiſdome  [...]oreſaw that they would tak [...] effect, and become to the purpoſe. And truly, when our Lord ſaith Iohn XVI. 8, 9, 10. And, when he cometh he will convict the world of ſin, of righteouſneſſe & of judgement Of ſin becauſe they believe not in mee: Of judgement, becauſe the prince of this world is condemned; we muſt underſtand, that the H. Ghoſt convinced the world of ſin, becauſe thoſe miracles which the Apoſtles did by the holy Ghoſt, con­vincing the world that they ſpoke the word of God ſhewed the world▪ that they were under ſin, and liable to Gods wrath, if they became not Chriſtians: And that he convinced the world of Judgement, becauſe the Prince of theis world is condemned, by the converſion of thoſe who forefook him to become Chriſtians. Therefore S, Steven upbraideth the Jews, ſaying; Ye ſtiſnecked and uncircum­ciſed[Page]in hearts and eares, ye do alwaies reſiſt the Holy Ghoſt, even you alſo, as did your fathers, Acts VII. 51. Becauſe, being convicted by the Holy Ghoſt which ſpoke in him, that he ſpoke from God, nevertheleſſe, they ſubmit not to his me­ſſage. Therefore our Lord Mark III. 28. 29, 30, All ſins ſhall be forgiven the ſons of men, and blaſphemies which they ſhall blaſpheme: But whoſo ſhall blaſpheme againſt the Holy Ghost hath no remiſſion for ever, but is liable to ever­laſting damnation; Becauſe they ſaid, he hath an unclean ſpirit▪ which you have againe Math. XII. 31, 32. Luke XII. 10. Becauſe, being convicted that our Lord ſpoke & did his miracles by the Holy Ghoſt, they blaſphemed, ſaying, that he ſpoke and did them by an uncleane ſpirit. For, theſe words and theſe workes are the meanes by which our Lord accompliſhed  [...]his promiſe Iohn XIV. 23. If any man love me he will keep my word, and my Father will love him, and we will come to him, and abide with him. For before the condition; If any man love me; be fulfilled, the caſe is that which our Lord expreſſeth Apoc. III. 20. Behold, I ſtand at the dore and knock. And if any man heare my voice and open the dore, I will come in to him and ſup with him, &  [...]e with me. But, being fulfilled, the words of our Lord take place. Iohn XVI. 15, 16, 17. If yee love me ye will keep my commandements. And I will aſke the Father, and he will give you an other Advocate, to abide with you for ever; even the ſpirit of truth, which the world cannot receive, becauſe they  [...]ee it not, nor know it, but you know it, becauſe it abideth with you, and is in you. For, ſeeing it is manifeſt by the premiſes, that the undertaking of Chriſtianity is the condition upon which the Holy Ghoſt is granted as a gift to abide with Chriſtians; the preaching of Chriſti­anity, that is, the propoſing of thoſe reaſons which God by his word hath ſhewed us, why wee ſhould be Chriſtians, is the knocking of our Lord Chriſt by the ſpirit, at the dore of the heart, that he may enter and dwell in us by the ſame ſpirit, according to the words of S. Paul. 2. Cor. II. 16. For ye are the Temple of the living God, as God hath ſaid; To wit, I will dwell and con­verſe among them, and will be their God, and they ſhall be my people. That which ſome Philoſophers ſay of the naturall generation of man; That the ſoule frames its owne dwelling; being fulfilled in the worke of generation by grace, when the Holy Ghoſt, by his actuall aſſiſtance, frameth the man to be fit for the habituall gift, of the Holy Ghoſt, by becoming a true Chriſtian. If then we believe, that the Holy Ghoſt was given by God, and obtained by Chriſt, as well to make the Goſpell effectuall, as to move the Apoſtles to preach it; there can no doubt remaine, that the preaching of the Goſpell, that is to ſay, the meanes which the Holy Ghoſt provideth to make it either ſufficient or e­ffectual to convince the world of it▪ is the inſtrument, whereby he frameth him­ſelf that inviſible houſe of true believers in which he dwelleth. And therefore, the meanes whereby Gods grace becomes effectuall to thoſe who imbrace it, is the ſame that renders it ſufficient for thoſe who refuſe it; the difference lying as well in the diſpoſition which it meets with, (for which the man is accounta­ble) as in the ſpirit of God that preſenteth it, which renders God the praiſe when it takes effect▪ and leaves men accountable when it does not. If this rea­ſon had been in conſideration with Socinus, (and perhaps with Pelagius,) he would have found it neceſſary, acknowledging (as all that read the Scriptures muſt needs acknowledge that which they find ſo frequent and ſo cleare in the Scriptures) that the habituall gift of the Holy Ghoſt is granted to inable thoſe who undertake Chriſtianity to performe it; to acknowledge alſo, that the actuall help of it is neceſſary, to make the motives of Chriſtianity effectuall to ſubd [...]e men to it. And by conſequence, that the coming of the ſecond Adam was neceſſary to reſtore the breach which the firſt had made, ſeeing it was not to be repaired without the ſame.
Nor is it to be marveled at, that naturall meanes, conducted by the grace of Chriſt, ſhould produce ſupernaturall effects, ſuch as I have ſhewed the o­bedienc [...] of Chriſtianity to be, which, ſuppoſing the Covenant of grace, and freedome of mans will, cannot be otherwiſe; The reaſons which appeare to the underſtanding, and move the will, to act contrary to the inclination [Page] of originall concup [...]ſcence, in profeſſing Chriſtianity and living according to the ſame, being ſufficient to convict it to give ſentence, that ſo the man ought to doe; And, the circumſtances, in which the ſpirit of Chriſt conducteth theſe motives to the heart which it knocketh at by their means being able to re­preſent them valuable, to take effect with him, who is moved to the contrary by his originall concupiſcence▪ And though meanes naturall, becauſe they▪ move a man to proceed according to right reaſon, which nature requires him to doe; yet, as they are brought to paſſe and conducted by a ſupernaturall cauſe, nothing hinders the effect to be ſupernaturall, in ſuch▪ a nature, as is by them made capable of acting above nature. I do much approve the diſcourſe of ſome, that have indeavoured to ſhew how this comes to paſſe, thus; ſuppo­ſing the covenant of the Law to be the renewing of that which was made with Adam in Paradiſe, for the maintaining of him in the happneſſe of his naturall life: Which we may ſuppoſe, though we ſuppoſe not, that God covenanted not with him at all for the life to come. For, the diſpenſation of thoſe bleſſings of this life, which the covenant of nature, limited by Moſes Law to the happineſſe of the land of promiſe, tendreth, may well be the advantage which God taketh, to make the covenant of Grace acceptable, eſpecially to thoſe, who, by Gods bleſſing, failing of the bleſſings of the firſt covenant, &, by that meanes becoming out of love with this preſent worl [...], mee [...] with the Covenant of Grace, in ſuch a diſpoſition, as may render it acceptable. For, ſo long as things goe well with men in this world, it ſeemes ha [...]ſh, to require them to takeup the Croſſe of Chriſt, that they may obtain the world to come, But, when the comforts of this world faile, it is no marvell, if any condition that tenders hope in the world to come be welcome If it be ſaid that this renders the grace of Chriſt effectuall onely to the poore, and men o [...] meane condition in the world, who have cauſe to be weary of their eſt [...]te in it; It is anſwered, that it is no marvell, if the meanes that makes the grace of Chriſt effectuall, addreſſe it ſelfe eſpecially to that eſtate o men▪ in which our Lord Chriſt, to whom they ſo become conformable, appeared in the world. And, for that very reaſon; to figure that eſt [...]te of mind which the Goſpell requires; the people of  [...]ſraell were, by Gods Law, left un [...]u [...]niſhed of many helps of po­licy and force, by which other nations maintain themſelves free from ſerv [...]tude, that they might remaine obliged to depend upon G [...]d [...] immediate aſſiſtance & providence. But it is to be ſaid further; That, the greateſt eſtates of the world being ſubject to the greateſt croſſes, through want of ſucceſſe, and thoſe great changes to which they are liable; this way of preparation to the kingdome of heaven can no way ſeeme wanting to any eſtate, when a begger is ſeen, no leſſe to do [...]e upon this world, then an uncleane perſon is ſeen to do [...]e up­on that whore by whom he is abuſed. It is moreover to be ſaid▪ That, the remembrance of death which muſt, and the inconſtancy of this world, which may deprive us of all the benefits thereof, being, by Gods judgement, the pu­niſhment of ſin, ſoures all the content of them that drench themſelves deepeſt in the pleaſures of this life, and gives them juſt cauſe to forſake them all in caſe they ſtand not with the hope of the world to come: And the very injoying of them, (being injoyed with that conſcience which all Ch [...]ſtians have, of Gods providence, and the ſenſe of his hand from whence they come, is reaſonably an advantage to thoſe who injoy the beſt ſucceſſe that can be expreſſ [...]d in the courſe of this world, both to become thankfull to God for it, and alſo, to pre­fer  [...]ernity before it. Whereby it may appeare, that the courſe of this world, diſpoſed by God upon the terms of the covenant of nature containes  [...] it thoſe opportunities and advantages▪ which the act of Gods providence by the grace of Chriſt, knowes eaſily how to mak [...] effectuall, to the ſupernaturall purpo­ſes of it.
This is the place for the reſt of that which I am to ſay of the opinion of Janſe­nius, ſetling the efficacy of ſaving grace upon other grounds then thoſe which I uſe. The ground of it ſeems to ſtand upon the obſervation of S. Auguſtin de corrept. & gratia, Chap. XI, XII. Diſtinguiſhing between the help of grace, [Page] without which the worke of grace is not don, & that by which it is don, auxili­um ſine quo non, and auxilium quo; and comparing the grace of Chriſt, which cometh to effect notwithſtanding originall concupiſcence, with the grace given Adam, which might have come to effect, had he pleaſed, but came not not­withſtanding his innocen [...]e; as more powerfull in our weakeneſſe, then that in his ſtrength. For, hereupon, he will have the grace of Chriſt to be onely that which takes effect; confining that help without which the worke of grace cannot be don, to the ſtate of innocence, as ou [...] of date now under o [...]iginall ſin. So that▪ the freedome of the will is ſo far from being r [...]quiſite to  [...]he effects  [...]hereof, that it hath no being but b [...] the meanes of it, conſiſting, in that free love of that which God commandeth, becauſe he commandeth it, which it inſpireth. As on the other ſide, the coun [...]erfeit of it, in them that ſin without reluctation, b [...]cauſe free from righteouſneſſe, is nothing but the free l [...]ve of ſin, for the ſa [...]isfaction of concupiſcence. It is therefore, in his opinion, impertinent, how neceſſarily the grace of Chriſt determineth the wil to imbrace the true good; ſeeing it is the love of it, & the delight in it, which grace worketh in the w [...]ll, that determines it, willingly and freely to imbrace it. To t [...]ke the more diſtinct view of this plea, let us put the caſe in him, who, running full ſpeed in a courſe of ſin, is ca [...]led by the preaching of the Goſpell to become a Chriſtian: Or, to the ſame purpoſe, in him who, being a Chriſtian, and run­n [...]ng the ſame race, is ſummoned by his profeſſion, and the grounds thereof▪ to re [...]urne to it. In this caſe, can any man imagine, that the reaſons which move us all to be Chriſtians ſh [...]uld raiſe no love of true good, no diſlike to ſin, no feare of vengeance, no deſire of everlaſting hap [...]i [...]eſſe, in him that conſiders them as they deſerve? Eſpecially being managed by the ſpirit of God which knocketh at the dore of the heart by that meanes. Or can any man queſtion, as it is  [...]he feare of vengeance that beginneth, ſo it is the love of good for Gods ſ [...]ke that con [...]ummateth the reſolution of becoming a true Chriſti [...]? But, the qu [...]ſt [...]n being put about changing the chief end of a mans whole life and doings, can it be ſuppoſed, that any man is prevented with ſuch a delight in true goo [...]neſſe, as i [...]ſt [...]ntly to abandon the luſt, which his b [...]ſ [...]neſſe hath been hi­therto to ſatisfie, without demurre or regret? I doubt not that God can immediatly cr [...]a [...]e in any man that appearance of true good▪ that ſhall with­out debate or looking back, tranſport him to the proſecution of it: That, not­withſtanding the Covenant of grace, he may doe it; Which, though a rule to his ord [...]n [...]ry proceeding, is no Law to his Soveraigne perogative. But, him that is thus ſ [...]ved, though ſ [...]ved by grace, yet, we cannot count to be ſaved by the Covenant of grace; Which propoſeth a reward to them, who are led by motives thereof, notwithſtanding the difficulties to the contrary; though im­plying the worke of grace in him that overcometh. And, this no man more c [...]ear [...]ly acknowledgeth then Janſenius de gratia Chriſti VIII. 2. where  [...] con [...]eſſeth that the predetermination of the will by the grace of Chriſt is not indefeaſible, but onely when it overcom [...]s; as Gods predetermination, ac­cording to the Dominicans, is. For, by this difference (wh [...]ch in ſtati [...]g of this o­pinion, I have not neglected afore) the efficacy thereof cannot be attribu [...]ed to  [...]e  [...]a [...]ure of that help which overcometh, a [...] of an other kind then that which p [...]oveth fruſtrate. And therefore, notwithſtanding that large and ela­borat work of his, he hath left us to inquire further, whence the efficacy of it proceedeth; As having, in effect, onely reſolved us, wherein the efficacy of Gr [...]ce conſiſteth in the nature of the formall cauſe; Not from whence it pro­ceed [...]th, in the nature of the effective cauſe, which the queſtion, indeed, deman­d [...]th.
And truly, the very conſideration premiſed; That, as freedome from ſin co [...]ſiſts in the determination of the will to righteouſneſſe, which the Grace of Chr [...]ſt effecteth; ſo, freedome from righteouſneſſe, in the determination of it to ſin, which it acteth; In [...]orceth an other kind of freedome, common to both eſtates, not importing praiſe or diſpraiſe, but a capacity of either, by do­ing that which no neceſſity determineth a man to doe. And therefore, that, [Page] though the grace of Chriſts Croſſe be the medecine, yet, till it be freely taken, it worketh not the cure. This is that freedome from neceſſity, by the preſent condition of our nature, the uſe whereof produceth the other freedome from bondage, either to ſin or righteouſneſſe▪ Not that this ſtate of proficience re­quires actual indifference, which ſuppoſeth ſo great an inclination & biaſſe as that of inbred concupiſcence, Not determining the will to any action or object, but the acts thereof to thoſe taints, which the want of a due end, & right reaſon (and therefore of juſt meaſure) in a mans deſire, neceſſarily inferreth. But becauſe, in paſſing from the bondage of ſin to the love of righteouſneſſe, it is neceſſary, that a man, go through an inſtance of indifference, wherein his reſolution ſhall balance, betweene the love of true good and that which is counterfeit. It is therefore to be acknowledged, that, in the ſtate of innocence, there had needed no other helpe then the knowledge of Gods will, to inable men to performe whatſoever he ſhould require; (Of the ſpheare of nature, ſuppoſing Adam inſtituted and called, onely to the uprightneſſe and hap­pineſſe, of this life; or ſupernaturall, ſuppoſing him inſtituted and called to the world to come) For, where no immoderate inclination of the ſenſuall appetite created any difficulty, what ſhould hinder the proſecution of a reaſon ſo un­queſtionable as the will of God is? But, is not therefore the knowledge of Gods will revealed by the goſpell, under reaſons convincing man of his ob­ligation to doe it, upon the account of his utter miſery or perfect happineſſe, the grace of Chriſt? Knowing, by the ſcriptures alleged before, that the means of it are purchaſed by his croſſe, & that where the reaſon is ſo convinced, there cannot want motives ſufficient to incline the will to make choice. Not, that I think thoſe reaſons, not being neceſſary but onely ſufficient, would take place, were they not managed by Gods ſpirit; Whether for the dificulty of ſupernatural actions, or for the contrary biaſſe of inbred concupiſcence: But be­cauſe, in the nature of a ſufficient helpe, they do actually inable a man to make choice; though, in regard of the difficulties which contrary inclinations create, is is moſt certaine they would prove addle, and void of effect, were they not conducted by the grace of God, which is called effectuall for the event of it. Not that the nature of thoſe helps which prevaile is any other then the nature of thoſe which overcome not, (which I may well affirme, if Janſenius, though to the prejudice of his opinion, can not deny it) but becauſe they are, by the worke of providence, preſented in ſeverall circumſtances, to ſeverall diſpoſiti­ons and inclinations, whether of Gods mere will and pleaſure, as he is Lord of all things, or upon reaſon of reward or puniſhment, in maters wherein he hath declared himſelf by the Covenant of Grace. So that, the ſame reaſons and motives, which, in ſome prove void and fruſtrate, coming to effect, and rea­ching and attaining to the very doing of the work which they inable a man to doe; it cannot  [...]e ſaid, according to this poſition of mine, that God, by the grace of Chriſt, onely inableth to do what he requireth, (the will of man making the difference between him that doth it, and him that doth it not) but the very act, as well as the ability of doing, is duely aſcribed to the worke of Gods Grace, according to the articles agreed by the Church againſt Pe­lagius.
And this not onely under the Goſpell, but even under the Law. For, though I ſhowed you in the firſt book, that the law expreſſely tenders onely the pro­miſe of temporall happineſſe in holding the land of Canaan, for the reward of the outward and carnall obſervations thereof; Yet I ſhowed you alſo, that, in the meane time, there was an other traffick in driving under hand between God and his people, for the happineſſe of the world to come, upon their obedience to his Law, for ſuch reaſons, and to ſuch an end; and with ſuch meaſures as he requireth. Therefore, The Law is ſpirituall according to S. Paul Rom VII. 14. and a grace according to S. Iohn I. 16, 17. When he ſaith; Of his fulneſſe wee have all received, and grace for grace. For, the Law was given by Moſes, but grace and truth came by Jeſus Chriſt. The grace of the Goſpell, inſtead of the grace of the Law. And, S. Paul againe, ſpeaketh of [Page] the things which are granted us by the Goſpell, not in w [...]rds taught by mans wiſdome, but by the Holy Ghoſt, comparing ſpirituall things with ſpirituall things. 1. Cor. II. 13. Signifying, that he taught the Goſpell out of the Law, comparing the ſpirituall things of the Goſpell as ſignified by the Law, to the ſame ſpirituall things as revealed by Chriſt. And againe when he ſaith Rom. I. 17. The righteouſneſſe of God is revealed in the Goſpell, from faith to faith; His meaning is; proceeding to the faith of Chriſt, from that which was un­der the Law. True i [...] is indeed, and I acknowledge, that this ſpirituall ſenſe of the Law, was not to be diſcovered in the Law, nor was diſcovered under it, without the revelation of Gods ſpirit, (that placed it there) to his friends the Prophets, and by them to their diſciples and followers. But, the office of thoſe Prophets being to call the people to the ſpirituall ſervice of God, & obedi­ence to his Law out of love. (which was the intent for which his ſpirit ſtrove with them, as with thoſe before the floud Gen. VI. 2. Whereupon Noe is cal­led the preacher of righteouſneſſe 2. Peter II. 5.) it followes of neceſſity, that there was meanes for them to learne, & to practice true righteouſneſſe, ſeeing they are charged for reſiſting the ſpirit of God calling them to it. S, Steven in the ſeventh of the Acts, inſiſteth not in convincing the Jewes of the truth of Chriſtianity, (ſuppoſing it done by that, which had paſſed,) but inferrs, by all that long ſpeech, clearely this; That, as the Iſraelite refuſed Moſes for a judge between him and the Iſraelite whom he wronged, as the people were rebellious to him in the wilderneſſe, and turned back in their hearts to Egypt, ſo were they to the prophet whom Moſes had foretold: concluding therefore; Ye ſtifnecked and uncircumciſed in hearts and eares, ye doe alwaies reſiſty the Holy Ghoſt, as your fathers, ſo you alſo. Which of the prophets did not your fathers perſecute? Killing thoſe that foretold of the coming of that righteous one, of whom you are now become the traytors and murtherers? And our Lord, when he telleth them, that, by honouring the memories of the Pro­phets, and perſecuting the Prophets and wiſe and Scribes & Apoſtles, whom he was ſending them, they owned themſelves heires of them that killed the Pro­phets Mat. XXIII. 29▪ 37. ſhoweth, that the caſe was the ſame with the Prophets of old, as with himſelfe and his Apoſtles. And whatſoever we read in the old Teſtament, of the grace of God to that people, in granting them his ſpirit, or of their ungraciouſneſſe in reſiſting the ſame▪ ſerves to prove the ſame purpoſe. It is truly ſaid indeed, in rendring the reaſon why our Lord Chriſt came not till towards the later end of the world; that God meant firſt to ſhow the world, that all other meanes which he thought fit to uſe to re­claime man by the fathers▪ and by, and under the Law, were not to purpoſe▪ that the neceſſity of his coming might appeare. But, that this is not to be underſtood, as if God meant to render them inexcuſable by uſing inſufficient meanes, that could not take effect. But, that diſpenſing to thoſe times ſuch meanes of grace, as he found the reaſons upon which his ſecret coun [...]ailes proceed to require, proportionable to the obedience and ſervice which he re­quired then at their hands; He reſerves the full meaſure of them to the co­ming of his Son proportionable to the difficulty of beraing his Croſſe, which he purpoſed, for the condition of thoſe promiſes which he brought. And, the ſame is to be ſaid of the Fathers under the law of nature; Which, if we un­derſtand it to be ſo cailed, as if the light of nature then taught and inabled them to pleaſe God▪ we contradict, not onely the faith hitherto maintained a­gainſt Pelagius, but alſo the appearances in Scripture, of thoſe revelations, of that cpmmerce and in [...]rcourſe with God, whereby, they advanced, to the ſtate of his friends. The book of Iob▪ (to the time whereof we ſee this ſtate luſted) preſenting moſt evident inſtances▪ both of Gods correſpondence with the Godly of the Gentiles, and of Chriſtians, piety in their converſations.
Now, to that ſtate of inocence wherein Adam was created, it muſt needs be a grace o [...] God to make knowne his will, becauſe it cannot be ſuppoſed, that God ſhould imploy his creature in his ſervice and not reward him for doing it, with advantage: But, not as if ſuck knowledg could give him ability, but onely determine the matte [...] of his obedience, who had nothing to hinder the doing [Page] of that, which, commanded by God, muſt needs be for his advantage to do. Since the fall, if reaſons provided by God to convince the underſtanding, to incline the will to that which he purpoſeth for our happineſſe, may and would prove ineffectuall, were they not acted and managed by the holy Ghoſt, Let us not therefore ſo far mi [...]ken the counſaile of God, in providing them, as to im [...]gine the worke is not done by them, becauſe it is his ſpeciall grace that makes them effectuall to purpoſe. The indowments of Adam, how great ſoever th [...]y were, the event ſheweth, that they might faile, and, h [...]d they not failed, it muſt have been aſcribed to God for a greater grace then thoſe indowments; in as much as theſe made him accountable to God, that, would have in [...]itled him to a re­ward. So that, by this account, it will be no marva [...]le, that the grace of Chriſt, which ſaveth us in and through this weakeneſſe of i [...]bred concup [...]ſcence, ſhould be counted greater then that which Adam had in his in [...]ncy. And, the ſame is to be ſaid of the Angels that fell, and thoſe that ſtood. How great ſoever their indowments were, had not the motive whatſoever it was, that prevailed with the one part to depart from God, been preven [...]ed of ta­king effect with the reſt, it might have come to paſſe, as well in all as in ſome. That it did not, what can it be aſcribed to▪ (all being tur [...]ſhed with abilities fully coreſpondent to that which God required at the [...] hands) but ſome diſpenſation of Gods ſecret counſail, being, by no reaſon of his decla­red Juſtice, obliged otherwiſe? Not that the Will of Adam or of Angels was not able to doe what God required, and h [...]d done it, of  [...] ſelfe, without any help added by God; But becauſe▪ ſo g [...]eat is the influence of the ma­kers providence, that the events thereof▪ how juſtly ſoev [...] imputable to the choice of the creature, muſt of neceſſity have their ſprings, in and from the ſecret diſpenſation thereof, not concerning his juſtice.
Seeing then, that, as I ſaid before▪ the opinion of Janſenius, though it gives account wherein the grace of Chriſt formally conſiſteth yet gives no account from whence effectively it proceedeth▪ but, the imm [...]diate w [...]ll of God,  [...]he queſtion demanding, upon what ground, it redounds to mans acc [...]u [...]t; Let them either look about them for a better reaſon, or accept of th [...]s, not a de­ſtr [...]ying that which it ſaith, but to the introducing of that which it ſa [...]eth not. For it is ag [...]eed upon both waies, that it is delight in true goodneſſ for the love of God, that makes the grace of Chriſts Goſpell eff [...]ctual in mens lives and converſations: How by the act of that wil▪ which in others, rejects it,  [...]  [...]ndevour to ſay what the ſcriptures and faith of the Church will allow; But Janſenius his opinion goes no further then that ſo it is, to wit, becauſe love is free, therefore man is fre [...]ly ſaved, howſoever love be brought to paſſe. But, the neceſſity of thoſe actions to which grace determineth, which is antecedent in Janſenius his opinion, (the cauſe which is Gods will being unde [...]eaſible) i [...] in mine onely conſequent, upon ſupoſition of efficacy, which implyes the being of that which comes to effect, grounded upon the foreknowledg of God, which ſup­poſes the free motion of the reaſonable creature. If the advantage be ſuch in reconciling the efficacy of grace with the free will of the creature, in recon­ciling the ſame with Gods foreknowledge and effectuall providence, extending to all good and bad, it will appeare much more. For, had Janſenius done his buſineſſe in the mater of ſupernaturall grace, he had not obliged us much, unleſſe his reſolution were an overture to abate the generall difficulty th [...]t remaines. But, if he ſends us, for that, to the predetermination of God, which is ſaid to be requiſite upon the gene [...]all account of the creature, and the indifference of mans will; he leaves us to ſeeke for a reaſon, how God is not the author of that ſin, which he determineth the will to do, before▪ it determine it ſelfe. If we avoid that, as Doctor Strang▪ whom I ſpoke of before, hath done, by maintayning againſt Doctor Twiſſe, that the will is not determined by God to the actions of ſin; Beſides that he is to give account, why the ſame providence of God, which is generall to all things, ſhould be thought to teach this ſort & not that; (all actions, as append [...]nces of Gods creatures, having the ſame dependence upon God which the prerogative of the firſt cauſe requi eth) we are le [...]t to ſeeke, how that [Page] foreknowledge of God, which directeth his providence, comes informed of the truth of future contingencies. For, if wee maintaine, that the wiſdome of God, comprehending the inclinations of his creatures, and all thoſe conſi­derations, which outward occurrences, or inward appearances ſhall preſent or not preſent them with, to determine their choice, cannot thereby cetaine­ly diſcerne what will come to paſſe: (as Doctor Strang maintaines, that ſo, there cannot be in God any certtine knowledge of future conditionalls) I leave to them that ſhall peruſe this writing, what ſatisfaction it is posſible for him to give, in the poſſibility of foreknowing future contingencies. For, to ſay, that they may be  [...]oreſeen in the deceite of permitting them, is to ſay, that, that which may be otherwiſe may be certainely foreſeen, by certainly know­ing that there is nothing, to hinder it.
It remaines, that I ſay, what is to be thought of that propoſition which ſome of the School. Doctors holdforth, That, to ſuch as do what is in them to doe by their naturall abilities, God gives grace: facient [...]bus quod in ſe eſt ex vi ibu na­tur [...] Deus largitur gratiam; Becauſe it ſeems to follow upon  [...]uppoſition of that which I have maintained; That the unregenerate are, notwithſtanding originall concupiſcence, able to do things that are good for a right end, though not out of a reſolution to doe all for the right end of all, which is, God and his ſervice. For hence it ſeemeth to be inferred, that thoſe who live in civill righ­teouſneſſe, for honeſties ſake (and not for their particular advantage, inconſi­ſtent with the generall good of mankind,) d [...]ſer [...]ve that God ſhould  [...]end you thoſe helps of grace, which are immediately ſufficient to ſave them by the Cove­nant of grace▪ But it is manifeſt, that the propoſition may be underſtood in two ſenſes; One in point of Fact▪ the other of right; Theone making the propoſition univerſal, the other particular; The one importing that God may, t [...]e other that God muſt give thoſe helps of grace, that are immediately ſufficient▪ to them that live well according to the light of nature; there being a vaſt difference, between Gods giving the helps of grace that are immediately ſufficient, to them whom he conſiders to have done ſuch things as the light of nature juſtifies; And, his giving them becauſe of the ſame, as obliged ſo to reward them. For, the one leaves thoſe ſufficient helps, gifts of Gods grace by Chriſt, the other renders them rewards of mens works, not ſubject to Gods bounty, being prevented with the obligation of juſtice; and therefore eſtabliſhes that opinion of meritum de congruo, which had much vogue in the Schooles, and ſuppoſeth not, but inferreth the Covenant of grace, and therefore deſtroyes it, as verifying the effects thereof into thoſe works of man, that oblige God to grant thoſe helps, which the Goſpell, pretending to be ſet on foot by Gods free grace in Chriſt, tendreth. Certainly, admitting that which hath been pro­ved, that the preaching of the goſpell is granted in conſideration of the merits and ſufferings of Chriſt; it cannot by any meanes be maintayned, that any works of meere nature can oblige God to ſend the meanes of knowing the Goſpell, and conviction of the truth of it, without granting by conſequence, that the very coming of Chriſt, whereof theſe meanes are the conſequence, muſt be imputed to the works of thoſe, who, in the ſtate of corrupt nature, have ob­liged God to ſend them the knowledge of Chriſt: Which they could not have had, had not the coming of Chriſt been fi [...]ſt provided: Which, by this reaſon, muſt have been, in conſideration of the originall merit of their works. I ſay, the originall merit of their works, becauſe, in this caſe there could be no conſideration of Gods promiſe made out of free grace, as the ground of thoſe bleſſings, which God, thereby, ties himſelfe to beſtow, upon condition of doing that which his Covenant requires, though otherwiſe, infinitely ex­ceeding the value of the condition, which he requireth. For, here it is evi­dent, that the free grace of God, which tenders the promiſe upon the conditi­on is the originall ground of all the claime, that, any that is qualified can make to the promiſe. But, ſuppoſing the workes of corrupt nature to oblige God to give his Goſpell, it is no more his free grace, but the originall merit of thoſe workes, to which all the grace of it muſt be imputed. Which▪ as it directly falls into the prime article of Pelagius his hereſy, that grace is given according [Page]to merit, and, that it is not given to every act, being prevented by thoſe acts in conſideration whereof this opinion ſuppoſes it to be granted; So, by conſe­quence, it makes the publication of the Goſpell to be no grace of Chriſt, but the reward of mans merit, which is the true conſequence of Pelagius his po­ſition. For though, being preſſed with thoſe ſcriptures, in which the grace of Chriſt is ſo clearely preached, that nothing but impudence could deny it, he granted, that the preaching of the Goſpell is as much of Gods free grace as the light of nature by which theſe workes are done; yet in very deed he o [...]erthrewe his owne ſaying, (that is, gave the Church an undefeaſible advantage againſt himſelfe,) by granting it; His hereſy being no waies tenable, without maintain­ing, the very preaching of the Goſpell to be the purchace of mans merit, and Chriſt himſelfe, the ſubject of the Goſpell, by conſequence. And thus, the hereſy of Pelagius becomes that very opinion which S. Paul writes againſt, as often as he diſputes, that a man is juſtified by grace and not by works; One­ly with this difference, that, when he writes againſt the Jewes▪ arguing that a man is not juſtified by the works of the Law but by faith, his meaning is; that the righteouſneſſe of the Jewes turned Chriſtians is not to be aſcribed to the outward obſervation of Moſes Law, but to the Covenant of grace▪ But when he wriets to the gentiles; That they attained not the promiſes of the Goſpell by the works which they had don before they heard of it, but by the meere grace of God that ſent our Lord Chriſt to bring it. But, if any man in­ſiſt, that nothing hinders him to ſuppoſe the Goſpell already ſet on foot, and thereupon to ſay and hold; That, by the uſe of corrupt nature▪ God may be obliged to ſend the knowledg of it; The inſufficience of the plea will be evi­dent enough. For, thoſe works of morall honeſty which corrupt nature is able to doe, not ſerving to diſcharge the obligation thereof to God, in thoſe par­ticular occaſions upon which they become due, becauſe they are void of any, whether habituall or actuall, ▪intent of that end which they ought to aime at; It were ridiculous, to tye God to grant the effects of his free grace, in ſending our Lord Chriſt, to thoſe that are leſſe ſinners then others. And conſi [...]ering that which is viſible in point of fact, it wil be impoſible to reduce thoſe things which appear in the propagating and maintaining of Chriſtianity through the world, to any difference of works done before the knowledg thereof, as the reaſon of Gods diſpenſing of it.
Which may alſo be ſaid of another opinion, that may be, and perhaps is held upon termes not prejudiciall to the faith, as this ſeemes to be; to wit; That God, by declaring the Covenant of Grace, & his inclination to ſave all the world by it, hath tied himſelfe to grant ſuch motions and inſpirations of true good to all men, that, if they neglect them not, but do what corrupt nature ſo pre­vented is able to doe, he ſhall ſtand obliged to ſecond the ſame with means ſuffi­cient to bring them to everlaſting happineſſe. For, the beginning of the worke being acknowledged to require Gods preventing Grace, it cannot be ſaid, that thoſe who are ſuppoſed to be thus ſaved are ſaved by works and not by grace; or that, in their regard, Chriſt is dead in vaine, the ſaid helps being granted in conſideration of Chriſts death. But, though it may without prejudice to chriſtanity be ſaid, that God may diſpenſe the helps of that grace which Chriſts death hath purchaſed, beſides, and without the preaching of the Goſpell, yet can it not be ſaid, during the Goſpell, that any man attaineth the kingdom of heaven, which Chriſtianty promiſeth, but by it. Now, to be ſaved by the Goſpell, requires the profeſſion of the faith, and that, the Sacrament of Baptiſme, at leaſt in reſolu­tion and purpoſe. So that, whether, among thoſe nations where the goſpell is not preached, any man be ſaved by this way, is a thing viſible, & to be tried by examining whom this caſe hath been knowne to have become a Chriſtian. Of which, I aſſure my ſelfe, there will be found ſo few inſtances, of hiſtorical truth, that a diſcreet man will have no pleaſure to introduce a poſition, ſo neerely concerning the intent of Chriſts coming wherof there can ſo little effect ap­pear, For, ſuppoſing inſtances might be alleaged to make the mater queſtio­nable, how farr would they be from rendring a reaſon of that vaſt difference, [Page] that is viſible, between the proceeding of God towards the ſalvation of thoſe that are borne within the Pale of the Church, and thoſe that live and dye without hearing of chriſtianity? The one being ſo prevented with the knowledg of what they are to doe to be ſaved, that they ſhall have much a do ſo to neglect it, as to flatter their own concupiſcence with any color of an excuſe. Whereas, the other, whatſoever conviction we may imagine them to have of one true God, of an account to be made for all that wee doe, of the guilt of ſin which they are under, without the Goſpell; it will be impoſſible to reduce the reaſon of the difficulties they are under, more then the former▪ to an equall deſire in God of ſaving all, together with the difference of mens complyance with the helps of Grace which it produceth. And therefore, conſidering the an­tecedent will of God is not abſolutly Gods will, but with a terme of abatement, reſerving the condition upon which it proceedeth▪ I conceive it requiſite▪ as I have don, to limit the ſignification thereof to thoſe effects which we ſee God being to paſſe by vertue of it. The utmoſt whereof being the prov [...]d [...]ng of means for the preaching of the Goſpell, it is nevertheleſſe no prejudice to it that the Apoſtles are forbidden by the ſp [...]rit to preach in Bithynia or Aſia, Acts XV [...]. 6, 7. not becauſe God would not have them to be ſaved, or, becauſe the Macedoni­ans, by their works, had obliged him to ſet them aſide for their ſakes, who could have provided for both: But for reaſons knowne to himſelfe alone, and, not reducible to any thing that appeares to us. Eſpecially conſidering the c [...]ſe of infants dying before Baptiſme, in whoſe workes, it is manifeſt there can be no ground of difference. For to ſay, that, by the univerſality of that Grace which God declareth by Chriſt, wee are to believe, that, they are all ſaved, as many as live not to tranſgreſſe the Covenant of grace, would be a novelty ne­ver heard of in the Catholike Church of Chriſt, tending to un [...]ermine the foundation of our common ſalvation laid by our Lord  [...]o Nicod [...]mus; Vnl [...]ſſe ye b [...] born againe of water and of the Holy Ghoſt, ye cannot enter into the Kingdome of God For, how ſhould the generall tender of the Goſpell intitle infants to the benefit thereof, becauſe they never tranſgreſſed that in which they were never eſtated. It were in vaine then, to looke about the ſcripture, for exam­ples to juſtifie any part of this poſition. The widow of Sarepta to whom Elias was ſent, Naaman & the Syrian, who was ſent to Eliſeus Cy [...]us whom many ſuppoſed to have worſhipped the onely God, (becauſe in the end of the Chroni­c [...]es and beginning of Eſdras, he ſaith, the God of heaven hath given me all the Kingdoms of the earth; & becauſe the Prophet Eſay makes him a figure of the Meſſias (as the Kings of Gods people were) for the freedom which they attained by his government) the Centurion Cornelius, to whom S. Peter was ſen with the Goſpell, are all of one caſe; which is the caſe of th [...]ſe ſtrangers, who, li­ving in the common-wealth of Iſrael, though not circumciſed, yet wo [...]ſhiped the onely true God, under thoſe lawes, which, the Jews tell us, were delivered by God to Noe, and by him, to all his poſterity: and ſo were capable of tha [...] ſalva­tion, which the Iſraelites had the meanes of under the Law, though themſelves not under it. But neither have we evidence, that their works under the light of nature obliged God, to call them to the priviledg of ſt [...]angers in the h [...] uſe of Iſrael; nor can the workes of Cornelius be taken for the workes of corrupt nature, being in the ſtate of Gods grace which was manifeſted under the Law, and therefore prevented with thoſe meanes of ſalvation, which become neceſſa­ry under the Goſpell, to the ſalvation which it tendreth So far are we from finding in them any argument, of a Law obliging God, to grant them thoſe helps in conſideration of their works don in the ſtate of corrupt nature. And therefore, whatſoever examples we may find of this nature under Chriſtianity, they are to be referred to the free grace of God; which, as ſometimes it may come to thoſe of beſt converſation according to nature, (to whom, the words o [...] our Lord; To him that hath ſhall be given, may be applied without prejudice to Chriſtianity Math. XXV. 19. Luk XIX. 26. So alſo it fails not to call thoſe, who, for their preſent ſtate, are moſt ſtrangers to chriſtianity, that it may appeare, that no Rule ties God, but that free grace, which his own ſecret wiſdom diſpenſeth. [Page] And truly, thoſe good works which corupt nature produceth, neceſſarily de­pend upon thoſe circumſtances, in which Gods pro [...]dence placeth one man and not an other, though both in the ſtate of meere nature: So that the one ſhall not be able to do that which is reaſonable, without overcoming thoſe difficulties, to which the other is not lyable. In which regard it hath been ſaid, that the Heroick acts of the He [...]hen may be attributed to the ſpirit of God mo­ving them, though, not as granted in conſideration of Chriſt, but as conducting the who [...]e worke of providence. So little cauſe there is to imagine, that the conſideration of them ſhould oblige God to grant thoſe helps of grace, the ground whereof is the obedience of Chriſt, and the end, the happineſſe of the world to come.

CHAP. XXVI. Predeſtination to grace abſolute, to glory reſpective: Purpoſe of denying effectuall Grace abſolute, of puniſhing reſpective. The end, to which God predeſtinates, is not the end for which he predeſtinates. Grace the reward of the right uſe of Grace. How much of the queſtion the Goſpell determines not. That our indea­vours are ingaged no leſſe, then if predeſtination were not, it determineth. Of the Tradition of the Church; and of Semipelagians, Predeſtinatians and Arminians.
I Am now come to the upſhot of the controverſy concerning the covenant of grace, and free will, in imbraceing and performing of the covenant of grace, which is the diſpute about Gods predeſtination, whether it proceeds upon the abſolute will of God, or, in conſideration of mans being qualified as the goſpel requires, Which, though of it ſelfe never ſo intricate, the premiſes being ſup­poſed, muſt of neceſſity be thus reſolved; That, predeſtination being the ap­pointment of grace and glory, as reprobation on the other ſide the decree of not giving effectuall grace, and of condemning to paine▪ the appointment of glory and miſery cannot be abſolute, but, the appointment to actuall grace and perſeverance or not, nec [...]ſſarily is. The reaſon, ſuppoſing the premiſes, is not liable to be contradicted in either part of it; For, it cannot ſtand with the wiſdome and truth of God, to execute his counſailes upon other reaſons, and in other conſiderations, then, from everlaſting he purpoſed to do. There­fore, for what reaſon, and in what conſideration, God ſhall in due time give life and death to them whom he ſhall give it to, for the ſame reaſon he did reſolve to give it from everlaſting. But nothing is more evident in Chriſtia­nity then this; that God at the laſt day, ſhall give ſentence of life and death, according as men ſhall be found to have behaved themſelves as Chriſtians or not. And, all that I have premiſed, to manifeſt the condition of the Cove­nant of grace, makes good the ſame. For, the ſtate of life or death cannot be­come any mans owne upon other termes, then, the right and title to it becomes his; Therefore God, from everlaſting, determined to give life o [...] death to every man, in conſideration of his being found qualified for this or for that, accor­ding  [...]o thoſe termes which the covenant of grace propoſeth. On the other ſide, it being reſolved, that man, as he is borne into the world, is not able to do any thing that can oblige God to grant him thoſe helps of grace, which onely will be effectuall to inable him, to imbrace and goe through with that conditi­on which the goſpell tendreth; It is manifeſt that the reaſon, why he provides effectually, ſufficient helps for ſome, which others have not, why he tenders them to ſome in thoſe circumſtances, in which he knowes they will be effectu­all, to others not, muſt take riſe and begin at his owne free choice, in granting maters of free grace to whom he pleaſeth, and not to others; Though, of [Page] each mans proceeding or not proceeding in the way of Chriſtianity a reaſon is to be given, from the good or bad uſe of thoſe ſufficient helps, which he had been prevented with. For, ſeeing it was in the meere appointment of God, to have cauſed any man to be borne, or after to live, where he ſhould have met with ſufficient helps to convict him of the truth of Chriſtianity and thoſe ſo preſented to him, as he beſt knew they would not be refuſed; there is nothing more manifeſt, then, that it was onely in the meere will of God, that it was appointed ſo as it is and not otherwiſe. But, this is no hinderance, why the ſufficient helps of Gods grace ſhould not proceed from the Will of mans hap­pineſſe in God, though they take no further effect, through mans fau [...]; And, the having or not having of further helps, which God either doth, or might have ſeconded them with, be imputed to the good or bad uſe of thoſe which went afore: Becauſe, it hath been made manifeſt by the premiſes▪ that the end of Gods gifts is the happyneſſe of his creature, though it come not to paſſe. But, the reaſon of the particulars, which he actually beſtowes or refuſes, is to be reſolved into the quality of the perſons that receive them or not; but ſo, that, the order of all depending upon the firſt helps of free grace which every man is prevented with, there is no reaſon to be given for the whole, in the na­ture of a meritorious cauſe.
Againſt the two parts of this reſolution, there are two objections, one a­gainſt each, which, ſo far as we ſhall be able to reſolve, ſo far ſhall we be able to leave the buſineſſe cleare. For, ſeeing that the end is fi [...]ſt deſi [...]ed, and then the meanes; (the reaſon why the meanes are deſired being derived from the deſire of the end, and referred to it) And, that the end of all grace is glory, the end of all the meanes of ſalvation, the ſalvation intended by it; It ſeemes, that Gods predeſtination, muſt, of force, appoint ſalvation to them that are to be ſaved in the firſt place, from thence proceeding, to deſigne the way and order, by which, the perſon deſigned to it may be induced, of his owne free choice to accept the meanes of it. This ſlight miſtake ſeemes to have been the occaſion of many horrible imaginations, which, even Chriſtian divines have had, of Gods deſigne from evarlaſting, to create the moſt part of men, on purpoſe to glo [...]fie himſelfe by condemning them to everlaſting torments, though, in conſideration of the ſins which they ſhal have don: That which had been granted, in Gods predeſtination to life, upon this miſtake, ſeeming ne­ceſſarily to extend it ſelfe to his reprobation, ſignifying the decree of con­demning to everlaſting torments. But, the miſtake is, that the end of the crea­ture, by Gods appointment, is taken for Gods end; Which, though it be his end becauſe he appointeth it for his creature, yet it is not any end that he ſeeks for himſelfe. The reaſon is ſo punctually laid downe in the premiſes, that it can be but repeated here; That God, being of himſelfe ſufficient for himſelfe, can have no end upon his creature; Becauſe nothing accrues to him, nothing goes from him, whatſoever accrues to his creature or goes from it: And though, God having now reſolved to make the world for himſelfe, that is, for his owne glory, it is neceſſary we ſuppoſe him, to deſigne the go­vernment of it ſo, as it may be a fit meanes, to obtaine that end; yet is it to be much conſidered, that, God having once given a Law to his underſtanding creatures, tendring happineſſe as the reward of abiding by his Law; it can no longer ſtand with that tender, that it ſhould be a fit meanes of Gods glory, to give happyneſſe to his creature, not conſidered as qualified by his law, and therefore, not to reſolve to give it. Whether we conſider the intereſt of Gods juſtice in requiring that Law, it cannot be imagined, that the love of any creature can move him to waive it; Or, whether we conſider his truth in making it good, being once declared, it is manifeſt, that, the thing pro­miſed by it, cannot be appointed by God as the meanes to his glory, not ſup­poſing the condition which it requireth. For, whatſoever may be ſaid of the conſideration of our Lord Chriſt; As it can have no place, till we ſuppoſe his obedience to be in conſideration, when any mans reward is appointed by virtue of that Covenant which he came to treat; So can it not be in conſidera­tion▪ [Page] til we ſuppoſe him to whom the benefit of it is appointed, to be qualified as it requires. And this might have been ſeen by the oppoſite decree of Repro­bation; In which, everlaſting death, appointed as the terme of it, not being capable of bearing the notion of that which God aymes at of it ſelfe, cannot be conſidered as the end; Which might have been argument enough, that, as the death of the reprobate is not, nor can be the meanes, of Gods glory, but as it is intended to puniſh mens forfeits; So neither can the life of the elect be the meanes of Gods glory, but as it is intended to reward their performance.
It is therefore anſwered, that the reward of the Elect, and puniſhment of Reprobate becomes the means of Gods glory, not abſolutely, but in regard that God, having propoſed a Law, by the obaying whereof they might attain happi­neſſe, though requiring ſupernaturall obedience, the one have obſerved it the o­thers not; And, God having propoſed a law which the light of nature inableth all to obſerve, none have obſerved it. But otherwiſe, that it could no more be the meanes of Gods glory, to appoint life for the Elect, then it could be the meanes for the ſame, to appoint death for the Reprobate. And therefore, that it is neceſſary to the glory of God, that, the good gifts which he beſtow­eth upon his creatures, ſhould all be taken for meanes of their everlaſting hap­pyneſſe, by his appointment. To which purpoſe, we have not a few paſſages of holy Scripture that are very expreſſe. S. Paul tells the Athenians, Acts XVII. 16. That; God made all mankind of one blood, to dwell on the whole face of the earth, determining appointed ſeaſons, and the bounds of their dwel­lings, that they might ſeeke the Lord, if by any means, they might find him gro­ping, though not farr off from every one of us. And ſo thoſe of Lyſtra Acts XIV 16. That; In the by paſt ages, he ſuffered all nations to walke their own waies, though  [...]e left not himſelfe without witneſſe, d [...]ing good, giving raine from heaven and fruitfull ſeaſons, filling our hearts with foode and gladneſſe: For what can this witneſſe meane, if it intend to deſtroy his owne reſolution of damning them? And therefore, ſpeaking to them that condemne the ſins of others, and doe the like; Doſt thou condemne the riches of his patience and long ſuffering ſaith he, not knowing that the goodneſſe of God leadeth to repentance, But, according to thy hardneſſe & impenitent heart, heapeſt up wrath to thy ſelfe, againſt the day of wrath and revelation of the just judgement of God? Rom. XI. 3, 4. Which are the ſame termes that S. Peter uſeth of the impenitent, within the knowledg of Chriſtianity, when he ſaith, 1. Peter III. 9. The Lord is not ſlack of his pro­miſe as ſome men count ſlackneſſe, but is long-ſuffering towards us, not willing that any ſhould periſh, but come to the knowledg of his truth; Which is, in that place, the effectuall acknowledgement of it. As like wiſe ſaith the prophet, to them that caſt off the thoughts of repentance, as, diſpairing of forgiveneſſe, Ezek. XXIII. 2. As he had done before Ez [...]k. XVIII. 22. Theſe exhortations ſignifie nothing, unleſſe we ſuppoſe that it turnes to every mans account, to neglect the meanes▪ upon which they proceed: Which is this; That God on his part, hath done what his goodneſſe and juſtice requires, (though not imme­diately bringing to paſſe that which was immediately ſufficient to the capacity of ſalvation) and therefore requires this at their hands, intending to judge them in caſe they faile, on their part. For, there is none of thoſe gifts but inables a man immediately to doe that which God immediately requires, and therefore condemes him that  [...]eglects to doe that, which he is immediately in­abled to doe. And, th [...]ugh God cannot become obliged, upon mans compli­ance wi [...]h the light of nature, immediately to give ſufficient helps of grace to bring every man to his kingdome, (becauſe of the certaine faileur of mans compliance with them, through the ſervitude of ſin, from which we cannot come free by nature) yet is the ſin for which he is condemned juſtly imputed to his not do [...]ng that, which, by the light of nature he might have done. How much more is the refuſall of ſufficient helps to them, who have neglected the [Page] improvement of thoſe helps which they had, or might have had, to be im­puted to them, who have made themſelves to be refuſed them?
From hence it neceſſarily followes, that thoſe helps, which God followes his own preventing grace with, are granted in conſideration of the good uſe of his preventing graces; Notwithſtanding that nothing hinders the good­neſſe of God, both to overſee thoſe failleures for which he might juſtly have given over thoſe which he had prevented by his grace, and not brought them finally to perſevere; or, to redouble upon them thoſe helps, which, the uſe that they formerly had made of his former graces might juſtly have moved him to refuſe. So, though all Gods gifts to man are granted out of Gods de­ſire of mans happineſſe, (to wit, as the mans end & not as Gods) ſo, the gifts by which it is Purchaſed are granted in conſideration of the right uſe of his for­mer gifts? That in the nature of the finall, this of the meritorious cauſe, though no way obliging God, but by vertue of his owne will to be obliged. And, herewith agrees that of Solomon, Prov. XVI. 4. The Lord hath made all for himſelfe. And alſo the wicked for the day of wrath. For, whether we tranſlate it, with Grotius, for it ſelfe, or, as it uſeth to be tranſlated, him­ſelfe, the conſequence of it will be; That, as the world is, and as things paſſe in it, all that comes to paſſe is by Gods appointment, or for his glory▪ which is all one: Leaving the account by which it may appeare ſo, to be given, from the reſt of the Scripture. But, if we joine both cauſes together, by re­peating for himſelfe in the ſecond; (As to ſay; That God for himſelfe hath appointed the wicked for the day of his wrath) then is the reaſon given how the being of evill is for Gods glory; to wit, by puniſhing them that doe it. Herewith alſo agrees that of S. Paul, far better then it is imagined to do; Rom. VIII. 28, 29, 30. Now we know, that all things worke together for good to them that love God, which are called according to purpoſe. For, whom he fore­knew, thoſe he alſo predeſtinated to become conformable to the image of his Son, that he may be the firſt borne amonge many brethren; But, whom he predeſtinated thoſe he alſo called, and whom he called, thoſe he alſo juſtified, and whom he juſ­tified, thoſe be alſo glorified. The purpoſe, according to which, he deſcribes them to be called, to whoſe good all things conduce, is either the purpoſe of God, or their own; As Barnabas exhorteth them that were converted, to cleave to God with purpoſe of heart Acts XI. 23. For, thoſe that are called are often taken by S. Paul metonymically, for thoſe that have obeyed their calling by God, as Rom. I. 6, 7. 1. Corin.  [...]. 2. 24. Jude 9. Apoc. XVII. 14. and ſo  [...] Epe. IV. 1. And ſo all things conduce to good, for thoſe that not onely are profeſſed Chriſtians, but are ſo from a ſteddy purpoſe of heart. But, though we grant that they are deſcribed by two qualifications, one, that they love God, the other, that thy are predeſtinated to life, (that is, called, out of a purpoſe in God to ſave them) yet they are not predeſtinated by God to become conform­able to the pattern of Chriſt, (which conſiſts in bearing his Croſſe) but as Chri­ſtians▪ And this it is which here S. Paul ſaies they are predeſtinated to, not to life; The predeſtination which he ſpeakes of here, is not of men to be ſaved, but of Chriſtians to beare the Croſſe of Chriſt: whereof he had ſaid a little afore, for the occaſion of this diſcourſe, Rom. VIII. 17, 18. If we be ſons, then alſo  [...]eires: Heires of God, but joint heires with Chriſt, that, if we ſuffer with him, we may alſo be glorified with him. For, I reckon that the ſufferings of this time, are not valuable with the glory that is to be revealed upon us. And, when he calleth them Saints, and, thoſe that love God, and thoſe he foreknew, it is manifeſt, that the foreknowledge which he meaneth is that, whereby, God knew them true Chriſtians from the heart, whom he intends to prove; and therefore appoints them to beare Chriſts Croſſe, that, being juſtified, that is, approved in ſo doing, they may be glorified in Gods purpoſe, and the right and title of their owne eſtate. All this being manifeſt by the propoſition of the Chapter; There is now, therefore, no more condemnation for them that are in Chriſt Jeſus; that live not after the fleſh, but after the ſpirit; Which words plainly deſcribing thoſe that are Chriſtians from a grounded purpoſe of, the heart, of whome the ſequele [Page] of the diſcourſe muſt proceed, manifeſtly demonſtrate, that S. Paul ſpeakes not of Gods predeſtinating any man to be ſaved, but of predeſtinating thoſe whom he knowes to be good Chriſtians to beare Chriſts Croſſe, and ſo to obtaine Gods promiſes: As the ſame S. Paul ſaith, that it was granted of grace to the Philippians, not onely to believe in Chriſt, but to ſuffer for Chriſt, Phi. XI. 26. And hereby it is manifeſt, that ſucceeding graces are beſtowed in conſideration of the right uſe of thoſe that went afore. For, here you ſee, that thoſe, who, being moved by the helps of Gods preventing grace, have ſubmitted themſelves to the profeſſion of Chriſtianity from the heart, are, in conſideration thereof, deſigned by God, to the happy accompliſhment of their courſe. And this is invincibly evidenced, by the promiſe of the H. Ghoſt, tendred by the Goſpel, to thoſe that obey Gods calling, by undertaking to be Chriſtians, for the inabling of them to perſevere in that which t [...]ey under­take. The ſame is expreſt in the words of the Apoſtle, when, having menaced the Hebrew Chriſtians with the expectation of vengeance upon their Apoſtaſy, he thus reſtores them againe, Heb, XI. 9. 10. But, we are perſwaded better things, and that belong to ſalvation, of you, beloved, though we thus ſpeake: For God is not unjuſt, to forget your worke and labour of love which ye ſhowe to his name, miniſtring to the ſaints, as ſtill ye doe. For, it is manifeſt that the Apo­ſtle expects here the ſupply of grace, inabling to perſevere, from the juſtice of God, in conſideration of that which they had done in performance of their Chriſtian profeſſion before.
On the other ſide it may be objected, that, if the whole worke of grace in the life of each Chriſtian be reſolved into the free appointment of God, (in re­gard that thoſe helps which each man is firſt prevented with, cannot be gran­ted in conſideration of any worke of our nature, the reſt depending on thoſe firſt helps) it is to no purpoſe to diſpute, how the freedome of the will takes place in every particular act, each mans finall eſtate being no leſſe determined, then if there were no place for it. Neither availeth it any man, that God appointeth him not to death, or gives him ſufficient helps to bring him to life, ſeeing that, the efficacy of them depending upon his meere will, the ſuffici­ence of them ſerves but to aggravate his ſentence, To this, my anſwer is, that I conceive, I am not to anſwer further then S. Paul hath done; Who, having objected to him ſelfe, in the perſon of the Jewes, thinking much they ſhould not be ſaved by the Law; Why doth God then find fault? For, who hath re­ſiſted his will? Rom. IX. 29. Returnes an anſwer, that denies not, that God might convert the Jewes to Chriſtianity, did he think it fitting: But thus; Nay rather, who art thou O man that diſputeſt with God? Shall the earthen pot ſay to the potter; Why haſt thou made me thus? Hath not the pot­ter power over the clay, to make one veſſell to an honourable uſe, another to a diſhonourable, of the ſame compoſt? What if God, willing to ſhew wrath, and make knowne his power, hath borne with much long ſuffering the veſſels of wrath fit to be deſtroyed? That he might alſo make knowne the riches of his glory, upon veſſels of mercy, us whom he hath called, not onely of the Jewes, but alſo of the Gen­tiles, whom he hath prepared for glory, Where, ſince God forbeares the veſſels of his wrath, with that long ſuffering which, S. Peter ſaies,  [...]leades to repentance, (deſigning to ſhew his wrath the heavyer upon them for neglecting it.) it is manifeſt, that they are not ſaid to be  [...], as if God had fited them for it, as deſigned and made to that diſhonourable uſe, (which is the reaſon why I tranſlated it not as a participle, but as a noune, not fitted for deſtruction, as by God, but fit for destruction, as of themſelves.) And there­fore, that, one and the ſame maſſe of compoſt out of which the potter makes veſſels to contrary uſes, is to be compared with mankind in that eſtate in which the Goſpell finds it, the queſtion being made why ſome obay it and not others, why the Gentiles, rather then the Jewes; and the argument made, that, if Gods grace be the cauſe, then are not they to be blamed that neglect it; And the Apoſtle having premiſed for his ground, that all mankind, being o­vertaken by the Goſpell deſtitute of righteouſneſſe, are to become Chriſtians [Page] that they may obtain it. This being the caſe, it is plaine that the objection is the ſame againſt S. Paul, as againſt the reſolution propoſed. For, as this an­ſwer ſuppoſes, the reaſon why the Gentiles were converted to be Chriſtians, & the Jewes, not, to be reſolved into the will of God; ſo the reſolution here pro­poſed reſolves the reaſon of the true Chriſtianity, and finall perſeverance in it, of thoſe that ſhall be ſaved, into that diſpoſition of motives, reſolving free will, which Gods free grace onely appointeth And, the queſtion is evidently the ſame, if, as one ingredient into the diſpoſition of each mans ſalvation or dam­nation, it be demanded, why God ſuffered man to fall from the ſtate of inno­cence, but procureth that the preaching of the Goſpell arrive at the knowledg of ſome people, and not of others. For, if ſuppoſing ſufficient helps of grace, the reaſon where by they become effectuall is nevertheleſſe reſolved into the im­mediate diſpoſition of God; Then, though we conſider man as not fa [...]e from the ſtate of innocence, and reſolve the reaſon, why God ſhould bring him into that eſtate, in which he foreſaw that he would fall, (intending to pro­pagate his kind under the condition of this lapſed eſtate) we have recourſe to no other reaſon, then that which S. Paul imployed before us.
Where, we may ſee the fault which hath been committed by them, who, to attaine the end of his glory, by the abſolute ſalvation of ſome, and damnati­on of others, no otherwaies qualified then as ſuch perſons; have made the ob­ject of Gods predeſtination to be mankind, not made but to be made, the purpoſe of making mankind, being the next meanes ſubordinate to the attaining of that end, which the firſt decree propoſed to God. For, beſides that this ingages God to procure the fall of man, and the ſins in which the reprobate finally perſevere, no otherwiſe then the grace in which the Elect depart; it makes God to predeſtinate onely a number, and to repro­bate the ſame: there being no other conſideration poſſible to be had upon thoſe, that are ſuppoſed not to be as yet, but onely, that they may be ſo many, as God ſhall appoint of either kind. So that the glory of God, according to this monſtrous imagination, ſhall conſiſt onely in ſaving ſuch a number, and in damning ſuch an other, rather then one more or one leſſe of either ſort. Neither is this inconvenience cured by the poſition of thoſe that have been called Sublapſariaus, by as monſtrous name as the other of Supralapſa­ians; That God, ſeeing mankind Lapſed from the ſtate of innocence, reſolving to ſave ſo many of them, & to damne ſo many, provided to ſend our Lord Chriſt with effectual means to ſave theſe, leaving thoſe, unprovided of ſufficient means) to find their owne ruine. For, ſolong as thoſe that are appointed to be ſa­ved and to be damned are qualified no otherwiſe, then as men found in the common caſe of mans fall, the glory of God is made to conſiſt in damning ſo­many of them and ſaving ſo many rather then one more or one leſſe. For, the originall corruption in which we are borne, though it renders the firſt Adam unrecoverable without the ſecond; yet it leaves every man, in every inſtance, undetermined to evill, till, by his owne choice of evill before good and the habit wh [...]ch accrews by cuſtome, his naturall inclination to it become, ſo determined, that his choice determines without deliberating any more. But, ſuppoſe ſo many abſolutely appointed to life, and ſo many to death, in this e­ſtate; you ſuppoſe them reſpectively determined, though not in particular, what good or what evill they ſhall doe, yet in generall, to ſin and to dye in ſin, or, o [...] the other ſide, to attaine the ſtate of grace and to dye in it; Vnleſſe we thinke, that, God being God, the abſolute appointment of his Providence can  [...]e defeated. Whereas, in making God determine to ſave and to damne thoſe, who are qualified for each, according to the Goſpell: But, to give effectuall meanes of being ſo qualified to the one, which out of his freedome he refutes the others, granting them what he deemes to be ſufficient) we make the glory of God viſible here in the one point, not diſparaging it, if, in the other, it be, for the preſent acknowledged, with Saint Paul, to be inviſible.
For, if there were any other Religion in the World, which could pretend▪ maintaynig the differences between good and bad the providence of God in [Page] all things, and the reward of good and bad in another world, to give further reaſon of the coming in and continuance of evill in the world; there might be ſome pretenſe of prejudice to the priviledg which Chriſtianity clai­meth, in maintayning thoſe principles, from the inability of declareing the reaſons, by which God diſpenſeth the meanes of his effectuall grace. But, there never was any other religion in the world, that could pretend any ſuch thing, The Greekiſh Philoſophers, (who were the Divines of the Gentiles) ſome of them openly profeſſed neceſſity and fate, as the Stoicke, thereby de­ſtroying freedome and contingence, by the conſequence, Religion, and all diffe­rence between good and bad; much more the truth of Chriſtianity, conſi­ſting in a treaty for imbracing good and rejecting bad. Others, ſuppoſing this, either renounced Providence, (and by conſequence the being of God) As Epicurus and his predeceſſors and followers; or at leaſt doubted of it, in which mire, it is more then probable that our maſter Ariſtotle ſticks. If, with Plato and Pythagoras, we ſuppoſe them clearely to acknowledge all this, yet is there a way left, either, by making the materiall cauſe coexiſtent which God from e­verlaſting with Plato; or by preſuppoſing thoſe contrarieties of good and e­vill which Pithagoras imagined to have beene from everlaſting, made, by conſequence, the principles of all that comes to paſſe in the World; to advance ſome other cauſe of good and evill in this world, then mans will under Gods providence. And it is very remarkable, that Epiphanius obſerves, all the Sects of the Gnoſtickes, (whereof he, of all others, hath given us the moſt particulars) proceeded upon a pre­tence, of giving a reaſon for the coming in of evill into the world: To wit, by ſetting up two principles or Gods, one the fountaine of evill, the other, of good. Which, together with the expreſſe teſtimonies of divers others of the Fathers, witneſſing, that they had theire principles from the Greekiſh Philoſo­phers; ſeems to argue, that they took their riſe from a pretenſe of rendring an account of the beginning of evill as well as of good; intimating thereby, that Chriſtianity did not ſufficiently performe it, as not pretending all to be declared, till the generall judgement. And this is the caſe of Marcioniſts & Manichees. For, as for Jewes and Mahumetans, I ſuppoſe, there is no man ſo little read in the difference between them and Chriſtians, as to conceive that they can give account of Gods providence, in the evill which he maintaineth to be in the world, (together with the meanes, by which ſome come to life o­thers to death) If Chriſtians by their profeſſion cannot doe it. Nor is it to be doubted, that the diſpute about free will and providence, (conſequently pre­deſtination, ſo far as the world to come is acknowledged) hath been and in part remaines alive, as well among Gentiles Jewes and Mahumetans, as we ſee it is among Chriſtians. So that we may juſtly inferr, that, ſeeing no other religion, either antecedent to Chriſtianity, or that hath come after it, can pretend that ſatisfaction to this diſpute which Chriſtianity giveth, by the coming in of ſin upon the fall of Adam; that it is no diſparagement to it, not to be able to declare the reaſon of Gods proceeding with particular perſons, in diſpenſing to them the meanes of effectuall grace; when it remaines manifeſt, both, that Chriſtianity goes further in declaring the ſame, then any other Religion can doe, and, that there may juſtly be thoſe reaſons reſerved to God, which he, not­withſtanding the grace which he publiſhes by Chriſt, findeth no cauſe to de­clare.
The anſwer, then, to the objection, conſiſts in this; That, as it is not ne­ceſſary for the maintenance of Chriſtianity, to give account why God diſpoſeth of his effectuall grace as he doth: So is there no opinion able to reconcile it to the freedome of mans will, without the bonds of Chriſtianity, but that which maketh predeſtination to Glory conditionall, to Grace, abſolute. It may be the readers lot, as it hath been mine, to heare an objection caſt forth; That if Gods predeſtination be unmoveable, it is vaine for Chriſtans to indeavour to live as Chriſtians; And the anſwer ſo inſufficient, as to leave more offenſe in his mind, then before it it was made; According to that which is ſome times [Page] ſaid; That unskilfull Conjurers ſome times raiſe a Devil, whom, they can­not lay againe. For, certainely, it ſerves not the turn to ſay; That God, as he hath appointed the end, ſo hath appointed the meanes. For, it is the ſecret will of God, which is alwaies effectuall, that appoints the end. But his revealed will that appoints the meanes, by commanding, comes not alwaies to effect. And therefore, if God have abſolutly appointed the end he that knowes not whether he hath appointed it or not, can have no reaſon to goe about the means till he knew it as abſolutely appointed as the end is. Nor ſervs it the turn to adxe, & to ſay further; That God, as he apointeth the end, ſo, he appointeth alſo the meanes to be freely imployed by man for the attaining it; Which, the opinion of Predetermination may ſay. For, all the incouragement this can give a man to imploy his freedome to any purpoſe, is; That, if God determine him he ſhall freely imploy it, if not, he ſhall freely not imploy it to that purpoſe. Which is to ſay in Engliſh; That his free­dome (being called freedom, but is not) can not be imployed by him, that is incouraged to imploy it. And therefore, it is reaſonable for him to ſay; I ſhall freely doe ſo if God hath appointed it, and freely not do ſo if he have not appointed it. If it be ſaid further, and that according to my opinion, that no event is determined by God, but ſuppoſing mans freewill, and foreſeeing what choice it will make, upon the conſiderations which a man is outwardly or in­wardly moved with; Neither wil this be enough to move a reaſonable mans in­devours, ſuppoſing himſelfe abſolutely predeſtinated to life or to death before. For, that life and death being abſolutely appointed, becomes Gods end (though ſubordinate to a further end of his glory) and not onely the end of the meanes which he provideth for it; A thing, no leſſe deſtructive to the ſupreme Majeſty of God, then to that which I ſaid afore. For, that which God abſo­lutely deſireth, that he ingageth his ſupreme Majeſty to execute and bring to effect; Vnleſſe it can be thought, that a Soveraigne can be ſoveraigne, and not ſtand obliged, & make it his Intereſt, that no deſigne of his be defeated. Which if God do, what availeth it the creature, that the will thereof is free, and the effects of that will are not determined but by the free choice thereof; Whenas, being the will of a creature, and neceſſary proceeding upon con­ſideration of thoſe objects which providence, inwardly or outwardly preſen­teth it with, it is, by a former act of that providence, determined to that, which may and muſt be the meanes of producing that end, which God had deſigned afore. And, upon theſe termes, providence will ſtand ingaged, not to permit but to procure the ſins, upon which the ſentence of eternall death, as the good works, upon which the ſentence of eternall life proceedeth: And, he who knows that whatſoever he doth, though never ſo freely, ſhall certainely bring him at length to that eſtate, which God had appointed for him before he conſidered what he would or would not doe; w [...]at reaſon can he have to imploy the in­devours of his will to doe what God commandeth, for the obtaining or a­voiding of that, which he hath appointed, before any conſideration of his in­deavours? But, abſolute Predeſtination to the firſt helps, that effectually bring a man to the ſtate of Grace, produceth not the like conſequence. For as, ſuppoſing good and bad in the world, and, that the Goſpell is refuſed by ſome and imbraced by others, it is meerely the worke of providence, that a man is borne under the obligation of it or not, and cannot be imputed to any act of his owne; So, he that ſuppoſeth that God hath not appointed him to life or to death, but in conſideration of his own doings, ſhall no leſſe ſtand obli­ged, to follow thoſe ſufficient reaſons of well doing, which Gods ſpirit by the preaching of the Goſpell meetes him with, then if it did not lye in the worke of providence to make them effectuall or not.
As for all the reſt of every man [...] life, that falls between the time that he is ſufficiently convinced that he ought to live and dye a good Chriſtian, and that ſtate of grace or of ſin in which he deceaſeth; It is evident, that the helps of Grace are diſpenſed all along, upon that reaſon of reward or puniſhment, which the covenant of grace eſtabliſheth. For, ſeeing the Holy Ghoſt is pro­miſed, [Page] to aſſiſt all Chriſtians, in the performing of that which they undertake by their Baptiſme; it cannot be imagined that God ſhould deſtitute any chriſtian of helps requiſite of the fulfilling of his Chriſtianity, whoſe profeſſion was not counterfeit from the beginning, (that is, not ſo reall as it ſhould have been) untill he faile of complying with the motions of it. There is, in deed, ſome difference of opinion, according to which, a difference will ariſe in the termes, by which we expreſſe our ſelves in this buſineſſe. There be thoſe in the Church of Rome who hold that a Chriſtian once ſetled in the ſtate of Grace, may, by Gods ordinary grace here, live without even veniall ſin till death. Suppoſing this done, the helps of grace which God asſiſteth ſuch a man with, are the effects of his juſtice which conſiſteth in keeping promiſe; Though, Originally the effects of meere Grace, becauſe it was meere Grace that moved him to make that promiſe. Thoſe that hold abſolute predeſtination to life or to death, and, juſtifying faith to be nothing but the revelation of a mans predeſtination to life; can no more allow, that ſuch a one may fall from the ſtate of Grace, then, that Gods pro­miſe can faile, or Chriſts death be to no purpoſe. So that, not onely the ſins which they doe are to them occaſion of good, (as S. Paul ſaith, that, all things cooperate for good to them that love God. Rom. VIII. 28.) but the permiſſion (which, in that opinion is the procuring) of them is an effect of their predeſtina­tion to life; according to this opinion, alſo, the helps of Geace are the effects of that Juſtice which conſiſteth in keeping, as well as of that grace which was ſeen in making Gods promiſe; though the condition of that promiſe be cleared, in this opinion, at the firſt inſtant that a man believeth, in the other, not till the laſt inſtant that he liveth. Though I have already laid aſide both the ſuppo­ſitions upon which this opinion ſtandeth, yet I ſuppoſe it not refuted as yet, becauſe there muſt be a time on purpoſe, to conſider the arguments, which it pretendeth. But, becauſe one of the contradictions which it involveth is this; that making juſtification to conſiſt in remiſſion of ſins, it alloweth the regene­rate to become guilty of ſin, and yet maintaineth him juſtified at the ſame time; an other contradiction that it involveth muſt needs be this; That, the helps of Grace requiſite to the ſaving of him that is juſtified, (which, as I ſaid afore, according to this opinion, are due to the elect by the juſtice of Gods pro­miſe) are granted of meere grace, to the Juſtifying of him, who, being juſtifyed, is notwithſtanding acknowledged to need remiſſion of ſin. For, to tye God by promiſe, to helpe any man out of ſin, as often as he ſhall pleaſe to fall back into ſin, (who, of Grace, may allow waies freely to do it,) is to make the Goſpel a paſſeport for ſin. And therefore, notwithſtanding this opinion, I ſhall not let to preſume here, (before I have ſpoken to it) that the helps of grace re­quiſite to the recovering of him that is falne from the ſtate of grace come not by the vertue of the promiſe, wherein the Covenant of Grace conſiſteth (the right whereof is forfeited in that caſe) but by vertue of that meere grace which firſt moved God to tender it, though, in conſideration of the merits and ſuffering of our Lord Chriſt which purchaſed it. Whereupon, the truth is, that the helps of grace that are requiſite to maintaine them in the ſtate of grace which have attained it, are due by that juſtice of God, which conſiſteth in keep­ing promiſe. And, though Gods cleare dealing with man requires, that, from the firſt heareing of the Covenant of grace, (that is, from the firſt preaching of the Goſpell; or, from the firſt calling of him that is fallne from the ſtate of grace) a man be inabled to imbrace that which is tendred; yet, that he ſhall e­ffectually imbrace it, will alwaies remaine the effect of meere grace.
So, the gifts of nature, and the death of Chriſt for mankind, are provided by God for the ſalvation of all, not as Gods end but as the end, of the ſaid meanes which he provideth. But, that, by providing the death of Chriſt for the ſalvation of mankind, he obl [...]geth himſelf, to grant them who never heard of Chriſt, inſpirations, and revelations, convicting them that they are to be Chriſtians, as he obligeth the Church to cauſe them to heare of Chriſt, I grant not; (though I find it not to be prejudiciall to the Faith) Becauſe, then muſt [Page] all men be judged by the Goſpell of Chriſt reaſon being ſhowed, that they to whom it is not preached, ſhall be judged by the Law of Nature. And, upon theſe termes, S. Paul may reject the demand, Why God ſhould complaine, ſeeing no man can reſiſt his will, but he may make whomſoever he ſhall pleaſe a good Chriſtian. But, God to have abſolutely appointed all men to life or to death, and ſo, to be ingaged by the intereſt of his Soveraigne Majeſty, not to ſee his deſigne defeated, but to provide the meanes by which he deſigneth to bring his appointment to paſſe; S. Paul might allow the demand, and his Goſpell to have no anſwer for it. And therefore, the compariſon of the potter that fol­lowes, though it hold thus farre; that God indeed makes the veſſels, that come to honour and ſhame in the world to come, by the government of him that made them: yet it holdeth not in this; that Gods glory is intereſted to procure them to be ſaved, that ſhall be ſaved; and them damned that ſhall be damned: as it concerneth the potters trade to be furniſhed, aſwel with veſſels for diſhonourable, as for honourable uſes. Nor wil the inſtance of Pharaoh bear it, according to S. Pauls words. For, had God ſpared Pharaohs life out of a deſigne to bring him to thoſe torments, which, his obſtinacy in refuſing the plagues that ſucceeded ſhould deſerve; he could not be ſaid to beare with much long-ſuffering the veſſells of wrath that are fit to be deſtroyed, though, intending at length to ſhow wrath, and make his power known. The decree then of predeſtination proceeding, partly upon the terms of the goſpell; but, in thoſe things, to which the Goſpell extendeth not, and in thoſe men that ſhall be judged by the law of Nature, upon the Soverainty of God, the reaſons whereof either we cannot un­derſtand, or God will not declare; contayneth all the decrees, whereby the mo­tives, upon which God foreſees a man will imbrace and perſevere in his Chri­ſtianity to the end, or not perſevere to the end, whether he imbrace it or not; or finally, not ſo much as hearing of it, will reſolve for the better or for the worſe, from the beginning of his life to the end of it▪ which our underſtanding neceſſarily diſtinguiſheth, by the objects which they bring to paſſe. The or­der of them is the ſame with the reaſons which the Sripture inableth us to give, for the effects which they produce, either in the nature of the finall or meritorius cauſe; ſpeaking onely of that which comes from Gods declared will, not from his ſecret pleaſure: Which, as it alwaies verifieth his declared will, ſo, extends to that which the other compriſeth not. And, it is as eaſy to com­priſe in the ſame decree, (which is the pure eſſence of God, willing to glorifie it ſelfe by doing that, which it might have glorified it ſelfe by doing otherwiſe) the order of the reaſons, upon which, all mankind comes to that eſtate in which they ſhal continue everlaſtingly in the world to come. Seeing then, all the effects of it fall not under Gods revealed will, there can be no reaſon given for the whole decree, whether reſpective to any man, or to mankind. Seeing there is a reaſon to be given for all that fall under the ſame, in the nature of the finall or the meritorious cauſe; God ſtands as much glorified, man as much obliged to worke out his ſalvation with feare and trembling, as if he knew the bot­tome of Gods ſecret counſaile. And thus the objection is void.
It remaineth, that we conſider the Tradition of the Church, & what it declar­eth concerning the truth of that which I have reſolved, or towards it. Where, we muſt take notice of the Monkes of Adrymetus under Valentine, who received S. Aguſtines doctrine of Gods effectuall grace, and predeſtination to it from e­verlaſting, in ſuch a ſenſe, that they inferred from it, all indeavours of men, all exhortations, reproofes, inſtructions, and prayers to be utterly fruitleſſe and vaine; as tending to that which dependeth upon the meere appoint­ment of God, which cannot be defeated, and without which nothing can ſerve. To rectifie this miſtake, S. Auguſtine lived to write them his book yet extant de correptione & Gratia, wherein he declareth, all that he had ſaid, of the grace of God, and the efficacy thereof, to proceed upon ſuppoſition of free will in man, though inſlaved to ſin by the fall of Adam, from the bondage whereof, the grace of Chriſt, voluntarily though effectually, redeemeth thoſe that are freed by it; whereby (as by the reſt of his writings concerning the grace of [Page] Chriſt againſt Pelagius) he eſtabliſheth two points belonging to the foundati­on of the Chriſtian faith. The firſt, of the freedome of mans will, though not from ſin, ſince the fall of Adam, yet from neceſſity determing the reſolution of it, when, by the treaty which the Goſpell advanceth, it is invited to imbrace Chriſtianity and to live according to it; Which were all a mere nullity, were not any man free to reſolve himſelfe upon it. The ſecond, of the grace of God by Chriſt, which if it may be purchaſed by the indevour of mans free will, then was it not neceſſary to ſend our Lord Chriſt, as the ſecond Adam, to re­paire the breach which the firſt Adam had made; This being the ſum of the Catholike faith in this mater, and the reſt, which is advanced to ſhew how thoſe two points both ſtand true together, belonging to the skill of a Di­vine, not to the faith of a Chriſtian, ſo far, as by maintayning them, men deſtroy the foundation of Chriſtianity on neither ſide. Which, it is no marvail, that ſome things which S. Auguſtin had ſaid, in giving a reaſon hereof, ſeemed to ſome to do; ſeeing, thoſe that accepted of his doctrine in Africk drew from it a conſequence utterly deſtructive to Chriſtianity. I ſpeake of thoſe in the parts of France about Provence and Marſailles, who, inferring from S. Auguſtines ſaying, that in his opinion God makes the farr greater part of men on purpoſe to condemne them to death; ſeemed to mainetaine, the beginning of ſalvation to come from thoſe indeavours of mans will, born as he is, under originall ſin, which God faileth not to ſecond with thoſe helps of Grace which the mater requireth. There is great appearance of that which Janſenius diſputeth ſo eagerly de Haereſi Pelag. VII. 5. & ſ [...]q. that the maine ground of their oppoſition was the decree of predeſtination, which S. Auſtine would have to be abſolute; As being perſwaded, that, thereby, the e­ffects of free will become fatal, in which, that reaſon of reward and puniſh­ment which the Covenant of Grace eſtabliſheth, requires contingence. And herewith, the occaſion which Fauſtus pretendeth, for the writing of his book de Gratia et Libero Arbitrio agreeth. To wit, that a certaine Prieſt called Lucidus is required by him, in the name of a Synod held at Arles, under Leontius, Biſhop, to recant certaine poſitions tending to maintaine the neceſſity of being damned for originall ſin, by the foreknowledg of God, in them for whom Chriſt dyed not, dying onely for ſin. And, this by a letter ſubſcribed by one of the Biſhops. This recantation being made, Fauſtus pretendeth to write, at the intreaty of the Synod, to lay forth their ſenſe and reaſons. But, to have added ſomething upon the decree of an other Synod, held afterwards at Lions True it is indeed, which V [...]ſſius obſerveth Hiſtoriae Pelag. VI. Theſi. XIV, that▪ whereas ſome of them inſiſted on nothing elſe, others proceeded to deny the neceſſity of preventing grace. For, whatſoever we ſay of Caſſian [...], who hath writ to ſeverall purpoſes, in ſeverall places; Fauſtus manifeſtly affirmeth, that, by the act of free will in beginning to believe, a Chriſtian ob­taines the grace of God, which his owne choice preventeth. Which if we under­ſtand the Faith which he ſpeaketh of to ſignifie Chriſtianity, and, the act of believing to conſiſt in becoming a Chriſtian, is nothing elſe but the fundamen­tall faith of Chriſtianity; That the habituall gift of the Holy Ghoſt is gran­ted in conſideration of a mans turning Chriſtian. But, who believes, that the actuall grace of the Holy Ghoſt, whereby the world is converted to be, as well as convicted that it ought to be Chriſtiane, is obtayned by the exaltation, as purchaſed by the humiliation of Chriſt, (which Fauſtus, ſuppoſing the preaching of the Goſpell, being the meanes which it uſeth, no way denyeth) acknowledgeth by conſequence, that act of faith, which preventeth the habi­tuall gift of the Holy Ghoſt, to be prevented by the actuall helps of Grace which the preaching of the Goſpel importeth. And, Janſenius de Haereſi Pelag VIII: 1-9 acknowledgeth, that they had no deſigne to deſtroy the grace of God through Chriſt, as Pelagius had; & therefore did acknowledg, not one­ly the outward preaching of the goſpel, but inward inſpiration to make it effe­ctuall: Onely, that, making the effect of that grace which God appointeth, to de­pend on free wil▪ they fel into the hereſy of Palagius which they deſired to a void
[Page]
Now, Pelagius, indeed, acckowledged that grace which the preaching of the goſpell ſignifyed according to his own opinion, which was falſe. For, not believing that our will is any thing the worſe for Adams fall, he could not allow, that Chriſt hath purchaſed any help to repaire the breach, and to cure the diſeaſe which he had made But, as he could not deny it to be an act of bounty in God, to propoſe the reward of everlaſting life, which is ſupernatu­pall; So he muſt affirme, that it is purchſed by the merre naturall act of free will, without any help of grace, granted of Gods mercy in Chriſt, in con­ſideration of his obedience. And, by this meanes, he brought the death of Chriſt, to no effect; Seeing God might have aſſured the tender of his goſpell to come indeed from him, without it. And ſo the merit of grace, (that is, the reaſon that obliges God to give it) is originally aſcribed to the works of free Will, according to Pelagius; But, according to thoſe who, acknowledging Originall ſin, acknowledg the cure of it by the helpe of grace purchaſed by Chriſt, which the preaching of the goſpell bringeth; not to the intrinſecall value of the workes which freewill alone doth, but to the pro­miſe annexed by God, to the works which freewill, by the help of Grace, pur­chaſed by Chriſt, produceth. It was no marvaile indeed, that they who had overſeen the actuall helps of Grace, ſhould a ſcribe the merit of habituall grace (ſo the language of that time ſpoke) to the act of freewill, in beginning to believe (that is to be a Chriſtian) as not depending upon that operation of grace, which themſelves ſuppoſed, though they overſaw it. But, it were ridiculous to think that he, who, by the preaching of the Goſpel, and the rea­ſons which it letteth forth, why men are to be Chriſtians, is effectually moved to become a Chriſtian, is not to impute his being ſo, to that grace which pre­venteth him with thoſe reaſons. How much more, when thoſe reaſons are acknowledged to be the inſtrument, whereby the Holy Ghoſt worketh a mans converſion at the firſt, or his perſeverance at the laſt; is it neceſſary to impute it to the grace of Chriſt, that is, to thoſe helps, which God, in regard to Chriſts death, preventeth us with? Surely, ſhould grace immediately determin the wil to it, the effects that ſhould be imputable to grace would be the ſame, neither the cov. of grace, nor the experience of common ſenſe remaining the ſame; which wil not allow ſuch a chang in a mans life, as becoming a good chriſtian of an enemy to Chriſts Croſſe, to ſucceed, without an expreſs change in the wil, upon reaſons convincing the judgement, that this world is to be ſet behind the world to com▪
It is now to be acknowledged, that S. Auſtine, writing againſt theſe mens poſitions, as they were revealed to him by the letters of Proſper and Hilary, his book now extant, de Praedestinatione ſanctorum & de dono Perſeverantiae hath determined; the reaſon why one man is converted and perſevereth unto death, an other not, to conſiſt in nothing that can, reſolve into any act of mans will, but ends in Gods free appointment. That Pope Celeſtinus, writing to the Biſhops of Gaule, upon the ſollicitation of the ſame Proſper and Hilary, in recommendation of S. Auſtines doſtrine, then ſo much queſtioned in thoſe parts, determines, not onely the ſufficience, but the efficacy of the meanes of Grace to come from Gods Grace. That the ſecond councile of Orange, de­termining the ſame in divers particulares, concerning the converſion of man to become a true Chriſtian, concerning his perſeverance to the end in that eſtate, hath onely determined, that by the helpe and aſſiſtance of Chriſt, and the grace received in Baptiſme, a Chriſtian may, if he will faithfully labour, full­fill whatſoever his ſalvation requireth. Is there any thing in all this to ſignifie that a mans will, before he determine, is determined by God to imbrace Chriſtianity, and perſevere in it to the end, or not? That every man is deter­mined to everlaſting glory or paine, without conſideration of thoſe deeds of his, for which, at the laſt, he ſhall be ſentenced to it, and either ſuffer or injoy it? Here, I muſt have recourſe againe to Voſſius his Collections, find­ing them ſufficient, and, my model not allowing me to ſay more. Whether no helpe of Grace but that which takes effect be ſufficient; That is, whe­ther, men refuſe Chriſtianity or faile of performing it, becauſe they could not imbrace and perſevere in it, or becauſe they would not when they might▪ [Page] let him that ſhall have peruſed what he hath collected, in the ſecond part of this ſeventh book, ſay, as to the perſwaſion of the whole Church. Whether God would have all men to be ſaved, and, hath appointed the death of our Lord Chriſt to that intent, let him that ſhall have peruſed the firſt part of the ſame Theſi II. & III. give ſentence what the Church hath allwaies believed. No leſſe manifeſt is it, by that which he ſaith there, parte II. theſi II. Parte III. theſ. I. & II. that there is no reaſon to be given, why any man ſinneth or is damned, becauſe God would have it ſo. On the contrary, that the reaſon why a man is not ſaved, to whom the Goſpell is tendred, is, becauſe he refuſeth it, which God, for his part, tendreth to all mankind. In fine, that the Catholike Church, from the beginning, believed no more, then, that thoſe who ſhould believe and perſevere to the end good Chriſtians, were appointed by God to be ſaved; Underſtanding this to be don by vertue of Gods Grace, for which no reaſon can be rendred, from any thing that a man can doe, as preventing all his indeavours; I acknowledg to appeare by that which he hath ſaid Lib. VI. theſ. VIII. When therefore S. Austine maintain­neth, (as I have acknowledged that he doth mainetaine) that the reaſon why one man is converted and perſeveres unto death, another not, reſolves into Gods meere appointment; I will not diſpute whether this be more then the whole Church delivereth, for that which it is neceſſary to ſalvation to believe. It is enough for me to maintaine, that it ſeemeth to follow, by good conſe­quence of the beſt reaſons that I can ſee, from that ſenſe of our Lord and his Apoſtles doctrine, which the Church hath alwaies taught. Which will allow me to maintaine, as well the predetermination of the will, as ab­ſolut predeſtination to glory and paine, to be inconſiſtent, as with the Covenant of Grace, ſo with the Tradition of the Church.
I find that Gennadius, being manifeſtly one of thoſe in Gaule, that contra­dicted ſome thing of S. Auſtines doctrine, (by his commending of Fauſtus and Caſſiane, and cenſuring not onely Proſper who confuted Caſſianus, but even S. Auſtine in his booke of Ecleſiaſticall writers) in a certaine addition to that liſt of hereſies which S. Jerom hath made, reckoneth them in the liſt of the Here­tickes condemned by the Church, who teach abſolute Predeſtination; under the name of Predeſtinatians. After him, not onely Hincmarus of Rheims, condem­ning Goteſcalcus, a Monk of his Province, for maintayning it, (being tranſ­mitted to him by Rabanus of Ments, who, in, a Synod there, had condemned him for the ſame) hath ſuppoſed it condemned for an hereſy by the ancient Church; but alſo before Hincmarus, Arnobius, that hath expounded the Pſalms, (called Arnobius the younger by ſome) and a certaine continu­ation of S. Hieromes Cronicle, under the the name of Tiro Proſper, the one contradicteth them, the later mentions that they had their beginning from S. Auſtins writings, Sirmondus alſo, the learned Jeſuite, hath publiſhed a peece ſo ancient, that, pretending to make a liſt of Hereſies, it goeth no further then Neſtorius; reckoning next after him the Predeſtinatians, as thoſe who de­rived themſelves from S. Auſtines doctrine. To which, it is well enough knowne what oppoſition is now made, by them, who believe not that there e­ver was any ſuch Hereſy, but, that the adverſaries of S. Auſtine in Gaule do pretend that ſuch a Sect did indeed riſe, upon miſunderſtanding his Doctrine. And certainely, there are properly no Heretickes, as to the Church, but thoſe whom the Church condemnes, for ſome poſition, which they had rather part with the Church then renounce. Neither can it be ſaid, that ever there was any Sect expulſed the Church upon ſuch cauſe. That there was a Council held at Arles, and after that another at Lions, that decreed ſome thing about abſo­lute predeſtination, is as certaine, as it is certaine, that Fauſtus writ his book de gratia & libero Arbitrio by commiſſion from them; for both are affirmed by the Preface, which is of the ſame credit as the book. But what was determined, we cannot meaſure by the letter of Fauſtus to Lucidus, which goes a longe with it. Lucidus was a Prieſt whom Fauſtus moves to recant his opinion, That God makes the greateſt part of men on purpoſe to damne them: This he [Page] does, by a letter which he returnes to Fauſtus, renouncing ſeverall articles to that purpoſe, but, which he might have framed out of Fauſtus his book, al­waies diſowned. For, why might not Fauſtus be intruſted, to write againſt the opinion, and exceed his commiſſion ſo far, as to deny preventing grace? And, though Fauſtus his letter is ſubſcribed by divers Biſhops, yet are they not the Councill, nor do the ſubſcriptions appeare in all copies. As for the returne, neither doth it appeare by the date, nor by any other mark, that it was approved or inacted by the Councill.
But, granting it had, the leter of Pope Celeſtine in  [...]avour of S. Auſtins doct­rine muſt needs have given a check to the execution of it; Which, having decreed divers articles concerning the neceſſity of preventing grace, in the end, condemns the determining of difficult queſtions that incur, upon the ne­ceſſary diſpute of preventing Grace. And the II. council of Orange, in the end, is content to adde onely; That, if any man ſay, that any man is pre­deſtinate to evill, (whether of ſin or puniſhment) the Synod declares him anathema. Whereby, as, whatſoever Fauſtus or Caſſiane might have ſaid to the prejudice of preventing Grace is condemned by the Synod; ſo, that which the former Synod had ſaid of predeſtination ſeems to be ſuperſeded, and void, by a greater authority, of the See of Rome concurring with the Councile of Orange. Which may be the reaſon, why there is no further mention in anti­quity o [...] the decrees of thoſe Counciles; which, had they not decreed, as ſome ſuppoſe, Fauſtus would have heard of it by Maxentius, who is ſo angry with the See of Rome, that they made not the adverſaries of S. Auſtin Hereticks. I grant therefore, that there was never any ſect of Praedeſtinatians; But I doe not therefore grant, that ever there was any ſect of Semipelagians. Fauſtus, or Caſſiane might, in oppoſition to abſolute predeſtination, miſtake them­ſelves ſo far as to deny prventing grace. Some on the other ſide, (as he that writ the Treatiſe which Sirmondus his Praedeſtinatus confutes, though ſome take it for his owne that confutes it,) might deſerve the cenſure of thoſe Counciles; as the poſitions that prejudice preventing Grace are condemned by that of Orange, and the writings of Caſſiane and Fauſtus cenſured afterwards, their perſons remaining untouched, upon conformity to the decree. As for Godſcalcus, whom Hincmarus condemned by vertue of the Counciles of Arles and Lions, which I think void; I ſee there is oppoſition in point of right, what ought to be held between Hincmarus and his party on the one ſide▪ and Remigius of Lyons with his; Whatſoever Godſcalus his opinion truly was in point of fact. And therefore, the authority of the Church not being ingaged on either ſide, I am at freedome to refuſe abſolut predeſtination to glory, (much more predeter­mination which is but one way to execute it) admitting abſolute predeſtination to grace. And truly, though I impute it for a charge, to thoſe that maintaine the determination of mans will by the immediate Act of God, before it deter­mine it ſelfe; that they deſtroy freewill by pretending to maintaine it (becauſe the determining of it, which they make the ground of freedome, is indeed the ground of neceſſity, which ſtands not with freedome) which is no ſmall fault in Divines; yet, as Chriſtians, I count them ſo much the leſſe enemies to the Faith. For, in as much as they doe this under the pretenſe of eſtabliſhing freedome, it is manifeſt, that they ground their ſalvation upon the Covenant of Grace which ſuppoſeth it; And therefore, think themſelves notwithſtanding obliged, to apply their utmoſt indeavours to the fulfilling of it: Though, the difficulty of the queſtion; intangling, and as it were maleficiating their un­derſtanding, makes them imagine, that it is maintained by that which indeed deſtroys it. And therefore, I cannot in the like manner excuſe them, who, be­ſides the predetermination of the will by God, do hold, that faith which onely juſtifieth to conſiſt in believing that God predeſtinates to life in conſideration of the obedience of Chriſt, provided for the elect of God alone; Becauſe, not requiring that voluntary converſion of the will of God, for the condition o [...] the Covenant of Grace, (the revelation of the will of God aforeſaid not imply­ing [Page] any thing, but the evidence of Gods word manifeſted by his ſpirit to that e­ff [...]ct) they diſoblige themſelves of imploying that freedome of the will which Chriſtianity ſuppoſeth, to perform that condition which Chriſtianity re­quireth; As if the loſſe of freedome from ſin did infer the loſſe of freedome from neceſſity, by vertue of originall concupiſcence, extending neverthe­leſſe to the ſtate of innocency. In fine, the free grace of God and the free­will of man belonging both to the foundation of Chriſtianity, there are two extremities to be argued in this queſtion, conſiſting in deſtroying the one, out of a deſire to preſerve both, which, he that hath not, in plaine termes, deſtroys Chriſtianity. And therefore, I blame not the determinations of the Councill of Orange that have ſecured us, on the one hand, againſt the merit of grace by works of nature; But I find reaſon that we ſhould be ſecured on the other hand, againſt the determination of the will, that introduces neceſſity, to the overthrow of Chriſtianity. For, it is poſſible, for the underſtanding of him that deſires to maintaine both grace, and freewill, to be ſo intricated with the difficulty of reconciling them both, as to make the freedome of mans wil to depend upon the immediate act of Gods will, determining it freely to act when it acteth, out of pretenſe of maintaining the efficacy of Gods free grace; wheras it is, indeed, no helpe of grace, that inables not freely to doe▪ what the Covenant of grace requireth. I doe not therefore pardon our Presbyterians, when they bring into their confeſſion of faith, (which we muſt all be obliged to, forſooth) the determining of mans will by God, having no waies ſecured us from the poſition of j [...]ſtifying faith, to conſiſt in beleiving that we are pre­deſtinate to life. But I forw [...]rne their miſ-led hearers, that, though they think themſelves bound to pay them well for their paines, to make them par­tizans in queſtions which they underſtand not, and give them the confidence to cenſure for Arminians, thoſe that reſolve them in ſuch termes as they com­prehend not; Nevertheleſſe, at the laſt judgement of God, they may have cauſe to complaine of them, if not for teaching them to tye kno [...]s which they cannot teach them to looſe; yet, for inducing them to breake the peace of the Church, to obtaine freedome of profeſſing, or impoſing upon others, the beliefe of things thus prejudiciall to Chriſtianity. In the meane time, it ſhall be enough for me, by this ſhort reſolution, to have drawn a line, which they that will tread the Labyrinth of this diſpute may be guided by, the beſt that I can ſhow, from falling headlong on either ſide. Not doubting, that the skill of thoſe, who, being more traded in it, reſolve to avoid both extre­mities, may produce that information, which may oblige me for further intel­ligence, as well as the reſt of the Church: But having confidence, that, the de­nying of Gods Predetermination, is not the denying of Gods effectuall Grace; which, I have ſhowed, that it doth ſtand with freewill, according to the ſuppo­ſition that I advance, though I undertake not to ſhow, how reaſon reconciles the parts of it.
And truly, I am confident, that, when S. Auſtine, in his book de Correptione & Gratia, diſtinguiſhes between that help of Grace without, which we can­not obay the Goſpell of Chriſt, and that help by which we do it, auxilium quo, & auxilium ſine quo non; and, whenſoever elſe he makes the efficacy of Grace to attaine the doing of that which it effecteth, not onely the inabling of man to do it; he never intended to determine the maner how it is effected. For, though S. Austin himſelfe hath balked the ground which himſelfe had laid, for the diſtinction between the antcedent and conſequent will of God, in his book de Spiritu & litera Chap. XXXIII. by bringing in other expoſi­tions of S. Pauls words; God would have all men to be ſaved, and to come to the knowledg of the truth; that are inconſiſtent with it; Though I have not found him diſtinguiſh betweene neceſſity upon ſuppoſition and antecedent, as Anſelme, in purſuance of his Doctrine, hath don; yet, he that ſhall read what he hath ſaid of the redemption of all mankind upon Pſalm XCV. beſides abundance of other paſſages, whereby he concurreth to witneſſe that ſenſe of the redemption of all mankind, of Gods will that all be ſaved, of ſufficient [Page] Grace that is not effectuall, which the Church generally declareth, as I ſhow­ed you before; I ſay, he that conſidereth them will find it more reaſonable, to reconcile him to his owne doctrine, then to pretend a change in his judgement, where he acknowledges none, as, in the mater of preventing Grace he doth not acknowledge. Certainely, ſeeing that Proſper, in defending him, frequently and clearely acknowledges Chriſt to have dyed for all mankind, out of Gods will that all might be ſaved; But, the author of the book de  [...]catione Gen­tium, (never yet ſuſpected for a partizane of the Semipelagians) hath ſo plentifully maintained it, during the time that the parties in Gaule charged one another for Semipelagians and Praedeſtinatians; (For, during that time was it writ, without peradventure) they will never deſerve well of S. Au­stine that defend him otherwiſe.
So far are we from being obliged by his doctrine to acknowledge grace to come to effect, by Gods predetermining the wil of man to all that coms to paſſe; when I have ſh [...]wed a ſuppoſition, according to which it may be don, without prejudice to Chriſtianity; though beyond my underſtanding to ſhow how. For, ſuppoſing the common faith to be this; That God appointeth them to life or to death, whom he foreſeeth to imbrace or not imbrace Chriſtianity, and, to perſevere or not perſevere in the practice of it till death; Can it not be true alſo, that he hath appointed ſome and not others the meanes, whereby he foreſees that they will perſevere? Nay, if ſome only perſevere in the ſtate of Grace, when all might, as the Council of Orange hath decreed, what is there but Gods will to create the difference? much more, between them that ne­ver heare of the Goſpell, and thoſe that refuſe it. And, what hath Chriſtiani­ty hereupon to anſwer, but Porphyries queſtion; why Chriſt came not afore? That is, why God ſuffered man to fall and ſin to come into the world? Why he maketh not all men true Chriſtians when he might? For one anſwer would ſerve all theſe queſtions. Which, if it be a ſcandall to Chriſtianity that it is not anſwered, it remaines, that Chriſtians be Porphyries diſciples. In the mean time, abſolute predeſtination to grace infers, not abſolute predeſtination to glory. Nor obliges God to procure ſin, as the meanes to his end; or, as the meanes to that meanes, to predetermine mans will to doe it. But, did Saint Auſtines doctrine, in my opinion, containe any thing contrary to the doctrine of the reſt of the Church, concerning the antecedent & conſequent will of God, the coming of evill into the world, and, that the foreknowledge of God does not effect but ſuppoſe it, the freedome of the will from neceſſity, while ſlave to ſin; I would think my ſelfe obliged to renounce him, that I might adhere to the reſt of the Church: Counting it a thing ridiculous, and contrary to the principles of Chriſtian truth, acknowledging the tradition of Faith to come from the whole Church to advance the doctrine of a member thereof, though ſo eminent as S. Auſtine, againſt that which the reſt of the Church is acknow­ledged to have taught.
If i [...] be ſaid, that, the ſuppoſition of Gods foreſeeing the event of mens reſo­lutions by the objects and conſiderations which he appoints them to be moved with, is an invention of the Jeſuites, or at leaſt, hath been much maintained by them; I demand what advantage they have, that eſpou [...]e the ſuppoſition of the Dominicans; (the firſt Inquiſitors, that is, Miniſters of perſecution for Re­ligion, by the intereſt of the Church of Rome with ſecular powers) Eſpecially, adding unto it the poſition of juſtifying faith; by believing that we are pre­deſtinate, ſo deſtructive to the Covenant of Grace. Yet, I give the reader that is willing to take the paines of being informed, notice, that the ſuppoſition which I advance, is rather in the forme that is to be collected out of Durandus▪ then in that which the Ieſuites ſince have given it. In fine, let Maldonat and Jeſuites think it their honour to profeſſe, that they like not ſuch and ſuch ex­poſitions of ſcripture becauſe they come from the Hereticks; (by which names we know whom they meane) Let Puritan preachers co [...]fe their ſimple heare [...]s with a prejudice againſt all that they like not, as drawne from Arminians or Jeſuites, (whoſe poſitions they underſtood not, and when they are underſtood, [Page] are nearer the truth then their owne) I ſhall find my ſelfe never the leſſe o [...]liged to follow that truth for Chriſts ſake, which, I conceive, maintaines the intereſt of Chriſtianity beſt, though a Iew or a Pagan, much more a Jeſuite or an Arminian had ſaid it. As for the opinion of Arminius, and the de­cree of the Synod at Dort, having already ſaid why I have inlarged my conſi­derations beyond the compaſſe of thoſe termes upon which they diſputed, it ſhall ſuffice me to ſay; That his opinion concerning Election and Repro­bation is that, which, I have ſhowed, that all the Church hath alwaies held for mater of Faith. To wit, that God appoints them to be ſaved and to be damned, who receive Chriſtianity and perſevere in the profeſſion of it till death, or not. That, in mine opinion, they might have admitted ſome thing more; To wit, that God is not obliged by any workes of free will, preventing the help of his Grace through Chriſt, but by his own free pleaſure, to grant thoſe helps of Grace, which he knowes wil be effectuall to finall perſeverance in Chriſtiani­ty, to ſome, which he refuſeth to others. And, that the decree of granting them is Gods abſolute predeſtination to Grace. For, I am confident, that Armini­us doth acknowledg the calling of Gods Grace to become effectuall, by meanes of the congruity of thoſe helps which God provideth, with that diſ­poſition which God foreſeeth, in him whom he appointeth to be moved by the ſame. Whether or no the decree of the Synod require further, that they ſhould acknowledg Predeſtination to glory to be abſolute, I hold not my ſelfe any waies obliged to diſpute. For I find, that thoſe perſons, that were  [...]m­ployed to the Synod from England, have profeſſed, as well in the Synod, as o­therwiſe, that they came not by any commiſſion or inſtruction from the Church of England; but onely, as truſted by K. James of excellent memory, to aſſiſt his good neighbours the ſtates of the United Provinces, in compoſing the differences in Religion raiſed among their Divines and people. And there­fore, I cannot be concerned in the decree, to which the Church of England never concurred. Yet I ſay further, that the perſons that concurred to it, whoſe opinions, as Divines, I cannot eſteeme at an eaſy rate; by wa [...]ving the o­pinion of predetermination, by acknowledging the death of Chriſt for all, & the operation of grace not irreſiſtible, but ſuch as ſtands not with actual reſiſtence, do ſeem not to inſiſt upon abſolute predeſtination to glory. And that, if the de­cree do neceſſarily import it, I do not know how to reconcile it with their own opinions. Which, whether it be alſo to be ſaid of them of the reformed Chur­ches in France, who holding the decree, do now acknowledg the death of Chriſt for all mankind, let them that read their writings judge.

CHAP. XXVII. The queſtion concerning the ſatisfaction of Chriſt with Socinus. The reaſon why Sacrifices are figures of Chriſt, common to all ſacrifices. Why, and what Sacrifices the Fathers had, what the Law added. Of our ranſom by the price of Chriſts propitiatory Sacrifice.
[Page]
HAving thus ſhowed, how the Goſpel tenders a Covenant of Grace, though requiring the condition of Chriſtianity, in regard of thoſe helps which the Grace of God through Chriſt provideth, for the performance of it: I am now to ſhow the ſame, in regard of that right to which God accepteth that performance. For if it appeare, that God, out of his grace in Chriſt, and not for the worth of that which we doe, accepteth it for a title duely qualifying us for remiſſion of ſinne and life everlaſting; then is it a Covenant of Grace which the Goſpell tenders, though it require the profeſſion and practice of Chriſti­anity on our part. And here I have to doe with the Socinians on the one extremity, in the firſt place; who will not allow the Goſpell to continue the Covenant of grace, if it be ſaid, that it tendereth remiſſion of ſins and life everlaſting to thoſe that are qualified as it requireth, in conſideration of the obedience and ſufferings of Chriſt, as the ranſome and price of our ſinnes. Acknowledging allways, that Chriſt died to ſettle and eſtabliſh the New Co­venant, but not to oblige God by his death either to declare, and become in­gaged to it, or to make it good having declared it; but to aſſure mankind, that God, (who, of his owne free grace was ready to pardon and accept of thoſe that ſhould accept of the termes of reconcilment which his Goſpell ten­dereth) will not faile to make good that, which, by delivering his well be­loved ſonne to death, he hath ſigned for his promiſe to us. Indeed, they goe about to ſtrengthen this opinion, by adding another reaſon and end of Chriſts death; To wit, the attaining of that Godhead, wherewith God, they ſay, hath rewarded his obedience in doing the meſſage which he truſted him with, that thereby he might be able, of himſelfe, to make good that which God by him had promiſed, confounding all that may oppoſe the ſalvation of them that imbrace the Covenant of Grace; But that it ſhould be ſaid, that God declar­eth, or giveth remiſſion of ſinnes and everlaſting life to them that imbrac [...] the ſame in conſideration of the obedience and ſufferings of Chriſt, as ſatisfied thereby for that puniſhment which our ſinne deſerved of his juſtice; this is that which they deny, and the Church teacheth, and therefore this it is, which we muſt ſhow how it is delivered by the Scriptures. Which, every man may obſerve, to ſtand cheifely in thoſe texts of Scripture which ſay, that Chriſt died for us, that he redeemed us, and reconciled us to God by his death and bloud ſhed; (which being the utmoſt of his obedience, comes moſt into account at all occaſions of mentioning this ſubject) in fine, it is eaſy to be obſerved, that the expreſſions of this point in holy Scripture have relation to the Sacri­fices of the Old Teſtament, as figuring the death of Chriſt, whereby both agree we are delivered from ſinne, the queſtion remaining, whether ranſomed or not. And therefore I ſhall firſt conſider, how, and to what effect, the Sacrifices of Moſes Law are figures of the ſacrifice of our Lord upon the Croſſe. Where I muſt, in the firſt place, inferre from the principle premiſed of the twofold ſenſe of the Old Teſtament, that, all the ſacrifices thereof were figures of the death of Chriſt, and our reconcilement with God by the ſame; So farre I am from yeilding them that unreaſonable demand, that onely expiatory Sacrifices, and eſpecially that of the Solemne day of Atonement, are properly ſo. Onely I muſt declare my meaning to be this; That, whereas the ſacrifices of the Fathers were ſo, as they were pledges of Gods favour generally; the ſacrifices of [Page] the Law (being the condition upon which that people in generall, and every perſon thereof in particular held their intereſt in the land of promiſe) ex­preſſe more correſpondence with that intereſt in the world to come, which Chriſtians hold by Chriſts death on the Croſſe. For, the land of Canaan be­ing promiſed them upon condition of keeping the Law, and every mans in­tereſt in the goods of it depending upon the ſame; it is manifeſt, that, whether the ſacrifices which the Congregation was bound to offer of courſe, upon ordinary or ſolemne dayes, or thoſe which purged legall impurities, in­ferring onely incapacities of converſing which Gods people, or thoſe which were offered for ſinnes properly ſo called, or for acknowledgment of bleſſings received, or whatſoever they were, all were made an offered upon the generall claime to the land of promiſe, and every mans ſhare in it. Neither is there any greater argument hereof, then this; That there is no ſacrifice appointed by the Law for capitall offenſes, Num. XV. 23. 27. 28. 29. as thoſe which the Law deprived of all intereſt in the land of promiſe, all right to converſe among Gods people. Which, what it ſignified to Chriſtians, you may ſee by the apoſtle Ebr. II.  [...] ▪-X. 28. to wit, that they who ſtick not to the termes of their Chriſtianity muſt expect ſo much the heavier vengeance at Gods hands. And therefore, when the Apoſtle argues Ebr. X. 4▪ It is impoſſible that the blood of bulls and goates ſhould take away ſinne; The anſwer is given by the ſame Apoſtle, Ebr. IX. 13. If the blood of bulls and of goates, and the aſhes of an heifer, ſprinkling the defiled, ſanctifieth to the purity of the  [...]leſh▪—That it takes not away the guilt of ſinne from the conſcience, which ſhuts heaven upon us, but it takes away the incapacity of coming into the Tabernacle, or converſing among Gods people, or other forfeitures of legall promiſes. And therefore, I may conclude, that the ſacrifices which the Law was eſtabliſhed with Ex. XX. 4▪  [...], though not expiatory, gave the people right to the land of promiſe, to wit, as done, to ſolemnize their reſolution of ſubmitting to the Law. For, the people having beene Idolaters in Aegypt, as we underſtand by the Prophet Ezek▪ XX. 6. 7. and now ſubmitting to a Covenant with God, for the land of promiſe, by obeying his Law, are they not thereby accepted by God for heires of it?
This ſeemes, indeede, not to ſtand well with the opinion of the Fathers; S. Chryſoſtome, Theodoret, and divers others, the beſt expoſiters of the Scrip­tures that the ancient Church hath▪ that the ſacrifices of the Law, were appoin­ted by God, not of his owne originall intent, but upon occaſion of their proneneſſe to worſhip Idols, as the Hethen did; granting them thoſe rites, which they had knowne them ſerve their idols with, ſo as they might be perform­ed▪ after that perticulare manner which he ſhould injoyne, as done to him alone. And this they make the meaning of the Prophet, when he ſaith, that God commanded their Fathers nothing concerning Sacrifices, at their coming out of Aegypt Jer. VII. 22. becauſe, we ſee, that, in theire firſt coming out of Aegypt, he treates with them about keeping his Lawes, but not about ſacri­fices, Ex. XV. 25. 26. But nothing hinders thoſe ſacrifices, which were brought in occaſionally, to have been intended to figure the ſacrifice of Chriſt. As nothing hinders thoſe ſacrifices, which from the beginning had been d [...] ­livered the Fathers, as pleges of Gods love to them through Chriſt, to be, by the malice of the devill, diverted and imployed to the ſervice of Idols. Cer­tainly, the Fathers before the floud ſacrificed nothing but whole burnt offe­ringes; becauſe, at that time, they were not to eate of their ſacrifices, feed­ing onely on things that grew out of the earth, Gen. I: 28. For afterwards, when he gave the ſons of Noe licenſe to eat fleſh, Noe offered peace offerings; whereof, part being burnt upon the Altare, the reſt went to the uſe of thoſe that had ſacrificed, to  [...]eaſt upon. Gen. VIII. 19. 20. IX. 4. And thoſe which Moſes ſolemnized the Covenant of the Law with, were holocauſts and peace offerings. Exod. XXIV. 5. thoſe which the Law makes properly explatory being afterwards introduced by the Law. Now, that all ſacrifices are figures of Chriſt, we have not onely the generall reaſon premiſed, but particulare [Page] inſtances in the New Teſtament. The Paſchall Lambe 1 Cor. V. 7. The holo­cauſts and peace offeringes which the Law was inacted with. Exod. XXIV. 5. Ebr. IX. 18-22. together with all thoſe, the blood whereof purgeth by the Law. The daily burnt offeringes of the Congregation. Ebr. X. 1. (for Soci­nus is ridiculouſly willfull to underſtand  [...] there once a yeare, as if the ſpeech were onely of the ſacrifice for the day of atonement) and by conſe­quence, all anniverſary oblations. And, whereas Socinus obſerves, that no lambe is appointed by the Law for a Propitiatory ſacrifice; I ſuppoſe, when the Baptiſt ſaith, John 1. 36. Behold the lambe of God that takes away the ſinnes of the world; when S. John ſaith, Apoc. 1 5. To him that loved us, and hath waſht us from our ſinnes in his bloude; when the Martyrs ſay, Apoc. V. 9. Thou waſt killed and haſt brought us to God, out of every kinred and tribe and language and nation; when the Apoſtle Apoc. XIII. 8. mentions thoſe, whoſe names are not written in the booke of life of the Lambe ſlaine from the foundation of the world; Theſe, I ſuppoſe knew well enough what creatures were ſacri­ficed, and yet declare, that Chriſt was figured by Lambes; to what purpoſe, let their words argue.
It is manifeſt indeed, that the Epiſtle to the Ebrues argues moſt upon the anniverſary ſacrifice of the day of atonement, whereof, one thing I muſt ob­ſerve to him concerning the accompliſhment of that which it figureth; that as he maketh it, (together with all other ſacrifices, the bloud whereof is ſprinkled upon the Arke) to ſignify Chriſt crucified without the walls of Jeruſalem; So, he maketh the ſacrifice of Chriſt crucified ſignified thereby, a p [...]ace offering for the Church to feed upon, (as we doe in the ſacrament of the Euchariſt) though, by the Jewes not to be touched, becauſe they killed it without the City as abominable, Ebr. XIII. 8-16. But Socinus will not have this ſacrifice made, (at leaſt not perfected) nor Chriſt an High Preiſt, till he entred into the heavens to preſent it to God, as the High Prieſt into the Holy of Holies to ſprinkle the blood. How then is he figured by thoſe ſacrifices, the blood whereof is not caried within▪ the vaile? I grant, the ſacrifice of Chriſt is not done till Chriſt come to judgment, as that was not done, till the High Prieſt came out of the Holy of Holies, declaring the accepting of it Levit, XVI. 18, 19, 20. But, as he muſt Be▪ an High Prieſt that ſacrificed what God accepted, ſo muſt Chriſt be High prieſt before he was killed. And therefore a ſacrifice, as the Apoſtle expreſſely ſaith, Ebr. X. 26, 27, 28. That; having aboliſhed ſinne by the ſacrifice of himſelfe, he ſhall appeare againe to the ſalvation of them that expect him; As the High Prieſt out of the Holy of Holies. The ſame is many wayes evident by Ebr. IX. 14-20. For, where Socinus will have Chriſt to offer himſelfe unſpotted to God by the  [...]ternall Spirit; by preſenting himſelfe in heaven immortall upon his reſurrection, free from the puniſhments of ſinne which he had upon him here on earth; you have ſeene that the everlaſting Spirit is the Godhead of Chriſt. And, had the apoſtle meant the preſentation, which is now in doing, he would have ſpoken in the time paſt  [...]. And, he that conſiders, that all ſacrifices were viſited before they were killed, whether legall or blemiſhed (which is called in one word,  [...]) muſt beleive, that he is called here  [...], as found ſpot­leſſe, and ſo, fit to be ſlaine, And, does he not make the death of Chriſt the Sacrifice, when he makes the New Covenant, in correſpondence to the Old, to be inacted by it? It is true, the ſame Apoſtle Ebr. IX. 2▪-6. ſhow­ing the higheſt heavens to be the Holy of Holies, where the Prieſt-hood of Chriſt is exerciſed, addes, That if he were upon earth, he ſhould not be a Prieſt, there being other Prieſts to offer gifts according to the Law; But this is onely to ſay, that his Prieſt-hoode is not earthly, who hath caried his owne bloude into the heavenly Tabernacle, not medling with the ſonnes of Levi, or theire office: For,  [...] is (according to the Ebrew, which, for want of compo­ſition, expreſſes adjectives by praepoſitions) for  [...]: If  [...]e were upon earth, ſignifies; if he were an earthly Prieſt; as thoſe of the Leviticall Prieſt­hood. It is true, he was to learne compaſſion for us by his ſufferinges, here, [Page]Ebr. II. 17, 18. V. 1, 7, 8. but might he not, as well as other high Prieſts learn that compaſſion by ſacrificing himſelf for us here, which he hath for us to the end of all things?
In fine, every ſacrifice is a ſacrifice from the time that it is conſecrated to God, as the Paſchal Lamb from the tenth day of the moneth▪ Ex. XII. 2. thence it is  [...] due, and  [...] a gift. Or, let any Jew ſay, if it might not many ways become  [...], reprobate, before it came into the Holy of Holies, becauſe a ſacrifice or Offering, before. And was not Chriſt conſecrated when he was the Lamb of God? Of himſelf he ſaies, John XVII. 19. For their ſakes do I ſanctify my ſelf; To wit, to be a ſpotle [...]e ſacrifice. This is therefore no exception to the generall argument, the force whereof conſiſteth in this; That, ſeeing it cannot be denied, that the inheritance of the Land of Promiſe, and each mans ſhare in the goods and and rights of it, is aſſigned the Jewes in conſideration of their ſacrifices, to wit, as the condition of that Covenant by which they were preſcribed; It muſt not be doubted, that the inheritance of the kingdome of heaven is aſſigned to Chriſtians by the Covenant of Grace, in conſideration of the obedience and ſufferings of Chriſt which they figure.
But this is ſtill more evident, by the termes of ranſome, and price, and buying, attributed to the ſacrifice, of Chriſt. The heathen had ſacrifices that they called Luſtralia, and luſtrare ſignifies to expiate, among the Roman [...]s, to wit, By paying a price. For Ennius, tranſlating into Latine a Greek Trage­dy called  [...], (out of Homer, where he ſpeakes of Priamus ranſom­ing Hectors corpes from Achilles) intituled it Hectoris luſtra. Therefore it is the Latine of  [...]: And  [...] ſignifies deliverance by paying a ran­ſome. In the words of the Prophet, Daniel, III. 57. IV. 24. Redeem thy ſinnes by repentance, and thy miſdeeds by having mercy on the afflicted; Many blame the vulgar Latine, and would tranſlate  [...] breake off: But the words of Solomon Prov. XVI. 6. By mercy and truth iniquity is redeemed; ſhowe, that it is truly tranſlated. And having ſhowed afore, that ſuch conſiderations do qualify us for remiſſion of ſinnes, I may well argue from hence, that the terme of ranſome imports the conſideration for which it is beſtowed. Where­fore, let the ſweet ſmelling ſacrifice of Chriſt Epheſ. V. 2. be underſtood in the ſame notion, as the good workes of Chriſtians are called a ſweet ſavour, Phil. IV. 18. Ebr. XIII. 16. Seeing Socinus will have it ſo: Provided that it be underſtood, that the ſacrifice of Chriſt is accepted, to purchaſe mankind the right of coming out of ſinne into everlaſting life, the ſacrifices of Chriſtians, to the quallifying of their perſons, for the benefit of the ſame. To the ſame ſenſe Prov. XIII. 8. The ranſome of a mans life is his wealth: For, literally, a mans wealth is the ſaving of his life, with the world that ſpares a mans life in conſideration of his wealth, (or ſets not upon him in regard of it) which the Pſalmiſt ſaith God does not, Pſal. XLIX 6, 7, 8. myſtically, it is the ſame that Solomon ſaid in the place afore quoted. But, when Solomon ſaith Prov. XXI. 18. The wicked is a ranſom for the upright, and the ſinner comes inſtead of the righteous; And the Prophet Eſa. XLIII. 3. I have given Egypt for thy ranſom Cuſh and Seba inſtead of thee; God ſignifyeth by a Parable, that, having imploy­ed Sennacherib to execute his judgements upon thoſe nations, he had given him the Aegyptians and Aethiopians that he might ſpare the Iſraelites. So, he paies him his hier which diſcharges his own people of that which they had ſuf­fered otherwiſe. So in the words of Otho, Tacit. Hiſt. IV. Hunc animum, hanc vir­tutem veſtram ultra periculis objicere, nimis grande vitae meae pretium duco. I hold it too great a price for my life, to caſt this courage and valour of yours any more upon dangers; It is manifeſt, that a ranſome or price, imports the conſiderati­on of that for which it is laid out: The blood of his ſoludiers, for their Gene­ralls life. And, ſhall it be otherwiſe when the Apoſtle ſaith, that Chriſts death intercedes, for the redemption of thoſe tranſgreſſions that remained under the Old Teſtament. Ebr. IX. 15? when S. Paul ſaith, that the man. Chriſt Jeſus gave himſelf a ranſome for all, to be witneſſed in due time? 1 Tim. II. 5, 6? When [Page] our Lord ſaith the ſame Mat. XX. 28. Mat. X. 45? and S. Paul againe. 1 Cor. VI. 20. Ye are bought with a price; glorify therefore God with your body and with your Spirit, which are Gods. And againe, 1 Cor. VII. 23. Ye are bought with a price. Be not ſervants of men. And of Chriſt, Titus II. 14. Who gave himſelf for us that he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify to himſelf a peculiar people, zealous of good works. The ſame Apoc. V.  [...]. Rom. III. 24. Gal. III. 13. Epheſ. I. 7. Acts XX. 28. Where I muſt needs call it meer impudence in Socinus, to ſay, that God redeemed his Church by his own bloud, becauſe Chriſts blood, which it was redeemed with, was, as Chriſt, Gods own.
It is not here to be denied, that theſe terms may, by figure of ſpeech, ſignify meer deliverance, and that ſo they do ſignify, in the figures of Chriſt in the Old Teſt. when the Judges and Kings of Iſrael, when God above them are ſaid to redeem Iſrael, that is, to deliver him, without paying ranſom for him: Nor, that the New Teſtament ſpeakes likewiſe, when the effect onely is conſidered: See Ex. XV. 13. Deut. VII. 8. IX. 26. XIII. 5. XXI. 8. 2 Sam. VII. 23. Nehem. I. 10. Pſal. LXXVI. 16. XXXI. 6. CXI. 9. Eſa. XXIX. 22. Luke. II. 38. XXI. 28. XXIV. 21. Act. VII. 35. Rom VIII. 23. Epheſ. VI. 30. As alſo for the terms of buying and ſelling, Rom. VII. 14. Eſa. L. 1. Deut. XXXII. 30. Jud. III. 8. II. 14. Epheſ. V. 16. Col. IV. 5. And therefore, it is not to be marvailed at, that the Jewes, denying Chriſt, ſhould deny his ran­ſome, as not expecting to be delivered by paying ranſome. But, the figures of the Old Teſtament being performed in the New, where the ſacrifice of Chriſt determines the ranſome of Iſraelites, (by their Kings, Prieſts, and Prophets, as well as their Sacrifices) to the ranſome of the World by his blood; Where the words of the Apoſtle and of our Lord expreſſe the guilt and puniſhment of ſinne, from which it redeemeth; Next to the obſtiuacy of the Jews, in not be­lieving, it will be, to acknowledge freedome given, with the Jewes, without acknowledging the conſideration of a ranſome, with Chriſtians. Let us hear the Apoſtle, Pet. I. 18. 19 20. knowing, that you were not redemed from your vaine converſation delivered from your Fathers, with corruptible thinges, gold or ſilver, but which the precious bloode of Chriſt, as of a lambe without ſpot or blemiſh, foreknowne indeede from the foundation of the world, but manifeſted in theſe laſt times for us. For, though the end of this ranſome be expreſſed, be­cauſe it is not immediately attained, by the paying of it, but by our will con­curring with Gods; Glorify God becauſe ye are bought with a price; Be not ſlaves to men, becauſe ranſomed by Chriſt; By the bloud of Chriſt ye are redeem­ed from your vain converſation received from your Fathers; Yet, if the meaning were onely to aſſure them, that their deliverance will not faile them, there could no cauſe be given them, why the purchaſe of it by way of ranſom ſhould be expreſſed; Which every man that goes to market, muſt needs underſtand to import the conſideration, in which we have it. There muſt be indeed free­dome and deliverance where a ranſom is paid, as there is in our caſe, if the ſe [...] ­vice of God be freedome. But, where the guilt of ſinne goes before, a clear ſcore follows, and the death of Chriſt comes between them, muſt not the con­ſideration, which compares them together, make even the reckoning?

CHAP. XXVIII. Chriſt took away our ſinne by bearing the puniſhment of it. The Propheſie of Eſay LIII. We are reconciled to God by the Goſpel, in conſideration of Chriſts obe­dience. The reconcilement of Jews and Gentiles, Men and Angels, conſequent to the ſame. Of purging and expiating ſinne by Chriſt, and making propitiati­on for it. Of Chriſts dying for us.
[Page]
THere is further, in ſacrifices, a conſideration of bearing the puniſhment due to the ſins that are expiated by them, and ſo taking them away; Wherein, the Scriptures declare, the ſacrifices of the Law to figure the ſacrifice of Chriſt. So S. Paul, Gal. III, 10. 13. Chriſt hath redeemed us from the  [...]urſe of the Law (where it ſaith, Deut. XXVII. 26. Curſed is every one that abideth not in all things written in the book of the Law to do them) becom­ing a curſe for us, as it is written; Curſed is every one that h [...]ngeth on a tree: The exception of Socinus; That this belonges onely to Jewes, as a diſcharge of that curſe which the breaking of Moſes his poſitive Law inferreth; is neither pertinent nor true. For, where the leter of the Law takes place to civil effects, there the ſpirituall ſenſe thereof takes place to ſpirituall effects, by that which hath been ſaid. Therefore, if the Law of Moſes bind the poſterity of Abraham over to a curſe, becauſe they keep it not which S. Paul ſuppoſeth; then the Law written in the harts of mankind, (which the Law of Moſes, as it is ſpirituall, both containeth, and improveth) binds over mankind to that curſe which the tranſgreſſion thereof inferreth. And there is no appearance that thoſe whome the Apoſtle writes to were Jewes; but ſuch as, out of error, thought themſelves bound to be jewes, (whether in part or in whole) as they were Chriſtians. We are then, ranſomed from the curſe, by the curſe which Chriſt indurd for us. When S. Paul ſayes 2 Cor. V. 21; Him that knew no ſinne he made ſinne for us, that we might become the righteouſneſſe of God in him; Socinus ſaith, that Chriſt was made ſinne, and a curſe, becauſe the Jewes uſed him, as if he had beene ſinfull and accurſed by the Law. But, if God gave him up to them, ſo to be uſed, then was he uſed as ſinfull and accurſed by the will of God, not onely by the ſentence of Pilate: And, if we become righteouſneſſe to God, then he became not ſinne to man alone. Therefore, being ſo uſed, not becauſe he, but becauſe mankind was ſinfull and accurſed, the effect muſt be to the account of mankind, where the reaſon is grounded upon the conſideration of it. But why doe the Iſraelites lay handes on the Levites, the Levites and Sacrificers both on the Sacrifice, but to ſignify the diſcharging of themſelves, and charging their guilt upon the Prieſts and ſacrifices reſpectively? Lev. I. 4. Num. VIII. 10. 14. which their (conſtitutions injoyne to be done with all▪ their might, and with confeſſion of ſins) Maimoni, of offering Sacrifices, III. 6. 8. 9. For this reaſon, the ſinne offeringes are given the Prieſts, forbearing the iniquity of the Cougregation, and making propitiation for them before the Lord, Levit. X. 17. The Greeke indeede tranſlates it,  [...]. But the meaning is; That ye may take iniquity away from the Synagogue (to wit, by taking it on themſelves) and make propitiation for them before the Lord. For, in conſideration of their taking the ſinne upon them, they are properly rewarded with the ſacrifice. So Aaron beares the iniquity of their conſecrate thinges, Ex. XXVIII. 38. And, the Levites make propitiation, leſt the people be ſlaine for coming neere. This is the reaſon of that which the Apoſtle obſerveth, Ebr. XIII. 11. that, thoſe ſacrifices for ſinne, the blood whereof is caried within the vaile, are burnt without the campe: Becauſe, being charged with the ſinne which they expiate, they are to cary it away from among them [Page] whome they cleare of it. Wherefore, going on to apply this to Chriſts ſuffer­ing without Jeruſalem, he ſhoweth the figure to be accompliſhed in his taking away our ſinnes, but, becauſe they were layed on him firſt. And truly, the cuſtomes and opinion of the Hethen, in purging their ſinnes by laying the [...] upon their ſacrifices, are ſo plaine to this purpoſe, that to deny this to be the intent of that paterne which the devill thereby corrupted, is to offer vi [...] ­lence to common ſenſe.
Here I come to the Propheſy of Eſ. LIII. wherein, being obliged, lite [...]a [...]ly to expound it with Grotius of the Prophet Jeremy; I ſhall be thought by  [...]o [...]  [...] to make it the more difficult, to prove this to be the myſticall ſenſe of it. Bu [...] having given my ſelfe a Rule, to maintaine the difference betweene theſe two ſenſes in the Propheſies of the Old Teſtament; I ſhall forbid Socinus any advan­tage againſt the Church by it. Thus then ſaith the Prophet Eſ. LIII. 4—. But he tooke our ſickneſſes, and bore our greifes. And we thought him plag [...]ed, ſmitten of God, and afflicted. But, he was wounded for our tranſgr [...]ſſio [...]s, and beaten for our iniquities, the chaſtiſement of our peace was upon him, and by his markes we are healed. We all had gone aſtray like ſheepe, every one was turned his owne way, and God made all our iniquities to meete him. He was oppreſſed and afflicted, yet opened he not his mouth: He was ledde as a ſheepe to the ſlaughter, and, as a ſheepe is dumbe before him that ſheares her, ſo opened he not his mouth. He was taken from reſtraint and judgement, and his generation who ſhall declare? For he was cut off from the land of the living, he was ſmitten for the tranſgreſſion of any people. And he made his grave with the wicked, and with the rich at his death, for no wickedneſſe that he did, nor deceite in his mouth, yet the Lord was pleaſed to afflict him with ſorrowes. If thou make his ſoule an offering for guilt, he ſhall ſee a ſeede, he ſhall prolong his dayes, and the good plea­ſure of God ſhall come to paſſe by his means. For the labour of his ſoule ſhall he ſee and be ſatisfied: By his knowledge ſhall my righteous ſervant juſtify many, and he ſhall beare their iniquities. Therefore will I give him a ſhare with the great ones, and with the mighty ſhall he divide the ſpoile, becauſe he poured out his ſoule to death and was counted among tranſgreſſors, and bore the ſins of many, and interceded for tranſgreſſors. That the Prophet Jeremy ſhould be a figure of our Lord Chriſt, in his doings and ſufferings, is no more then I have ſhowed, that all the Prophets were. That the Prophet Eſay ſhould foretell the ſame for a figure of Chriſt, is no more, then, that he ſhould propheſy of our▪ Lord Chriſt under the figure of himſelfe; which he doth many times The reaſon, why the Prophet Jeremy is a figure of our Lord, imports no more then this; That, being ſent by God to reduce his people to his Law, that they might continue injoying the Land of promiſe, he was by them taken for an enemy of his country, and uſed accordingly, becauſe he foretold theire ruine in caſe they obayed not; and ſo, God brought on him the merit of theire ſinnes, which he laboured to cure: But ſo, that his doctrine, and the event of his Propheſies having reduced them to God and his Law, theire reſtitution from captivity, which he had foretold, came to paſſe by his means. Upon this account the Prophet Jeremy is a ſacrifice for his people, though no other­wiſe then as S. Paule exhortes the Romanes, to preſent their bodies living ſacrifice, holy, and acceptable to God, Rom XII. 1. Or, as he ſaith to the Phi­lippians; If I be poured forth (as a drinke offering) upon the ſervice and miniſtery of your faith, Phil. II. 16. Or as to the Coloſſians; I. 24. he ſup­plies the remains of the afflictions of Chriſt in his fleſh, for his body, which is the Church. For, the proportion will be juſt, betweene that reconcilement which the Prophet procures betweene God and his people, by his interceſſion and doctrine, as to their temporall eſtate, as a miniſter of God, and a figure of Chriſt; And, that which our Lord Chriſt procures betweene God and his Church, as to the everlaſting eſtate of it. Seeing then, that Socinus acknow­ledges all this to be meant of the redemption of the world by the ſufferinges of Chriſt, what advantageth i [...] him, that it is underſtood literally of the Prophet Jeremy? For, the importance of the Prophets words in him, will take place, [Page] according to the pretenſe of his coming, not according to the nature of the Prophet Jeremies office, And therefore, what if the Evangeliſt ſay, that the words of the Prophet Eſay; He tooke away our infirmities, and caried away our diſeaſes; were fullfilled, when our Lord cured the blinde and the lame, Mat. VIII. 17.  [...] in the Evangeliſt  [...], I confeſſe, ſig­nify taking away, as well as bearing: And therefore, that which the Baptiſt ſaith Mark I. 24.  [...] Whoſe ſ [...]oe latchet I am not worthy to ſtoope and unty; Is in S. Matth. IV. 11.  [...]; not to carry, but, to take away his ſhooes; Which, he that looſes, intends to take away. Therefore Tertul. ad Marc. IV. Ipſe igitur eſt Chriſtus remediator valetudinum. Hic, inquit, imbecillitates noſtras aufert & languores portat. Therefore Chriſt himſelfe is he that cures ſickneſſes. He ſaith, he takes away all infirmities, and beares our diſeaſes. Portare autem Graeci pro  [...]o ſolent ponere, quod eſt tollere. Now the Greeke is wont to put bearing,  [...] for taking away. And indeed, the cure of bodily infirmities by Chriſt, could not be fortold by the Prophet, to come to paſſe by taking them upon him­ſelfe, but by taking them away from the people. But if we ſay, that he was to cure our ſpirituall infirmities no otherwiſe, neither will the figure of Jeremy, nor the words of Eſay hold ſo properly; which as I ſaid afore, are fullfilled more properly in the myſtery, then in the Hiſtory. For, it is manifeſt, that, bearing our ſins ſerves to amplify the ſufferings, whether of Jeremy, or of our Lord, which taking them away does not; and yet it is aswell underſtood, that they are taken from them, by conſequence, to wit, becauſe laide on him. For, Jeremy bare the ſinnes of the people firſt, as our Lord on the Croſſe, but the cure came afterwards. Beſides, when the Prophet ſayes; If thou ſhalt make his ſoule a ſacrifice for guilt; It is manifeſt, that God layes the guilt on him which he takes from us. Thirdly, when the Prophet ſayes  [...] (where, one caſe of the perſon, another of the thing follows  [...]) And Socinus tranſlates it; God by him met with all our iniqui­tes; I ſay confidently, he makes it no Hebrew. Had the Prophet ſaid  [...], it might have paſſed for Hebrew, to ſignify that which he ſaies; But, as it lies, at no rate. Fourthly, no man ſhall expound the Prophet but the Apoſtle 1 Pet. II. 24, 25. Who himſelf took up our ſinnes upon his body to the Croſſe, that being dead to ſinnes we may live to righteouſneſſe, by whoſe blew markes we are healed. For, yee were as ſheep g [...]ing aſtray, but are now returned to the Paſtor and Biſhop of our ſoules. Firſt, when S. Peter repeats the very words of Eſay; to queſtion, whether he alledge this paſſage or not, I ſuppoſe, is ridiculous. Neither will it be of conſequence, though we take  [...] for  [...]; For wether Chriſt took our ſinnes up to the Croſſe, or, beare them upon the Croſſe, ſtill they remain charged on Chriſt, fa [...]ned to the Croſſe. As for the Apoſtle, Ebr. IX. 25, 26, 28. where, (having ſaid, that Chriſt went into heaven to appear before the face of God, without any intent to ſuffer him­ſelf any more, (as the high Prieſt entered once a year into the Holy of Holies, with the bloud of a ſacrifice) for then muſt he have ſuffered many times ſince the foundation of the world: But, was once manifeſted at the end of the world, to aboliſh ſinne by the ſacrifice of himſelf) he concludes, that, being once offered,  [...], to take away the ſinnes of many, he ſhall appear the ſecond time without ſinne to the ſalvation of thoſe that expect him; It is here evident, that Chriſt was manifeſted at the end of the world, to ſuch in the world as knew him not, not to God in heaven, that did: And therefore ſinne is abo­liſhed by the ſacrifice of the Croſſe, if by his interceſſion in heaven, in conſide­ration of it. And, his ſecond appearance is without ſinn [...]; becauſe he ſhall have taken ſinne away; but he ſhall have taken it away, by being offered. There­fore if he will needs tranſlate  [...], to take away the the ſinnes of many, yet can he not deny, that they are taken away by being born upon the Croſſe. For, muſt we not have account from the text, in what conſideration he takes them away? And is the aſſuring of us that God will make good his promiſe, or is the moving of God to make it good, the perti­nent [Page] reaſon why he is ſaid to take away our ſinnes by a ſacrifice? There is no doubt, that S. Peter expreſſes the end of Chriſts ſufferings in that which fol­lowes; ye were as ſheep going aſtray▪ but is not therefore the conſideration to be expreſſed, upon which that end is attained? As for that little objecti­on of Socinus, that when the Prophet ſaies; For the labour of his ſoul he ſhall ſee and be ſatisfyed: By his knowledge ſhall my righteous ſervant juſtify many, and he ſhall beare their iniquities; That it muſt meane; He ſhall take away their iniquities; becauſe juſtifying went afore. Neither uſes the Language of the Scripture allwayes, according to order of nature and reaſon, to put that firſt which gives the reaſon of that which followes: So that bearing theire iniquities (not taking them away) may well follow, as the reaſon why he juſtifies; And if, inſteade of and we tranſlate for, (which is uſuall in the ſcriptures) we ſilence the objection, and make the reaſon why he juſtifies, to follow in due place; to wit, becauſe he beares their iniquities. Laſtly, that the Prophets and righteous in generall, and the Meſſias in particular, were to beare the ſinnes of the world, and expiate the wrath of God for them, you may ſee by Grotius upon Mat. XX. 28. that the Jewes have underſtood out of this place of the Prophet Eſay. Which is prejudice enough; If they who underſtand not the reaſon why and how we ſay our Lord expiates ſinne by bearing it, and, whoſe intereſt it concerns not to underſtand it by the native ſenſe of the Pro­phets words, find that which Chriſtians deny, and, by denying, prejudice the common cauſe. Which to acknowledge, prejudices not Chriſtianity, under­ſtanding as much difference betweene that exp [...]ation which they make, and, that which Chriſt makes, as Chriſtianity puts between Chriſt and Chriſtians.
Let us now conſider that reconciliation, which S. Paul ſaith, many times, is wrought for us by Chriſts death. 2 Cor. V. 18—. All thinges are of God, that hath reconciled us to himſelfe by Jeſus Chriſt, and given us the miniſtery of reconcilement: As that God was reconciling the world to himſelfe by Chriſt, not imputing to them their tranſgreſſions, an [...] putting the word of reconciliation upon us. We are therefore ambaſſadors in Chriſts ſtead, as if God did exhort you by us, we beſeech you in Chriſts ſtead, be reconciled to God. For▪ him that knew no ſin he made ſinne for us, that we might become the righteouſneſſe of God in him. Soci­nus mervailes how any man can imagine, that Chriſt can proffer us reconcile­ment, and not be reconciled to us when he proffers it. An imagination as ri­diculous as his, that fanſied he ſhould meete his fellow, before his fellow met him. For, if reconcilement be betweene two, though one may provide the means, (as in our Caſe God) though out of love, yet ſeeing as yet he one­ly offers friendſhip, that is to ſay, ſeeing as yet we are not made freindes; it is manifeſt that both are reconciled at once. And, doth not experience of the world ſhow, that, when Princes and States are at warre, the one out of a deſire of peace, ſeekes means of reconcilement, but is not reconciled before the other agree. So, God ingages to be reconciled, by publiſhing the Goſpell, while he gives man leave to deliberate; but, is not reconciled, till man under­take Chriſtianity by being baptized. So, when God ſeekes to be reconciled to men, it is true, as S. Paul ſayes, he imputes not their tranſgreſſions to them; for, if he ſhould proſecute their ſinnes by imputing them, he ſhould not ſeeke recon­cilement; But, when he is reconciled, it is a contradiction that he ſhould impute them. Now, though the Apoſtles are meſſengers of reconcilment in Chriſts ſtead, yet with this difference that, he alſo furniſhed the means, they onely brought the meſſage. S. Paul therefore having ſignified this means afore, (when he ſayes that, not imputing to the world their tranſgreſſions, he ſought to be reconciled with them by Chriſt) and inferring; Him that knew no ſinne he made ſinne for us, that we might become the righteouſneſſe of God in him; Either he makes no difference betweene our Lord and the Apoſtles, or it is expreſſed by theſe wordes in reference to that which went afore: To wit, that God was willing to be reconciled with the world, becauſe he had provided Chriſt, and Chriſt had undertook the ſinnes of it. So againe Rom. V. 10, 11. For if, being ene­mies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his ſonne, much more, being recon­ciled,[Page]ſhall we be ſaved by his life. Nor onely ſo: But we glory in God, through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by whome we have received reconcilement. From what ſhall we be ſaved by being reconciled? From wrath, ſaith the Apoſtle, in the words next afore. Therefore, before reconcilement we were under wrath. And ſurely there is a difference betweene the right and title that we have to be reconciled with God, (though upon condition of our converſion to Chriſti­anity) and between the State of reconcilement, which is our right to life. But ſo, that, if the State be from Chriſt, (as S. Paul ſaith we have received reconcilement by Chriſt) then is the right to it in conſideration of Chriſt, when he ſaith, that, being enemies, we were reconciled to God by his death.
Saint Paul againe arguing, how God hath aboliſhed the difference betweene Jew and Gentile by the Law; purſues it thus, Eph. II. 15. 16. That he might make up both into one new man. through himſelfe making peace: And re­concile both in one body to God, by the Croſſe, ſlaying the enmity by it. Here Socinus will have us to conſtrue  [...] not with  [...], but abſolutely, to the behoofe and glory of God. Which, had a Schooleboy do [...]e. he ſhould have been whipt, for ſeeking ſomething out of the text to governe that caſe, which he hath a verbe in the text to govern. Therefore, the Gentiles are indeed re­conciled to the Jewes, according to S. Paule; But why? becauſe both to God. And therefore, the reaſon is the ſame in the reconcilement o [...] men and Angels Col. I. 19 22. For in him he pleaſed that all fullneſſe ſhould dwell. And by him to reconcile all to himſelfe, pacifying, through him, by the bloud of his Croſſe, whether the things that are on earth, or that are in heaven. And you, being once eſtranged, and enemies in your mind through evil workes, now hath he reconciled by the body of his fleſh, through death. Eſpecially comparing this with the purpoſe of God, which he declareth Eph. I. 10. For the ordering of the fullneſſe of time, to recollect all in Chriſt, whether thinges in heaven, or on earth. For, that which here he termes  [...], to recollect unto Chriſt, (that is, by Chriſt to reduce to the originall ſtate of dependence upon God) is in part, the ſame with  [...], to reconcile to himſelf, afore; But wholy agrees not, in as much as this particularly concerns the caſe of mankind, whoſe ſinne required reconcilement, that they might be reduced to God, in one body with the holy angels that had no ſinne. All this the Apoſtle meant to ex­preſſe at once, and yet imply what was particular to man, beſides that which belonged to the Angels. And we muſt either admit reconcilement between Men and Angels, becauſe both reduced to God, ( [...], ſigni­fying,  [...], that is,  [...], (becauſe, of Chriſt▪ mention had been made afore Col.  [...]. 20.) as  [...], 1 Pet. I. 4. is,  [...]; and 1 Pet. I. 25.  [...], is,  [...]. And  [...] Epheſ. I. 5. is,  [...], 1 Cor. VIII. 6.  [...]) or ſhow, how the Angels are reduced to God, by the death and bloud-ſhed of Chriſt his Croſſe.
It remaines, that I ſay ſomething of the effect of all this, in cleanſing and purging of ſin, and in making propitiation and attonement for it: Of which you have the words of the Apoſtle, 1 John I. 7. If we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we have fellowſhip with one another, and the blood of Jeſus Chriſt clean­ſeth us from all ſinne. Where, cleanſing of ſinne by Chriſts bloud ſuppoſing the condition of Chriſtianity, it is manifeſt, that the effect of Chriſts bloud in cleanſing of ſinne, is not to bring us to Chriſtianity. Againe, 1 John II. 1, 2, If any man ſinne we have an advocate with the Father Jeſus Chriſt the righteous, and he is the propitiation for our ſinnes, and not for ours onely, but for the ſinnes of the whole world. Saith Socinus, Jeſus Chriſt the righteous, that is, Jeſus Chriſt the faithfull: 1 John I. 9. If we confeſſe our ſins▪ he is faithfull and juſt to forgive our ſinnes, and cleanſe us from all unrighteouſneſſe; That ſo, he may be thought to expiate our ſinnes by teſtifying the Covenant which ingages Gods faith. So farre he goes for an interpretation that deſtroyes the virtue of Chriſts inter­ceſſion, founded upon his innocence, 1 Peter I. 19. Iſaiah LIII. 7, 9. For, [Page] if Chriſt be an effectuall advocate becauſe he ſuffered innocently for Gods will, then, not onely, becauſe he hath obliged God, by dealing in his Name, to make good what he hath promiſed us. Whereas, if his bloud be a propitiation for the ſinnes of Chriſtians, that are not any more to be moved to receive the faith, as well as for the ſinnes of the reſt of the World, that are; it muſt be the ſame conſideration of Chriſts obedience, that moves the good­neſſe of God to ſend the Goſpel to the World, and to make it good to Chriſti­ans. And, what  [...], or  [...] meanes, is ſeen by the Latine hila­ris, according to Heſychius  [...] ſaith he, is  [...]; And  [...], chearfull in countenance; And  [...], chearfully, m [...]r­  [...]ly. So, the condition of Chriſtianity being ſuppoſed in theſe words alſo, the conſideration of Chriſts bloud makes the face of God chearfull to a Chriſtian that ſinneth. Here they alledge  [...], Heb. II. 17. to ſignify expiating ſinnes, and that muſt preſently be, by bringing men to be Chriſtians. But there is, in diverſe ſpeeches of this ſubject, that fi­gure which Servius ſo often obſerves in Virgil, calling it Hypallage. As  [...], Heb. I. 3. It is not the ſinne that is clean­ſed, but man from ſinne. And yet the Apoſtle ſaies of Chriſt; who, having made purgation of ſinnes. So, neither are ſins ranſomed, but men from ſinne; and yet he ſaith againe, Heb. IX. 15.  [...]. For the ranſoming of the ſinnes that were under the former Covenant. And this is the true ſenſe of Dan. IV. 24.  [...]. Redeem thy ſinnes. For, though a man ranſomes not his ſinnes, yet he ranſomes him­ſelf from his ſinnes, by repentance, as I ſaid afore. So, ſeeing propitiation tends to make God propitious, of angry; It is manifeſt that  [...], for variety, or brevity, or elegance of Language, ſtands for  [...]. As for the Hebrew verb,  [...], whereof,  [...] is alledged to be the Greek, in the ſignification of expiating a man of ſin, which the ſacrifice of Chriſt, does, ſay they, by perſwading him to be a Chriſtian; ſometimes it is ſaid of the Prieſt making propitiation for the ſanctuary or the Altar, with the particle  [...], or for the people, with the particle  [...] as Levit. XVI. 33. And then, out of that which hath been ſaid, it may appear, how the ſacrifice is the conſideration whereupon it is made. But, if it be ſaid of God, as Jer XVIII. 23, Pſ. LXXIX. 9. with the particle  [...], it ſeems to expreſſe God propitious to ſin, (when it is ſaid; Be propitious to our ſinnes: Be not propitious to their ſinnes) without ſign [...]fying, how, or upon what conſi­deration he becomes propitious.
The Apoſtle ſaies againe, Ebr. IX. 11. That Chriſt entered into the Holy of Holies, not with the blood of goates and bullocks▪ but with his own blood, having found, that is, obtained, everlaſting ranſome. To wit, by the ſacrifice of the Croſſe. They ſay the indefinite tenſe ſignifies not alwaies the time paſt; And I grant, it is enough, that the time which it ſignifies be paſt to him that ſpeaks, as  [...] which you have ſo often in the Goſpels, he anſwered and ſaid, arguing no priority between anſwering and ſpeaking. But neceſſarily, that our Saviour anſwered and ſaid before the Evangeliſt related it, for ſometimes it concerns not which is firſt, as, whether our Lord firſt anſwered or firſt ſaid. So, Heb. II. 10. When therefore the Apoſtle ſaies, that Chriſt enter­ed into the Holy of Holies,  [...], he ſaith not,  [...]; (which he might as eaſily have ſaid) Nor meant, that he ſhould or would finde ranſome, by delivering his brethren from ſinne; But that hee had found ranſome, by paying the price of theire ſinne. For, deliverance from ſinne is future in reſpect of the Apoſtle, and the time when he writ. Which  [...] cannot ſignify. Beſides, if there be queſti­on, what but the nature of the thing ſignified can determine the order that is be­tween them? Now, in our caſe, ranſome is aſcribed alwaies to the ſacrifice, (as I have ſhewed) never, to the ſprinkling of the bloud before the Propitia­tory. So Heb. I. 3. when it is ſaid, Chriſt having made purgation of ſinnes, ſate down at the right hand of God. For if it be ſaid, that he made purgation of ſin, [Page] by that aſſurance of pardon, which the appearance of his bloud before God gives Chriſtians; Manifeſt it is, that, what is attributed to the ſprinkling of the bloud before the Propitiatory, muſt be underſtood to be effected by virtue of the blood ſhed at the Altar. The caſe is plaine, Heb. XII. 24 You are come to the bloud of ſprinkling, that ſpeakes better things then that of Abel. Abels bloud ſhed called for vengeance; Therefore, Chriſts bloud ſhed, for remiſſion of ſinnes. Herewith agreeth S. Paul Rom. III. 25. whom God hath propoſed a Propitiatory through Fai [...]h in his bloud. Late Writers ſo tranſlate  [...], in the notion of a place, as  [...] of the ſame  [...]orme. For my part, I rather follow Heſychi [...], or rather thoſe that he followed, who moſt certainly, had regard to this text, when they expound  [...], a purging ſacrifice, or an Altar, as the meanes to make God propiti­ous: Which is clear for our purpoſe. But whether the place, or the meanes, why did God appear propitiou▪ upon the Ark, but becauſe made propitious by that which it ſignified, Chriſt incarnate, and by the bloud of the ſacrifice ſignifying the bloud of his Croſſe? Therefore they prayed towards the ark un­der the Law, as under the Goſpel towards the Eaſt, and found God propitious, becauſe of the conſideration in which they directed their prayers, directed by out Lord John XVII. 23-26. To which purpoſe we may obſerve the purging of the Altar, Tabernacle, and all within the vaile by the bloud of the ſacrifi­ces Levit. XVI. 16, 20, 33. Ezek. XLIII. 20, 22, 26. XLV. 20. For, what purging needed they, but, as they became polluted by the ſinnes of the people; As the Land, which was holy, being polluted by bloud ſhed, muſt be cleanſed by the bloud of him that ſhed it. Num. XXXV. 33? Therefore the Congregation be­came guilty, when he that did a murther was not taken, becauſe the Land was promiſed to the Congregation, and therefore an expiation is appointed, Deut. XX [...]. 1▪ 10. In correſpondence whereunto, it muſt be granted, that the world and the heavens being polluted with mans ſinne, (which is that bondage of va­nity and corruption, under which S. Paul ſaith, that the whole creature groaneth, deſiring to be delivered into that freedome which the reſurrection ſhall reſtore, Rom. VIII. 19▪ 22.) were to be expiated by the ſacrifice of Chriſts body brought in, and his bloud ſprinkled there Heb. IX. 23. that, in conſideration of his obedience and ſufferings, God might be found propitious there So the everlaſting interceſſion of Chriſt, is grounded upon the everlaſting ranſome Ebr. VII. 24. This Prieſt remaining for ever, hath an everlaſting Prieſthood. Where­fore, he is able, perfectly to ſave thoſe that come to God by him, all wayes living to interceds for them, To wit, by pleading his owne blood, the ranſome of all ſinne. This is the ground of all our prayers, and the confidence which we may make them with, in particular, for the cleanſing of ſinne, after reconcile­ment. Of which S. Paul Rom. VIII. 34. Chriſt it is that died, or rather that is riſen again, who alſo is at the right hand of God, making interceſſion for us. And, this is the neceſſity of Chriſts ſufferings, which the Apoſtle pleades Ebr. II. 14▪ 18. that he might be ſenſible of ours. For, if the guilt be taken away by his interceſſion ſucceeding his ſufferings, then did he ſuffer that it might ſucceede. And thus are our ſinnes forgiven for his name, or, by his Name, John II. 12. Which Soci [...]us will have to be Gods name▪ as in the Old Teſtament Eſ. XLIII 25. Pſal. XXV. 11. LXXIX 9. CVI. 8. CXLIII. 12 But, if the name of God be in Chriſt under the  [...]ew Teſtament, as in the Angel that repreſented God in the Old as I have ſhowed; then, when we pray in chriſts name, we pray in Gods name, though in conſideration of Chriſts merits.
Upon the premiſes depends the true meaning of all thoſe Scriptures, where Chriſt is ſaid to have died for us, and for our righteouſneſſe; Not as if the prepoſition for could determine whether we are to underſtand the finall cauſe in reſpect of man, to move him to accept of Chriſt, or the impulſive cauſe in reſpect of God, moving him to grant the Goſpell. For, when S. John ſayes, that we ought to lay downe our lives for the bre [...]h [...]en▪ as Chriſt for us, John, III. 16. it is manifeſt, that our life is no ranſom for the brethren, as Chriſts for [Page] us: And, when S. Peter ſaith; He will lay down his life for Chriſt, John XIII. 37. 38. he meanes not, to move God thereby to ſpare his Maſters life. And yet notwithſtanding, when Eſau ſold his birthright for a meſſe of potage, Ebr. XII. 16. he gave away his birth right in conſideration of it. And, ſhould God have taken S. Paules life, upon condition of ſaving the Jews, they muſt have been ſaved in conſideration of his becoming anathema for them, Rom. IX. 3. And Caiaphas thought that Chriſt muſt be deſtroyed, leaſt the Ro­manes ſhould think, that they would rebell under him, as theire true Prince; and ſo it was neceſſary that Chriſt ſhould dy for the people Joh [...], XI. 50. 51. 52. But, in what ſenſe doe Chriſtians find it true? Surely, no man that ever pray­ed to God in Chriſts name need to be told it. It is requiſite, therefore, that we have recourſe to the conſideration of thoſe thinges, which the Scripture uſes to joyne with the mention of Chriſts dying for us, if we will rightly de­termine the meaning of it. And ſo, having premiſed the conſideration of a ſacrifice, upon which our ſinnes were charged, of our ranſome, by the price of it, of reconciliation and propitiation for ſinne, obtained for us by it, we muſt conclude, that, when the Scripture ſpeakes of Chriſts death for us, the mean­ing of it cannot be ſatisfyed, by granting, that he died to move us to be Chriſtians.

CHAP. XXIX. The grant of Grace, in conſideration of Chriſt, ſuppoſes ſatisfaction made by him for ſinne. Neither our ſinnes imputable to Chriſt, nor his ſufferings to us, for­mally and perſonally, but, as the meritorious cauſes which ſatisfaction anſwer­eth. The effect of it, the Covenant of Grace, as well as help to performe it. The Fathers ſaved by the Faith of Chriſt to come. The Goſpel a new Law. The property of Satisfaction and Puniſhment in Chriſts ſufferings. Of the ſenſe of the Catholike Church.
THere remaines one argument from the premiſes, where I concluded, that effectuall Grace is appointed from everlaſting, and therefore granted in time, in conſideration of Chriſt and his merits, according to S. Paul, Epheſ. I. 3-6. For, if this grace be granted in conſideration of Chriſt, and life ever­laſting appointed from everlaſting, and granted in time, in conſideration of that quality which this grace eff [...]cteth; it cannot in reaſon be avoided, that remiſſion of ſinne and life everlaſting is granted here in right and title, and in effect in the world to come, in conſideration of that quality, which the ef­fectuall helps of Grace, of their own nature tend to produce, which they are appointed by God to produce, and which really and in effect, thus are produced, being granted by God, in conſideration of Chriſts obedience. But why ſhould I be ſo ſolicitous to reſtore all thoſe Scriptures to their true meaning, which they have ſet upon the rack to make them ſpeak a falſe, having ſuch evidence of reaſon, that, by this poſition, they make the death of Chriſt voide, and need­leſſe, even in their owne judgement? For though, if they ſhould ſay, that Chriſt came, onely to ſhow thoſe workes that migh be ſufficient to make his Goſpell credible, and give us good example; I could not ſay that the death of Chriſt were to no end; Yet would they ſay, that it were to no competent end, complaining, (as they do) how much they are wronged, when they are un­derſtood to acknowledge no further end of his coming. But, when they ſay, that he died to induce men to be Chriſtians, by inacting the Covenant of Grace; (that is, aſſuring them, that God will ſtand to it on his part, and that, according to the example of Chriſt, bearing his Croſſe, they ſhall attaine his glory) I de­mand, how all this can be more aſſurance then every man hath, that is perem­  [...]orily aſſured otherwiſe, (as no man doubts, but, competently it may be aſ­ſured [Page] otherwiſe) that the Goſpell of Chriſt is Gods meſſage. For, when ſuf­ficient evidence is once made, and a man is convinced to beleeve, that God promiſes remiſſion of ſinnes and everlaſting life to them that imbrace it, can he that beleives God to be God, remaine any more doubtfull of the truth of his promiſe? To Pharao and to his people, it was neceſſary, that the wonders of God ſhould be repeated, till they ſtood con­vict, that there was no God elſe, which they beleived not afore: But, to them that admit the God of Iſrael to be the onely true God, being convict that the Goſpell is his promiſe, is any further aſſurance requiſite that he will ſtand to it, who were not God if he ſhould not ſtand to it? when they ſay, that Chriſt died to the end that, being advanced to be God, he might be able to bring his promiſes to effect; I referre my ſelfe to the ſenſe of any man that is able to thinke of God with due reverence, whether it be poſſible to im­agine, that a meere man, having made promiſes to mankind in Gods name, can live with God, to ſee Gods promiſes fruſtrate: And, by conſequence, whe­ther it can appeare neceſſary, that our Lord Chriſt ſhould be advanced to be God, that he might be able, in his owne perſon, to fullfill the promiſes which he had made us in his Fathers Name. I referre my ſelfe to that which I have ſaid, to ſhow, the word of God, which took the fleſh of man from the Virgine, to be God from everlaſting, as the Sonne of God, and his everlaſting wiſ [...]ome and image: And therefore, not advanced to be God, in conſideration of his obedience: But, that, having condeſcended to that ſtate, which his obedience, in doing his fathers meſſage and teſtifying the truth thereof, required; the Sonne of God incarnate, was advanced in our fleſh, by the appointment of God, in reward of his obedience, to the privilege of ſending the Holy Ghoſt, to make his Goſpell effectuall to convert the nations to Chriſtianity, that, by them he might be acknowledged, and glorified for that which he was from everlaſting. So that, the end of his coming being, to obtaine that grace, by which the world might be converted to Chriſtianity, and being converted, obtaine re­miſſion of ſinnes and life everlaſting for it; and, neither of theſe purpoſes ad­mitted by Socinus; we may well ſay to him, as S. Paul ſayes to the Jews Gal. II, 21. If righteouſneſſe be by the Law, then is Chriſt deade in vaine; So, if righteouſneſſe came as Socinus would have it, then is Chriſt deade to no pur­poſe; Becauſe, all that he requires might have been as well effected without it. Whereas, a due valuable conſideration, in regard whereof, the converting grace of the Holy Ghoſt, and remiſſion of ſinnes and life everlaſting in con­ſideration of the effect thereof, ſhould be granted; could not have been had without it.
It is ſtrange to be obſerved, how litle Socinus hath to produce out of the ſcriptures, to prove a poſition of ſuch conſequence as this; All his buſineſſe, (in a maner) being, to draw thoſe texts, which heitherto have been under­ſtood in the ſenſe of the Church, to his intent. I can, for the preſent, recall no more, then thoſe frequent paſſages of the Apoſtles, (eſpecially S. Paul) whereby they affirme, the righteouſneſſe and ſalvation of Chriſtians to come by the meere grace of God and our Lord Chriſt. Which I need not here re­peate, no wayes apprehending the infernce; That it cannot be ſaid to come from the meere grace of God, if I ſuppoſe the conſideration of Chriſts obedi­ence and ſufferinges, as the purchaſe of it. It is true, in the wordes of the Prophet Jeremy XXXI. 34-34. (alleged by the Apoſtle Ebr. VIII. 8-12. to be meant of the Goſpell) we find a promiſe of God to pardon the ſinnes of his people, without expreſſing any conſideration, in regard whereof he would doe it. And likew [...]ſe our Lord, in the Parable of the maſter that forgave his ſervant ten thouſand talents, Mat. XIIII. 23—. Seemes to expreſſe Gods pardon, which his Goſpell publiſheth, to be free from any conſideration, in which it is either proclaimed or granted. But, as I ſaid to our Antinomians, who will needes beleive, upon the warrant of the Prophets words, that their ſinnes are pardoned, meerely in conſideration of Chriſt, without regard to any diſpoſition requiſite to qualify them for it, by the Goſpell; That it was neither [Page] requiſite nor fit, that the termes, upon which the bleſſinges promiſed by the Goſpell are granted, ſhould be expreſſed by the Prophe [...]y, that onely foretell­eth the coming of it; (being to be gathered from that proportion, which the Law, in regard of the land of promiſe, holds to the Goſpell, in regard of the world to come) So ſay I to the Socinians, who will needs have the ſame wordes to ſignify; That, ſuppoſing the diſpoſition that qualifies for the pro­miſes of the Goſpell, they ſuppoſe no conſideration of the obedience of of Chriſt; That, (though the termes of the Goſpell are not expreſſed by the Prophet, foretelling the coming of it, as being included in thoſe of the Law, by virtue of the proportion aforeſaid) it were ſtrange to thinke, that the coming and death of Chriſt is not ſufficient ſince, to determine the mean­ing of the Prophets words to it. And ſo likewiſe, to the Parable, that, if our Saviour found it not fit to expreſſe the conſideration; upon which the par­don which the Goſpell publiſhes is paſſed; yet, his death and ſuffringes com­ing after, to interpret the intent of that which he h [...]d ſaid before▪ that was to be declared, it is ſtrange, that they ſhould not be thought ſufficient, to adde that conſideration, which, before, he had neither expreſſed nor de­nyed. As for the free grace of the Goſpell, I challenge all the reaſon in the world to ſay, If Gods free act, in providing the means of ſalvation by Chriſt, and ſending him to publiſh the conditions upon which he is ready to be reconciled to thoſe that accept them, (tendering withall, ſufficient help ſo to doe) be not a valuable reaſon, for which the Goſpell is to be called the Covenant of grace, though granted in conſideration of th [...]t ranſome by Chriſt, which the free grace of God provideth. Whether our Antinomians have not as good reaſon to ſay, that the promiſes of the Goſpell are not free, if they re­quire the condition of Chriſtianity, as the Socinians, if they ſuppoſe Chriſt, and his obedience.
Here followes, I confeſſe, a very valuable reaſon of Socinus, ſo long as that ſatisfaction of Chriſt which the Church teacheth is not underſtood; which, it is no mervaile, if it cary them aſide, not underſtanding the faith and doctrine of the Church aright. They allege, that there can be no ground in reaſon, up­on which, one man may be puniſhed for another mans ſinne▪ Guilt, being a mo­rall conſequence of an act that is naturally paſt and gone▪ (that is, for the preſent, nothing in rerum natura) upon a due ground of reaſon, which imputes the acts of reaſonable creatures to their account, becauſe they are under a Law of doing thus and not otherwiſe. But, that th [...] ſinnes of one man ſhould be imputed to another, who cannot be obliged for another, to doe or not to doe, that which redounds to the others account, if done, or not done; is no more poſſible, then, that he ſhould have done, or not done that, which the other is ſuppoſed, to have done, or not done. If it be ſaid, that Chriſt voluntarily took upon him the puniſhment of our ſinnes, as a ſurety anſweres for his freinds debt; It is acknowledged, that this way turnes off the Debt, from him that it is payd for, to the ſurety, but extinguiſhes it not, as the undergoing of puniſhment extinguiſhes the crime in all the Juſtice of the world, ſo that, he who had right to puniſh, can exact that no more, for which he hath received ſatisfaction once: Which is to ſay, that the ſufferinges of Chriſt are not the puniſhment of our ſinnes, And I truely doe freely acknowledge, that, the inſtances which have been brought, either out of the ſcriptures, to ſhow, that one man hath been puniſhed for another mans ſin among civil people, (ſo that it is not to be thought againſt the light of nature) are either inſufficient, or impertinent to the caſe. For, I have learned, from my beginning in the Schooles, that God, when he viſits the iniquities of the fathers upon the children; does not inflict upon them more puniſhment then their owne ſinne deſerues, but, makes their ſinnes his opportunity, of bringing to paſſe his judgements againſt the ſinnes of their predeceſſors, or thoſe who, in regard of other relations▪ are reaſonably taken to be puniſhed by their puniſhment. And this I will here prove no further; but, taking it for granted, inferre, that it comes not home to the caſe of our Lord Chriſt, purchaſing us, by his [Page] death, remiſſion of ſinnes, everlaſting life. But my reaſon is, becauſe, it is evident to me, that one mans doings or ſufferings may be underſtood, or ſaid, to be imputed to another, two wayes. Firſt: immediately and perſonally, ſuppoſing that there is a ground in reaſon for it; And this, that opinion re­quires, which holds, that faith which alone juſtifieth to conſiſt in beleiving that a man is praedeſtinate to life meerely in conſideration of Chriſts death, ſuffer­ing for the elect alone; For, how ſhould we be juſtified by beleeving this, but, ſuppoſing, that Chriſt ſuffered upon this ground, to this purpoſe? But, ha­ving ſhowed this opinion to be utterly falſe, by ſhowing, that the Goſpell ſup­poſes the condition of Chriſtianity in that Faith which alone juſtifieth; I muſt here preſume, that this ſenſe of the imputation of Chriſts merits, (and there­fore, this intent of his death) is meerely imaginary: And the ſuppoſition whereupon it proceedes; to wit, that one mans doings or ſufferings may be perſonally and immediately imputed to another mans account, utterly unrea­ſonable. And therefore muſt and doe ſay, that, as it is ſufficient, ſo it is true, that the ſufferings of Chriſt are imputed unto us in the nature of a meri­torious cauſe, moving God, to g [...]ant mankind thoſe termes of reconcilement which the Goſpell importeth. This is evident by the oppoſition which S. Paul maketh, betweene the diſobedience of Adam and the obedience of Chriſt, Rom. V. 12. 18. 19. Where, diſcovering the ground of our reconcilement with God, wh [...]ch the Goſpell publiſheth, he imputeth it to the obedience of Chriſt, in the reſt of his diſcourſe attributing it to his death. For, having ſaid, that Chriſt died for us being ſinners, and that we are juſtified by his bloud, and reconciled by the death of his ſonne, being enimies, he inferreth; therefore as by one man ſinne came into the world, and death by ſinne, and ſo death paſſed upon all; Signifying▪ by the other part of the compariſon, which he rendreth not till after a diſtance, that; As by the offenſe of one it came to all men to condem­nation, ſo, by the righteouſneſie of one, it came to all men, to juſtification of life: For, as by the diſobedience of one man, many were made ſinners, ſo, by the obe­dience of one many ſhall be made righteous. And hereupon, as the exaltation of Chriſt is imputed to his obedience in the ſtate of his humiliation, (by S. Paul, Phil. II. 8. he humbled himſelfe, becoming obedient unto death) So are the effects and conſequences thereof, (Rom. IV. 25. who was delivered for our tranſ­greſſions, and roſe againe for our juſtification) to be aſcribed to the ſame. And, that which the Father proclaimes of the ſonne, Mat. III. 17. XVII. 5. This is my beloved ſonne in whom I am well pleaſed: cannot be underſtood in any other regard, but, of his obedience, performed, in publiſhing the meſſage which the Father ſent him upon into the world, and ſuffering for it; (in which, he teſtifies ſo often in S. Johns Goſpell, that he came not to doe his owne will but his Fathers, that he ſought not his owne glory but his Fathers, he did not, he ſaid not any thing of himſelfe, but what he had ſeen his Father doe, what he had heard his Father ſay; that it were tedious to repeate the ſeverall places) And this according to the figure of David Pſal. XI. 9. 10. then ſaid I, Lo I come. In the volume of the book it is written of me, that I ſhould fullfill thy will: I am content to doe it, O Lord; yea, thy Law is within my heart. Whereupon the Apoſtle ſaith, that we are ſanctified by this will, through the once offering of the bo­dy of Jeſus Chriſt, Ebr. IX. 9. to wit, the will of God, which, by doing his will, Chriſt had moved to favor us. Even as, in the figure, puniſhment is re­mitted re­mitted to Davids poſterity, for the promiſe indeed 2 Kings VIII. 19. XX. 6. 1 Kings XI. 3. but made, in conſideration of Davids obedience 2 Sam. VII. 18.
Here, I ſuppoſe further, that, this obedience of Chriſt is not tenderd as of Debt; (which, they that beleeve him to have been borne a meere creature muſt hold) But, having proved, that he aſſumed mans nature, being the Word of God, God of God from everlaſting afore, doe neceſſarily preſume, that this obedience, being undue, is meritorious to whatſoever purpoſe God, that ſent him, accepts it. And hereupon inferr, that God granted thoſe termes of recon­cilement, which the Goſpell importeth, (in derogation to his owne originall [Page] Law) in conſideration of it. For, I doe ſuppoſe, that man, being fallen from God, yet knowing God, and himſelfe to have been made by God, and to be governed by his providence; neceſſarily underſtood himſelfe to be under the obligation of making God the end of all his actions, and therefore, of injoying no creature otherwiſe then the ſervice of God ſhould either require or allow. Though, that ignorance of God, which originall concupiſcence hath ſince brought into the world, through the worſhip of Idols, and the corruptions that attend upon the ſame, had ſince ſo extinguiſhed or darkned the light of nature in man that the greateſt part of mankind, though they could not deny this truth, nevertheleſſe held it priſoner in unrighteouſneſſe, as S. Paul ſayes Rom. I. 18. This is that which I call the originall Law of God, the tranſ­greſſion whereof bindeth over to that puniſhment, which God by his word declareth. And of this Law, the neceſſary immediate conſequence is, that we ſubmit to all ſuch Lawes as God ſhall publiſh to man, in as much as he re­quires, and upon ſuch penalties as he declares. So that, by publiſhing the Goſpell, the originall Law of God is not abrogated, continuing ſtill the rule of mens actions, but rather ſtrengthened, and inlarged to all thoſe precepts, which are poſitive under the Goſpell, and come not from the light of nature, as neceſſary conditions to ſalvation in all eſtates; But, the publication of the Goſpell is a diſpenſation in the exerciſe and execution of the originall Law, by the penalty which it in acteth, in conſideration of Chriſts obedience; though, (being generall to all mankind after the publiſhing of it) it may be called a New Law, as propoſing new termes of ſalvation, which, if any man challenge to be a derogation to Gods originall Law, I will not contend about words. As for the Law of Moſes, if we conſider it, as containing the termes upon which that people held the land of promiſe, the publiſhing of the Goſpell nei­ther abrogates it nor derogates from it; Being onely given to hold till the time of reformation, as the Apoſtle calls it Ebr. IX 10. therefore expiring when the Goſpell was publiſhed, which limited the intent of it. But if we conſider it as containing an intimation of that ſpirituall obedience which God required of thoſe that would be ſaved under that light, by the outward and civil obedience of thoſe poſitive precepts, whereby they were reſtrained from the worſhip of Idols and commerce with Idolatrous nations▪ in proportion to the reward of the world to come, ſignified by the happineſſe of the land of promi­ſe; then muſt we acknowledge another diſpenſation in the ſame originall Law, by the Law of Moſes, and for the time of it, which was alſo in force under the Fathers from the beginning, though not burthened which that multitude of poſitive precepts which the Law of Moſes brought in, for the condition upon which they were to hold the land of promiſe. And, in oppoſition to thoſe, it is called, by the Fathers of the Church, the Law of Nature, not in oppoſi­tion to Grace; The very giving it by Gods voluntary appearing to the Fa­thers and inſtructing them by familiar converſation, as it were, being a work of meere grace; as alſo the effect of it, in the workes of their con­verſation, which we find ſo truly Chriſtian, that the Fathers of the Church doe truly argue from thence that Judaiſme is younger then Chriſti­anity.
And therefore, I do here acknowledge, this his diſpenſation, by which the Fathers obtained ſalvation before the Goſpell, to have been granted alſo in conſideration of that obedience, which our Lord Chriſt had taken upon him to performe in the fullneſſe of time; Nothing hindering us to underſtand, in Gods proceeding, with them, ſomething like that, which, in the civil law is called novatio or delegatio, renwing of bonds, or aſſignation of payment; Gods ac­cepting the interpoſition of our Lord Chriſt to the reconcilement of them, being, as if he accepted a new bond for an old debt, or, of payment by proxy, to be made at a certaine terme. This is a point as manifeſt in the Scriptures of the New Teſtament, as it was requiſite, that a point not concerning the ſalvation of thoſe that live under the New Teſtament, but, the underſtanding of the reaſon thereof in the ſalvation of thoſe that died under the Old, for [Page] the maintenance of it againſt unbelevers, ſhould be manifeſt. For S. Paul thus writeth 1 Cor. X. 1-4. I would not have you ignorant brethren, that our Fathers were all under the cloud, and all paſſed through the Sea, and all were baptized unto Moſes in the cloude, and in the Sea, and all eate the ſame ſpirituall meate, and all drank the ſame ſpirituall drink. For they all drank of the ſpiri­tuall rock that followed them; Now the rock was Chriſt. They that entred in­to a Covenant of workes to obtaine the Land of promiſe, as I have ſhowed they did, entred not expreſſely into a Covenant of Faith in Chriſt, for obtaining the world to come. No more then, being baptized into Moſes in the cloud and in the Sea, as he ſayes here they were, (that is, into his goverment, into the obſervation of the Lawes he ſhould give, in hope of the promiſes he ſhould give) they can be ſaid to have been baptized expreſſely into Chriſt, and that profeſſion which his promiſes require. Wherefore when he ſaith; that the rock was Chriſt; his meaning is not immediately, and to thoſe that reſted in this temporall Covenant of workes; But as the Manna was Chriſt, and Moſes was Chriſt, by the meanes of that faith, which God then received at their hands; to wit, the aſſurance of everlaſting happineſſe, for them, who under this call­ing, ſhould tender God the ſpirituall obedience of the inward man; upon thoſe grounds, which, his temperall goodneſſe, the tradition of their Fathers, and the inſtruction of their Prophets afforded at that time. Now, I appeale to the ſenſe of all men, how thoſe can be ſaid to have that intereſt in Chriſt, which, I have ſhowed that Chriſtians have, (and therefore upon the ſame ground) if there were no conſideration of Chriſt, in the bleſſings of Chriſt which they in­joyed. Wherefore, when S. Paul proceeds hereupon to exhort them, not to tempt Chriſt as ſome of them tempted, we muſt not underſtand, that he forbids us to tempt Chriſt, as they tempted God; But, that they alſo tempted Chriſt, who went along with them, in that Angel, in whom the name of God, and his word was, as I ſaid afore, So, when the Apoſtle ſaith that Moſes counted the re­proch of Chriſt greater riches then the treaſures of Aegypt, for he looked at the re­cempenſe of reward; Ebr. XI. 26 when, putting them in mind to follow their teachers, conſidering the end which they had attained, and Moſes, aimed at, he addeth; Jeſus Chriſt is the ſame yeſterday, and to day, and for everlaſting, Ebr. XIII. 8. when S. Peter ſayes, that, the Prophets, who foretold the Goſ­pell, ſearched, againſt what time the Spirit of Chriſt, that was in them, declared and teſtified before hand the ſufferings of Chriſt, and the glorious things that fol­lowed, 1 Pet. I. 10. when S. Paul ſaith, that all Gods promiſes are yea and Amen in Chriſt, 2 Cor. I. 20. me thinkes it is ſtrange, that a Chriſtian ſhould imagine, that there was no confideration of Chriſt in theſe promiſes, under which they ranne the race of Chriſtians. Nor could S. Paul ſay; As by Adam all dy, ſo by Chriſt ſhall all be made alive, 1 Cor. XV. 22; Nor could the compariſon hold, betweene the firſt and ſecond Adam, which he makes Rom. V. 12-19. if that life, which, I have ſhowed how Chriſt reſtores Chriſtians to, were given to the Fathers before Chriſt without confideration of Chriſt. Nor could the Apoſtle otherwiſe ſay; That Chriſt is the mediator of a New Covenant, that, d [...]th coming, for the ranſome of thoſe tranſgreſſions that were under the Old, they that are called may receive the promiſe of an everlaſting inheritance. Ebr. IX. 15. but becauſe thoſe ſinnes which were redeemed onely to a temporall effect, by the ſacrifices of the Old Law, (as alſo thoſe, which were not redeemed at all by any, as I ſaid) were, by the ſacrifice of Chriſt, redeemed, to the purchaſe of the world to come. Which is that which S. Paul tells the Jewes Acts XIII. 29. that, through Chriſt, every one that beleeveth is juſtifiyed from all thinges which they could not be juſtified of by the Law of Moſes. For, as the Law did not expiate capitall offenſes, ſo, it expiated none, but to the effect of a civil promiſe. And, though we conſtrue the wordes of S. John Apoc. XIII. 8. whoſe names are not written in the book of life of the Lambe, ſlaine from the foun­dation of the world, out of the ſame ſenſe repeated Apoc. XIII. 8. Not, that the Lambe was ſlaine from the foun­dation of the world, but, that their names were written in his book from the foundation of the world: yet, in as much [Page] as it is called the book of the Lambe, that was foreknown from the foundation of the world, 1 Pet. I. 19. when Moſes demands, not to be written in Gods book, or, when mention is made of it in the New Teſtament, it muſt be the book of Chriſt in the myſticall ſenſe. And when S. Paul ſayes; that Chriſt gave him­ſelfe a ranſome for all: A teſtimony for due time; What can he meane, but that, though he gave himſelfe for all, yet, this was not to be teſtified till the proper time of preaching the Goſpell? And what is this, but that, though this is teſtified onely by the preaching of the Goſpell, yet he was a ranſome for all. Which reaſon ſuffers not the ſame terme all, Ebr. II. 9. Rom. III. 23. to be reſtrained from that generality which it naturally ſignifies. Laſtly, when the Apoſtle argues; that, if Chriſt ſhould offer himſelfe more then once, that he might, more then once, enter into the Holy of Holies; he muſt have ſuffered oft from the foundation of the world; that is, before the end of the world, in which he came indeed Ebr. IX. 25. 26. he muſt needs ſuppoſe, that he ſuffered for all that were ſaved before the Goſpell. For, what pretenſe can there be that he ſhould ſuffer for ſinnes under the Goſpell before the Goſpell, more then, that the High Prieſt, before the Law, ſhould expiate thoſe ſinnes which were committed againſt the Law, by entring into the Holy of Holies. And here you may ſee▪ that I intend not to affirme, that all that were ſaved under the Law, though in conſideration of Chriſt, did know, in what conſidera­tion Chriſt ſhould be their ſalvation, as Chriſtians under the Goſpell doe; But to referre my ſelfe to the determination of S. Auguſtine, and other Fathers and Docters of the Church; that they underſtood it in their Elders, and Superiors, the Prophets of God, and their diſciples, the Judges of Iſraell, (who were alſo Prophets) and the Fathers of ſeverall ages, of whom you read Ebrews XI. who, being acquainted with the ſecret of Gods purpoſe, were to acquaint the people with it, ſo ſparingly and by ſuch degrees, as the ſecret wiſdome of God had appointed.
Theſe things thus premiſed, I do acknowledge, and challenge, the act of God, in diſpenſing in the execution of his originall Law, and bringing the Goſpel into effect in ſtead of it, not to be the act of a private perſon, remitting this particular intereſt in the puniſhment of thoſe ſinnes whereby his Law was tranſgreſſed; But the act of a Maſter of a houſhold, or the Prince and Sover­raigne of a Comonwealth, which you pleaſe, diſpoſing of mankind as his ſubjects or houſhold ſervants. Not denying, that a man, conſidered as free from all obligation of civile Society, and a member of no Common-wealth; that a Soveraigne in reſpect of another Soveraigne; yea, in ſome ſort, the ſubject of one Soveraigne in regard of another Soveraigne and his ſubjects, may have right to exact puniſhment, which he may as freely remit: but reſolving, that whatſoever can be ſaid of ſuch caſes, is impertinent to ours; God being, ne­ceſſarily and eſſentially, Soveraigne Prince over his own ſubjects, his creatures, and maſter of them, as his houſhold goods. And this act, whereby he diſpenſeth in the effect of his originall Law, ſo as to introduce another in ſtead of it, being ſuch, that his glory muſt neceſſarily conſiſt in the conſideration upon which it is done, as the principall act that can be done, in the government of the prin­cipall creature. And therefore, I ſay on the other ſide, that the caſes of Damon and Phintias the great freinds, (whereof the one ſuffered, or would have ſuffered for the other under Dionyſius the Uſurper of Sicily) and of Zal­e [...]cus, (who, having made a Law, for his Countrey to puniſh adulterers with loſſe of both eyes, and, his ſonne being taken in adultery, pulled out one of his own and one of his Sons, to ſatisfy the Law) are not pertinent to our caſe. Suppoſe a friend had right to lay down his life for a friend; Suppoſe the Uſur­per had right to take away one life, and to accept another for it: Suppoſe Zal­eucus had right to diſpoſe of his own eye to his ſons intereſt; ſuppoſe the peo­ple, that inacted the Law, did diſpenſe ſo farre in it: The effect of a civile Law is utterly ſatisfied, by the evil once ſuffered, (proportionable to the for­feit, in the judgement of the Law, (not conſidering out of what intent of mind it was ſuffered, nor claiming any thing further, when it is ſuffered. But I [Page] have ſhewed, that the ſufferings of Chriſt were accepted of God to the redem­tion of mankind, in conſideration of that free and pure obedience to God wherewith they were tendered to God, not to ſatisfy his wrath againſt us, by the evill which he indured, (for the time of meer puniſhment is not till the World to come) but that he might ſhew that virtue, and that obedience, which is not to be ſhowed, but through the difficulty of afflictions: And this, not to the effect of making perſonall and immediate recompenſe for the ſinnes of ſo many as ſhall be ſaved; (which, were it made, God could not in any juſtice, impoſe upon them any condition, for obtaining remiſſion of thoſe ſinnes, which he had received ſatisfaction for) But to give God that ſa­tisfaction, (by ſo undue and ſo perfect obedience in ſuch trials, that the world can never ſee the like virtue) as might move him, in conſideration thereof, abating that debt of puniſhment which we are ingaged to, by tranſgreſſing his Originall Law, to publiſh an act of Grace, admitting all to remiſſion of ſinnes, and right to life everlaſting, that will undertake to live true Chriſtians. And this conſideration, I conceive I may ſay, redounds as much to the glory of God, as it is poſſible to conceive, that any can do; There being nothing more valuable then this obedience, nothing more acceptable in him that is a ſinner, then new obedience for the future. But, the conſideration in the meane time, not perſonall, but in the nature of the meritorious cauſe, to which all ſatisfaction is reducible, as purchaſing freedome from evil, though not right to good: For no mans debt is immediately paid by the paine which Chriſt ſuf­fered, but, in conſideration of his obedience to God in undergoing ſuch trials, all that will undergo the condition are admitted to remiſſion of ſins and ever­laſting life.
Therefore, the puniſhment which Chriſt indures for our ſinnes, importeth not that there was any ground of reaſon, why he ſhould be accounted to have done them, or we accounted to have undergone his ſufferings; But, in regard of the evill which he ſuffered, in conſideration of our ſinnes, with an intent to take them away in freely offering himſelf, to undergo what God ſhould think fit to that purpoſe, neither can it be pretended, that any thing is wanting, to manifeſt the juſtice of Gods proceeding with him, nor the reaſon why it re­dounds to our benefit. Now Socinus, having in deteſtation that opinion, which, places juſtifying faith in believing that we are predeſtinate in conſide­ſideration of the merits of Chriſt, ſuffering onely for the elect; And abhor­ring as much the doctrine of the Church, which he took to be tainted with the levain of Antichriſt, from the Apoſtles time; It remained, that he ſhould runne into another extreme, making the Goſpel an act of Gods Grace exclu­ding all conſideration of Chriſt, which could not be brought in but by voiding the Faith of the holy Trinity into the bargaine. But, though I allow Socinus to diſpute, whether the ſufferings of Chriſt be properly the puniſhment of our ſinnes, or not; becauſe I have ſhowed, that they are not the puniſhment which civile Lawes require; (though, not allowing him to blame S. Au­guſtine, or other Church Writers, that have ſo called them, much leſſe to de­part from the Faith of the Church, for the ſignification of a word) yet can it not be denied, that the death of Chriſt is properly ſatisfaction, upon the pre­miſes. For, ſatisfaction is, properly, a payment that may be refuſed, as not in the nature and kind of that which was due. Suppoſe, for the purpoſe, when a band is forfeit, the forfeit incurred, recompenſe ſatisfies not. Indeed, it is contrary to naturall equity in man, to refuſe to be ſatisfied with ſuch a re­compenſe as makes up his intereſt: But between God and man it is otherwiſe. For, the forfeit of ſin conſiſting in this, that the act is done which cannot be un­done; Suppoſe the ſufferings of Chriſt, (ſuppoſing his divine nature from everlaſt­ing) both voluntary and meritorious of themſelves, and that to an unvaluable value, even in juſtice; yet are they refutable in point of Gods juſtice, becauſe he i [...] not to be obliged by any thing, as receiving advantage by it. But, being accepted by him, they become a full recompenſe, to the purpoſe for which they are ten­dered, [Page] that is, for the obtaining of pardon and ſalvation for them that imbrace Chriſtianity, and that, in the ſtrict and rigorous eſtimate of juſtice, for the in­finite value of the perſon from whom they proceed. And this according to Ʋlpiane 46. ff. III. L. 52. Satisfactio eſt pro ſolutione; Satisfaction is that which ſucceeds in ſtead of payment not made: And according to Caius 2 ff. VIII. 1 Satisfacere eſt deſiderium alicujus implere. To ſatisfie is to fulfill a mans deſire. For, that God cannot be obliged but by his own will, to accept it to this effect; whereas man is bound by natural equity, to accept that for full ſatisfaction, which makes up his whole intreſſe, when civile Law obli [...]es him not; Makes the tender of Chriſt no leſſe the ſubſtitute, to our payment of that debt which Gods Law requireth, (for, how is it leſſe fit to be tendred, when it is not due to be accepted, then when it is?) no leſſe able to fulfill Gods de­ſire; ſeeing nothing can be imagined more acceptable to him, then the volun­tary obedience of his own ſonne; conſiſting in thoſe ſufferings, wherein, the greateſt virtue that mans nature is capable of was ſeen: and tending to the re­demption of mankind, which his love to his creature inclined him ſo much  [...]o deſire, as his wiſdome found to comport with his native goodneſſe, and the ex­erciſe of his juſtice.
I ſhall not here, as in other points, ſtand to clear the Faith of the Catholike Church. When Pelagius is alleged for one, that held not the ſatisfaction of Chriſt; it is plain enough, that it can have no footing in, or allowance, from the authority of the Church, which hath diſclaimed P [...]lagius. Onely we may take notice, how well, the evidence which the witneſſe and practice of the Church renders to the rule of Faith, is underſtood by them, who, in ſtead of alledging ſome allowance of the Church▪ (by ſome perſon of noted credit open­ly profeſſing it, and nevertheleſs eſteemed to be of the Church) name us one that was caſt out of the Church for holding it, whether expreſly or by conſequence. As for Lactantius, who, alleging the ſuffering of Chriſt for our example, addes further nevertheleſſe, pro crimine noſtro, for our crime. Inſtit. IV. 23, 24, 26. Though I might ſafely have ſaid, as afore, that a word of his upon the by may well have paſt without cenſure, becauſe his credit was not ſuch in the Church, as to create appearance of offenſe; Yet I ſhall not need to have recourſe to this anſwer, his own words having given ſo much advantage, for a fair inter­pretation of his meaning, in the ſenſe of the Church. As for P [...]trus Abailar­dus, that is thought to have ſaid ſomething to the ſame purpoſe, I ſhall not need to inſiſt what his opinion was. For, as I allow, that he lived in ſuch an age, when ſomething that is true might be entertained with the cenſure of the Church; So, when it is ſaid to be in a point, wherein he is p [...]rtizane with Pe­lagius, the Church that condemned him muſt needs, in condemning him for i [...], be partizane with the Church that condemned Pelagius. I will onely allege here, a doctrine, which, I take to be generally received by the ancient Fathers of the Church; That the devil, by bringing Chriſt to death, that had not ſin­ned, forfeited that power of death, which the Apoſtle ſpeakes of Heb. II. 14. to wit, that which he had over man that had ſinned, in bringing him to death. And I allege it becauſe, the Socinians ſeem to take it for granted, that the Church is now aſhamed to maintaine this, which, I confeſſe, I am not. For, if the devil be Prince of this World, as our Saviour calls him, John XIV. 30. be­cauſe he is imployed by God as his Goaler, (or the executioner of thoſe judge­ments, to which he abandons thoſe that forſake him, by giving them up to his temptations) ſhall we not underſtand, the juſtice of God to be ſeen towards him in limiting this imployment, as under the grace of Chriſt we believe it is limited, in conſideration of his attempting upon Chriſt beyond his commiſſion, becauſe without right, he being without ſinne? And therefore, the juſtice of God having appointed him this imployment, and, this juſtice ſatisfied by the obedience of Chriſt; it is but due conſequence, that this imployment, in which the principality of this World conſiſteth, ſhould become forfeit and vo [...]de, ſo farre as the Grace of Chriſt determineth it. By virtue of which reaſon, our Lord Chriſt riſing from death, becauſe, not having ſinned, he could not be  [...]ld by[Page]death, drawes after him all, that, upon the ſound of his Goſpel, imbrace the profeſſion of Chriſtianity.

CHAP. XXX. God might have reconciled man to himſelf without the coming of Chriſt. The promiſes of the Goſpel depend as well upon his active as paſſive obedience. Chriſt need not ſuffer  [...]ell pa [...]nes that we might not. The opinion that maketh juſti­fying Faith to be truſt in God not true; Yet not prejudiciall to the Faith. The decree of the Council of Trent, and the doctrine of the Schoole; how it is not prejudiciall to the Faith. As alſo that of Socinus.
I Will not leave this point, till I have inferred, from that which hath been ſaid, the reſolution of two or three points in queſtion, neceſſarily following upon it. And firſt, that, though, as I have ſaid, it is impoſſible for the wit of man to propoſe any courſe, for the reconciling of men to God, by which, the glory of God▪ in the exerciſe of his divine perfections ſhould have been more ſeen, then is that which it pleaſed God to take; Yet was it not impoſſible for his divine wiſdome to have taken other courſes to effect the ſame, his glory remaining in­  [...]re, according as S. Auguſtine hath long ſince reſolved; Though, to the great diſpleaſure of all them, who diſtinguiſh not the imagination of immediate ſatisfaction by the death of Chriſt for the ſinnes of them that ſhall be ſaved, from that diſpenſation in the Originall Law of God, which the Goſpel decla­reth to all that imbrace the terms of it; To the effect whereof, I have ſhowed, that God provided and accepted it. For, if God did not provide, no [...] accept de facto the death of Chriſt, for immediate ſatisfaction to his vindicative juſtice, in behalf of their ſinnes that ſhall be ſaved▪ Then was he not tied in point of right, to ſeek that ſatisfaction for the ſame, either from Chriſt, or from us. And truly, this opinion, (that God was tied to execute his vindicative juſtice either upon Chriſt or us) ſeems to repreſent God to the fanſies of Chriſtians, as taking content in the evils and torments which Chriſt ſuffered, (that being the onely recompenſe that vindicative juſtice ſeeks) without conſideration of that perfect obedience and zeale to Gods glory in the ſaving of his creature, together with his juſtice and holineſſe, in regard whereof God indeed accept­eth the ſame. Now, though it be neceſſary, for the maintenance of Chriſtiani­ty, to ſay; that, the courſe which God take [...]h for the reconciling of man to himſelf, according to it, preſerveth his glory intire, as being agreeable to his divine perfections; (For, to ſay, that man cannot propoſe a courſe more for his glory then that which it advanceth, is rather honourable for Chriſtianity then neceſſary for the maintenance of the truth of it) yet, to ſay, that Gods wiſdome, in deſigning this courſe according to the exigence of all his perfections, is ſo exhauſted and equalled by the work of it (as it were) that his own wiſdome could have deſigned no other courſe to attaine t [...]e ſame end, preſerving his own glory intire; is to make the wiſdome of God ſubject to be comprehended by man, ſuppoſing what he hath revealed of the workes of it. But, as nothing is more derogatory to the glory of God, then to ſay, that God can do nothing but that which h [...] doeth; So, ſuppoſing the fall of man, the will of God to propagate mankind, and to tender him meanes of re­concilement; To ſay, that God could take no other courſe to effect this, but that which  [...]e took is, without doubt, in the next degree, derogatory to his glory
In the next place, I inferre, that, as well the active as the paſſive obedience of Chriſt is imputed to us, in conſideration of remiſſion of ſinnes, and ever­laſting life. It is ſaid, that this opinion; That we are juſtified onely in conſiderati­on of the ſufferings of Chriſt; was firſt heard of in the parts of Germany, con­tained in the upper Palati [...]ate: And, being conſured by the Divines of Wittem­berg, [Page] went no further among thoſe of the confeſſion of Augsburg. But the remains of it ſubſiſting at Heidelberg, John Cameron, it ſeems, ſtudying there in his younger time▪ brought it with him into the Reformed Churches of France. Where it cauſed ſuch a heate as had come to a breach, had not the diſpute been put to ſilence. I have not ſeen what reaſons that ingenuous man maintained it with: This I may take upon me to ſay; One of the principall was this; Be­cauſe, that which we are releaſed of in conſideration of Chriſt, that of Chriſt, is imputed to us, not that which we are not: Now, as it is certaine, that we are releaſed of puniſhment in conſideration of Chriſt; So, it is certaine, that we are not releaſed of the obligation to new obedience, according to the per­formance or neglect whereof God will judge us. Therefore, in regard of the ſufferings of Chriſt, our debt of puniſhment is diſcharged; whereas, were the active obedience of Chriſt imputed unto us, we could not ſtand bound to the like obedience, nor be judged by our bond to it. So that, aſcribing remiſſion of ſinnes to the ſufferings of Chriſt, and Faith in his bloud alone, he aſcribeth ſalvation to our new obedience▪ according to the manifeſt ſentence of the Scri­pture, which I have produced in due place. In the mean time, you ſee this opinion ſtands upon the ſame imaginary preſumption of the immediate and perſonall imputation of Chriſts death, in conſideration of the remiſſion of ſin, which the adverſaries thereof proceed upon, as well in conſideration of Gods aſſigning everlaſting life, as of his forgiving of ſinne. And therefore I ſhall eaſily ſhut it out of doors, upon ſuppoſition▪ firſt, of that which hath been ſaid concerning the condition that quallifieth for remiſſion of ſinnes; Having ſhewed, that it is no other faith, but the ſincere and cordiall pro [...]eſſion of Chriſtianity. Secondly, of that which hath been ſa [...]d here, to ſhow, that the immediate imputation of any thing done or ſ [...]ffered by Ch [...]iſt to any mans perſon, in ſatisfaction for his ſinnes▪ is a meer imagination which the Goſpel of Chriſt never taught us; But onely, that, in conſideration of the obedience of Chriſt, in publiſhing the Goſpel, under ſuch difficulties as ended in the death of the Croſſe, God grants remiſſion of ſinnes, and life everlaſting, to all them that take upon them reſolutely and ſincerely to profeſſe Chriſtianity. For, theſe things being admitted, it is manifeſt, that, as well the active as  [...]he paſſive obedience of Chriſt is conſidered, in paſſing the promiſes w [...]ich the Goſpel brings, upon the terms which it requires. Neither indeed, can there be any conſideration of Chriſts ſufferings in the buſineſſe, without the conſideration of the free an [...] voluntary and perfect obedience which he undertook and un­derwent them w [...]th; All the courſe of his life, wherein he diſplayed that onely accompliſhed mi [...]rour of virtue  [...]hat ever the Sun ſaw, being a continual courſe of ſuffering that hardſhip, which he was no otherwiſe obliged to undergo, then becauſe he had undertaken to ſhow  [...]uch example, to ſuch effect  [...]nd purpoſe. And therefore, if any Scriptures  [...]eem to make mention of his ſufferings, with­out ſpeaking of that obedience which he undertook and indured them with; It is eaſie to have recourſe unto thoſe, whereby, I have ſhowed the account which God had, of that free and conſtant obedience, which he undertook and went through them with. And truly it is an inconſequence which no reaſon par­dons, to imagine any other conſideration for that remiſſion of ſinnes which the Goſpel tenders▪ then, for everlaſting life: Seeing it is manifeſt, that the Goſpel tenders not remiſſion of ſins, without everlaſting life; Nor can any man attain really the ſtate of remiſſion of ſinnes, without attaining as really and effectually the right of everlaſting life. For, as it is evident in reaſon, that in what conſide­rations God one day actually gives everlaſting life, in that conſideration he de­ermined from everlaſting to give it; So it is no leſſe evident, that, the perſon that becomes ſo qualified, as the Goſpel requires, is, at that time, and from that time that he becomes ſo qualified, inveſted in the right of thoſe promiſes which the Goſpel tenders, in the ſame conſideration, for which they are either granted from everlaſting, or beſtowed in due time. And I conceive, that neither Cameron nor any of his opinion would undertake, that eternall life is aſſigned to the new obedience of Chriſtians, without conſideration of what Chriſt hath [Page] done for us, which ſurely, was not done, but in ſuffering, and by ſuffering for us. It is therefore for the honour of Chriſtianity, to maintaine, that God, for Chriſts ſake, is ready to admit the heirs of everlaſting damnation into the inhe­ritance of everlaſting happineſſe, in never ſo ſhort a time, as we can believe, that they can change their reſolution from following ſinne, to profeſſe that be­lief and converſation which Chriſtianity importeth. Suppoſe we believe Zo­ſimus, when, to the diſgrace of it, he reports, that Conſtantine was perſwaded to become Chriſtian, in hope to come clear of thoſe ſinnes, which were ſo great, that he could find no other meanes to exp [...]ate them; Provided we un­derſtand alwayes the condition which Chriſtianity requires. Be a mans by­paſt ſinnes greater or leſſe, it is the claime of Chriſtianity, that there is no ſinne ſo ſmall as to be clenſed without it, none ſo great as not to be cleanſed by it, all in conſideration of Chriſt whom it preacheth. If this be as ſoone done as a mans mind can change, it is to be remembred, that the change of a mans mind infers the change of all his life that remaines; and, that the change of his life muſt obtaine the effect of thoſe promiſes, the right whereof he is inveſted with upon the change of his mind, all in the ſame precious conſideration of our Lord Chriſt and his obedience.
Laſtly, I inferre, that there is no reaſon to imagine, that the redemption of mankind ſhould require our Lord Chriſt to ſuffer the paines of the damned, ſuppoſing, that we are delivered from damnation, by his ſufferings; And therefore, that this cannot be the intent of Chriſts deſcent into hell, which the Apoſtles Creed declares. I pretend not here to diſpute what are the paines of the damned, or what were the paines of the ſoul which our Lord Chriſt indure­ed upon the Croſſe; Or, in order to it▪ How eſſentially requiſite it is, in the paines of the damned, that they ſhould deſpair of Gods favour for ever, and therefore, ever to come free of that eſtate. This I inferre upon the premiſes, that the redemption of mankind doth not require, that Chriſt ſhould ſuffer the ſame kind of paines, which we muſt have ſuffered, had not  [...]e interpoſed for us; But, that he tendred that obedience to God, in undergoing, whatſoever, the execution of that commiſſion, which God h [...]d impoſed upon him, required, which, coming from the Sonne of God, was valuable in worth, to move God to diſpenſe in that Original Law, which he had made the rule of our actions, by right of our creation, upon paine of everlaſting death, and to allow everlaſting life upon remiſſion of ſinnes, to all that ſhould imbrace Chriſtianity. For, ſee­ing the ſufferings of Chriſt were not intended meer for puniſhment, (ſo that, he induring that which we were liable to, we ſhould no longer remaine chargeable with it) but to tender God a conſideration, valuable to ſatisfy him, not to ex­ecute the penalty of his Originall Law upon us, but to abate of it by tendring us new terms of reconcilement and peace with him; there can be no reaſon why he ſhould undergo the ſame kind and nature of puniſhment, which we muſt have ſuffered had not  [...]e interpoſed. And therefore, whatſoever the paines were which Chriſt indured in his ſoule, either upon the Croſſe, or in order to his Croſſe, being abandoned by God to the will of Satan and his miniſters, even unto death; (which here I am not concerned to diſpute) this I muſt inferre from the premiſes; That we are to ſeeke for no other conſideration for which we are admitted to Grace, but that, which, the whole tenor of the Scriptures, and the conſent of Chriſts Church holds forth to us: that is to ſay, the precious bloud of our Lord Chriſt ſhed upon the Croſſe for us.
Having thus excluded the two extreme opinions concerning the juſtification of ſinners by the Goſpell of Chriſt, which, I hold to be equally deſtructive to Chriſtianity on contrary ſides, the one acknowledging no condition to qua­lify us for the promiſes of the Goſpell, but the immediate imputation of the merits and ſufferings of Chriſt, ſent to dy for us; The other acknowledging no conſideration of Chriſt, in ſending, or accepting the Covenant of Grace, and the condition which it requires; I will now proceed to reſolve the merit of meane opinions concerning the ſame, from the premiſes. The firſt is the opinion of many of the Reformation, that make the juſtification of ſinners by [Page] the Goſpell to conſiſt in remiſſion of ſinnes, tendred and imbraced by that Faith, which conſiſteth in a reſolution of truſting and repoſing confidence in God, for the obtaining of his promiſes tendred us in Chriſt Jeſus; But, ſuppoſing allwayes and premiſing Repentance, as a condition requiſite to make this confidence lively and Chriſtian, not ſenſuall, carnall, and preſumtive; And ſuppoſing allwayes, and inferring upon it, the promiſe of Gods ſpirit, ſanctifying, and inabling to performe that new obedience, which qualifieth for the world to come. That there is this opinion amongſt the Reformed, and thoſe of them, that labor moſt to interpret the Reformation ſo, as not to contradict the Faith of the Church; I may well ſay, without going further then my ſelfe, who doe acknowledge this to have been mine opinion for many yeares, and doe certainly know that it was maintained in my time, againſt the furious pretenſes of Zelots, in the Univerſity of Cambridge. And of this opi­nion I will ſay three thinges. Firſt, that it is not deſtructive to the true Faith of Gods Church. My reaſon is, becauſe of that Repentance which it ſuppoſ­eth, and the conſideration of new obedience in obtaining everlaſting life, which it inferreth. For, Repentance, in this argument, cannot ſignify conver­ſion from any particular ſinne, but the change of the whole man, of his inten­tions, and by conſequence of his actions, to ſeek God, in ſtead of himſelfe and this world: And therefore containeth in it, whatſoever the Goſpell can require, to make any man, that is ſurpriſed in the ſtate of ſinne, capable of Gods grace by Chriſt; In as much as this change cannot be wrought, without the tender of pardon for Chriſts ſake, upon that which his Goſpell requireth. For, Repentance thus underſtood, as it turneth from all ſinne, ſo it import­eth a reſolution, to all that goodneſſe which Chriſtianity preſcribeth; Which is all, that he who is preſently ſurpriſed in ſinne can have, to come out of it; ſuppoſing this reſolution not to be ſupper [...]iciall, but rooted in him by frequent prayers, and teares, which ſuch workes of humiliation as are one­ly able, and abſolutely requiſite to make effectuall impreſſion in mans mind, allwayes apt, through variety of objects, to entertaine impreſſions tending to contrary reſolutions. And therefore, this Repentance being required to the truth of living and juſtifying Faith, as new obedience to the attaining of the world to come; And, every thing required by Gods Law, being of ne­ceſſity that which qualifyeth for Gods promiſes, in his account who tenders the Law; The condition which this opinion requireth, to qualify for the promiſes of the Goſpell, is materially, and for the things it contains, the ſame which I have ſhowed that the Goſpell requires: Though formally, and in ex­preſſe termes it renounces all conſideration, in the juſtification of ſinners, but that of Chriſt and his obedience imbraced by Faith, as I have ſaid. This I may ſay, that, in the remembrances of thoſe thinges which I have ſaid in publick to the people, concerning this point, during the time that I was of this opinion, I doe not remember now that their is any thing, that I could not preſently ſay; my Judgment being thus farre chang­ed.
For, ſecondly, I muſt ſay, that this opinion is not true. As may appear by that which hath been ſaid, to ſhow, what it is the Goſpell requires on our part▪ to qualify us for the promiſes which it tenders on Gods; and, by conſequence, what is that Faith which alone juſtifieth. For, having ſhowed the true ſenſe of the Scriptures, according to that which the Jewes opinion that S. Paul diſputs againſt, (ſtill extant and viſible in their Conſtitutions) which the conſent of Chriſts Church, which the conſequences of the difference between the literall and myſticall ſenſe of Moſes Law, (pointed out in part by ſome moderne writers) hath taught me; I doe conclude, the ſenſe of them which this opinion inferreth, though it be not deſtructive to Chriſtianity, yet, not deducible from the principles of it, by good divinity. And truly, to re­quire repentance to the truth of that faith which onely juſtifieth, and not to make it part of that quality, in conſideration whereof, God, for Chriſts ſake, allowes remiſſion of ſinnes; is to ſay thinges utterly inconſequent: In [Page] as much as I have ſaid, that Gods conſideration imports onely this, that he decrees remiſſion of ſinnes for repentance in the nature of a motive cauſe, not that he is moved by repentance to decree it. Neither is it any way conſequent for him that admitteth new obedience to be in conſideration, in beſtowing everlaſting life, to ſtick at admitting repentance to be in conſideration, in beſ­towing the right of it. For, though the promiſes of the Goſpell in this life are many, (remiſſion of ſinnes, and reconcilement, regeneration, juſtifica­tion, ſanctification, adoption of ſonnes, and, if there be any thing elſe of that ranke) yet, whatſoever difference a divine may juſtly argue between theſe from the Scriptures, it were a groſſe inconvenience to ſay, that, the condition of the Goſpell being performed, they are not all due to him in whome it is found. The terme of ſanctification it ſelfe, though it neceſſarily imports the habituall dwelling of the Holy Ghoſt in him that is reconciled to God, becauſe we know the Goſpell promiſes it; yet, it ſuppoſes not onely that promiſe, but alſo another, that God will accept it for holineſſe, in him, in whome originall concupiſcence, notwithſtanding, remains. And, if the terme of regeneration import that inhaerent diſpoſition of mind, to which a man, by becoming a Chriſtian is borne a new; yet, that of adoption ex­preſſes the free will of God, by which he accepteth him that i [...] changed to ſuch a diſpoſition, for his ſonne. So that, neither remiſſion of ſinnes, nor right to the kingdome, can be underſtood to be aſſigned under the title of juſtificati­on, in conſideration of Chriſt, without conſideration of that condition which the Goſpell of Chriſt requireth.
Laſtly I ſay, that the ſaid opinion is apt to give juſt occaſion of a miſtake in juſtifying Faith, that may be deſtructive to the Chriſtian Faith. My reaſon is, be­cauſe it is hard ſo to provide, (as heitherto ſufficient proviſion could never be made) as to diſtinguiſh from it the opinion of juſtification, by beleeveing that Chriſt died for him that beleeves, as one of the Elect, for whome alone Chriſt died; Which is no leſſe deſtructive to the Faith, then the Haereſy of the Antino [...]ians, that a man is juſtified in conſideration of Chriſt, before we beleeve it. And truly, the manifold controverſies, and everlaſting wrangles, which, the miſunderſtanding of the nature of that faith which alone juſtifyeth hath raiſed, among thoſe that depart from the Church of Rome; (Some making it to conſiſt in beleeving that a man is predeſtinate to life, others, in truſting in God through Chriſt; Some making onely the paſſive obedience of Chriſt, others both active and paſive to be imputed to us; Some making juſtification to conſiſt onely in remiſſion of ſinnes, others in that and in the imputation of Chriſts merits both) may juſtly move them to retire to the ſimplicity of the Goſpell, which they will never find in any termes but thoſe which I propoſe; That all the promiſes thereof are due, upon makeing good the true profeſſion of Chriſtianity. If it be ſaid, that thoſe Homilies, which the article of the Church of England referres us to, for the right underſtanding of Juſtification and Juſtifying Faith, ſeeme to expreſſe this opinion which I eſteeme neither true, nor yet deſtructive to the Faith; I anſwere ingenuouſly that they ſeeme to me ſo to doe: But that, ſo doing, the ſenſe of it, is utterly unreconcileable with thoſe things which I have quoted out of the office of bap­tiſme, and the beginning of the Catechiſme. Which being as much ſubſcribed by the Clergy as the Articles and Homilies are, and alſo containing the whole Religion of the people, and the Clergies, therefore, as Chriſtians, (for the people, being not acquainted with the Articles but when they change theire Curate, had no meanes to take further notice of them) is by conſe­quence to be preferred in caſe of competition. Unreconcileable I ſay, as farre as this opinion is unreconcileable to that which I have propoſed; the com­munion of the Church no wayes requiring that men ſhould be reconciled in the interpretation of the Scriptures, provided it draw no conſequence deſtructive to the Faith, as this doth not, but that which in termes it complies with doth. And therefore, I have held it my duty, (that opinion having broken forth into a manifeſt Hereſy of the Antino [...]ians, and the deteſtation of that [Page] tending to let in a contrary Hereſy of the Socinians, as firſt it bred it) to declare to all, that are not profeſſed enemies to the Church of England, and the Catholick Church with it, the firſt miſunderſtanding, from whence I con­ceive ſuch dangerous errors proceed; that, if God ever ſend order, out of that confuſion in Religion which now rules among us, I may have conteſted, that there can be no ſure ground for it, but the plaine faith of the Catholick Church.
It is well enough knowne, that there is ſtill another opinion concerning Juſtification, to wit, that of the Schoole Doctors, which the Council of Trent ſeemeth to have made mater of Faith; Which maketh the beginning of Juſtification to conſiſt in that faith▪ which beleeveth the Goſpell to be true. Whereupon, as there neceſſarily followes ſervile feare of that puniſhment, to which, it diſcovers all that refuſe it to be liable; So it gives ground enough of hope, to all that reſolve not to refuſe it: So that, the mind balancing betweene the love of God, (which preferres the next world) and the love of our ſelves and of this world, (which preferres this) if a man (concerning that ſorrow for his ſinnes, which the love of God, not the feare of puniſhment ſuggeſts, and, acting thoſe workes of Penance, which, if a Chriſtian before, the neglect of his calling and profeſſion requires) reſolve to preferre the love of God in all his actions for the time to come; the faith and the hope, which he had before without forme, now being informed by the love of God above all, and his ſervile feare turned into filiall, he becomes juſt, becauſe form­ally indowed with this love, which makes all his indowments ſupernaturall, and proportionable to the reward of everlaſting happineſſe which the Goſpell tenders; provided that he receive the Sacrament of Baptiſme, or effectually deſire it▪ if it were to be had; Of this opinion I ſay▪ Firſt, that it com­mitteth as great a fault as the former, in aſſigning the true conceit and notion of juſtifying Faith. For, whereas there are indeed, as I have ſhowed, three ſignifications of Faith in the writings of the Apoſtles, (wherein onely there is expreſſe queſtion of the juſtification of Chriſtians) the firſt and laſt whereof depend upon the middle, as the cauſe and effect of it; And that the Apoſtles intend the ſecond ſenſe properly, when they diſpute againſt the Jewes, that a man is not juſtified by workes, nor by the Law, but by Grace, and by Faith (that is, by the Goſpell, tendring the Covenant of Grace, and by that Faith, whereby we undertake that Chriſtianity wher [...]into we are baptized) they who make the office o [...] Faith in juſtifying no more then beleeving the Goſpell to be true, ſeeme as voide of the truth in that, as thoſe who place it in repo­ſing truſt and confidence in God, upon it. For, as the Goſpell gives ſuffi­cient ground of truſt and confidence in God, from the firſt moment that any man heares of it, (what ſtate ſoever it is, and how ſinfull, in which it over­takes him) if we ſpeak of confidence that we may or ſhall obtaine remiſſion of ſins, upon condition of imbracing and performing the condition which it advanceth; So, if wee ſpeake of truſt and confidence in God, as, indeed and actually reconciled to God, ſeeing it ſuppoſeth juſtification, it muſt needes ſuppoſe that Faith which juſtifieth; And ſo, juſtifying Faith cannot be ſaid to conſiſt in it, but, by conſequence of nature, to produce it. On the other ſide; whereas all the works that a man can doe, after he ſincerely beleeves the truth of the Goſpell, but▪ before he hath made profeſſion of Chriſti­anity by being baptized, cannot availe to the forgiveneſſe of ſinne, much leſſe, to intitle him to everlaſting life, according to the doctrine of the Apoſtles; It can by no means be imagined, that, when they attribute juſtification to Faith, whether alone, or, in oppoſition to workes, or to the Law, they doe attribute it to that Faith whereby he remains not juſtifyed, not to that, which, he i [...] neceſſarily juſtifyed as ſoone as he hath. And this is the true end of that endleſſe diſpute, between Faith and good workes, when it is queſtioned, whether true Faith can be without Good workes, or not. For it is manifeſt, that Hereticks, Schiſmaticks, and ſinfull Chriſtians doe as truely beleeve, either the whole Goſpell, (ſo farre as the Common ſalvation of Chriſtians requireth) or▪ [Page] at leaſt, that part which their Hereſy or Schiſme conteſteth not, as a good Chriſtian really doth. It is noleſſe manifeſt, that, not onely Heretickes and Schiſmatickes, but even badde and ſinfull Chriſtians alſo, not onely may, but really have a true and reall confidence in God, as to the world to come; without which, thoſe that beleeve the world to come could not live and dy in that courſe, which, indeed, renders them uncapable of it. But, the Faith which, whoſoever is baptized plighteth to God, to profeſſe the Faith which he hath taught to the death, and to live according to it, muſt needes either be counterfeite, (and ſo, produce no effect but the damning of him that is baptized with it) or produce the workes of Faith, ſo long as it is and con­tinues ſincere. And thus is the Tradition of the Church, concerning juſtifi­cation by the good works of Chriſtians reconciled▪ not onely with the doctrine of the Apoſtles, that a man is not juſtified by the workes that go before Chri­ſtianity; But alſo with the Tradition of the Church, concerning the ingredi­ence of Baptiſme into the ſame work; And▪ with the doctrine of the Fathers, manifeſtly diſtinguiſhing that true Faith which produceth good workes, from that dead faith, which doth not, not by the acceſſion of Love, but by marks intrinſecall to the nature of it; manifeſtly diſtinguiſhing thoſe good workes which indeed doe juſtify, from thoſe, which, for the mind which they are done with▪ doe not juſtify, but▪ for their kind might, had they been done by Chriſtians; by the boundary between them, which is baptiſme. But ſo, that the workes themſelves are but the materiall part, that is, the thing which the Covenant of Grace requireth; But, the reaſon and conſideration in which they are accepted by God to that effect, is not the influence of our free will, though cured of concupiſcence, (as cured it may be in this life) and acted by Gods Spirit; but the Grace of God, moving him, in conſideration of our Lord Chriſts ſufferinges, firſt, to publiſh the Goſpell, then to accept the profeſſi­on and life of Chriſtians according to it, for a condition qualifying them for that which he promiſeth by it. Which is but the Engliſh of that which is commonly ſaid, that God accepteth of our workes as dipped in Chriſts bloud, which he accepteth not, if he accept them not to that effect which his Goſpell promiſeth▪ having, (as he doth, if the Goſpel be true) all that he accepteth not to that purpoſe.
Having ſaid this, in common, as it were, to both theſe opinions, in particulare, to that which I propoſe laſt, or rather, to the reſt of it, I ſay three things. Firſt, that it may be underſtood two wayes; To wit that this holds, Either by vir­tue of the originall Law of God, or by virtue of that diſpenſation in it, that abatement of the penalty of it, which the Goſpell imports. For, ſo long as it is onely ſaid, that God infuſeth into him that receives the Sacrament of Baptiſme out of a reſolution of Loving God above all, an habit of ſupernatu­all righteouſneſſe; which is formally the remiſſion of ſinnes, as extinguiſhing them by contrary diſpoſitions; and that this is the righteouſneſſe which he pleades to God, for the reward of the world to come; I ſay, all this while it is not ſaid, whether the nature and kind of the quality thus produced oblige God to give him that happineſſe of the world to come, in recompenſe of it; or, whether the promiſe of the Goſpell, decreed and declared out of his meer goodneſſe, render that due by way of recompenſe, which, otherwiſe, this diſ­poſition could no way claime. For, he that ſayes, that the naturall worth of the qualities here ſuppoſed claimes the reward, as due by Gods juſtice, muſt needes ſay▪ that they juſtify by Gods originall Law: But he that ſayes, by Gods promiſe, and, onely by that juſtice which conſiſts in keeping promiſe, by the Covenant of Grace. Now then I ſay, if that, this opinion proceed upon firſt ground, it is deſtructive to the Chriſtian faith. For, I have ſhewed▪ that the Goſpel containes a Covenant of Grace, not onely in regard of helpes of Grace, to fulfill the condition which it requires, (which, I have ſhewed that God grants, in conſideration of our Lord Chriſt and his obedience) but alſo, be­cauſe in the ſame conſideration, he accepteth of the condition, both to extin­guiſh the debt of ſinne, and to intitle us to everlaſting life, which otherwiſe it [Page] inables us not to claime; And both theſe regards▪ I have ſhowed, belong to the Chriſtian Faith. Now, he that affirmeth that the righteouſneſſe which God infuſes into thoſe that are baptized challengeth remiſſion of ſinnes and ever­laſting life, (or rather challengeth everlaſting life, becauſe it extinguiſheth ſinne) by Gods originall juſtice, acknowledges indeed the Grace of God, in granting thoſe helps, by which we attaine the ſaid righteouſneſſe; (and that in conſideration of our Lord Chriſt and his obedience) But acknowledgeth not the Grace of God through Chriſt in accepting of it to ſuch purpoſe; and therein, as I ſuppoſe, denies the Covenant of Grace which the Goſpel con­tain [...]s.
Secondly, I ſay, that there is enough in the doctrine of the Schoole, or in the d [...]cree of the Council of Trent; to ſhow, that they cannot intend the firſt ſenſe, but that they muſt acknowledge it to Gods free promiſe, which, being accep­ted, becomes the Covenant of Grace. This followes upon ſeverall points of their doctrine. Firſt, as they make, at leaſt the materiall of originall ſinne to conſiſt in concupiſcence, the remains whereof in the regen [...]rate  [...]re therefore, even with them, of the ſame nature and kind, though rebated, and acqui [...]ed of the nature and effect of ſinne, which is, to make liable to death. For, this cannot hold, but, in regard of ſeverall Lawes, whereof the one forbiddeth this concupiſcence, the other allowes reconciliation and grace ſuppoſing it, as I ſaid afore; that Law that ſucceedes being the Covenant of Grace. Second­ly, as it requires the Sacrament of Baptiſme to the allowance of this righteouſ­neſſe, in lieu of the reward which it challenges. For, the Sacrament of bap­tiſme being a part of the Chriſtian Law, which is the Covenant of Grace▪ and ſo, a Secondary and poſitive proviſion for the ſalvation of mankind, loſt by Gods originall Law; it were a contradiction to ſay▪ that, any thing claimed by vi [...]tue thereof ſhould be due by Gods originall Law. Thirdly and laſtly, in regard of that ſound ſenſe in which they clearely and freely main­taine the ſatisfaction of Chriſt; which, by the promiſes, is nothing elſe, but the conſideration, for which God accepts the acts and the qu [...]liti [...] which the Goſpell requires, in due plea for that which it premiſ [...]s. For▪ imputation being nothing elſe, in common reaſon, but the immediate conſequenc [...] of ſatisfaction▪ the righteouſneſſe which God imputes to Abrahams ſpirituall ſeed, as to his perſon, according to S. Paul, Ro [...]. IV. 16, 24 cannot depend upon the meer worth of the condition required, but upon the free grace of God, accepting it for that it is not worth, in conſideration of the obedience of Chriſt.
Laſtly I ſay, there is appearance of reaſon, to move men that are jealous of the glory of Gods grace, to thinke that they cla [...]me the promiſes of the Goſ­pel, as due by Gods originall Law, to that infuſed righteouſneſſe, by having whereof, they ſay we are righteous before God. Firſt, in that they depart from the language of the Scripture, and the true meaning thereof, in making juſtification to conſiſt in the infuſion of righteouſneſſe; which, though it pre­ſuppoſeth, by the premiſes, formally it ſignifieth not. For, having ſhowed, that the condition which the Goſpell requires, is allowed of grace, in conſide­ration of Chriſt, to qualify us for the promiſes of it; it remains beyond queſtion, that the righteouſneſſe which the Goſpell require [...] is of it ſelfe r [...]all true righteouſneſſe; becauſe it is God that allowes it and accepts it to that effect, to which he accepts not the righteouſneſſe of an hypocrite. Allwaye [...] underſtanding it to be the righteouſneſſe of one that turneth from ſinne▪ with a ſincere and effectuall reſolut [...]on to ſerve God in all thinges for the future; Whoſe righteouſneſſe may well be called infuſed righteouſneſſe, in regard of the helpes of Gods grace whereby it is effected▪ though we ſuppoſe no other ki [...]d of quality, (beſide that diſpoſition which brings a man to Baptiſme) to ſucceede upon it, but onely the habituall aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, pro­miſed,  [...]o inable all them that ſincerely undertake Chriſtianity, to preforme what they undertake. Thus then, making juſtification to conſiſt, not in Gods allowance, but in his act of infuſing righteouſneſſe, they create appear­ance  [...]o reaſon, that the righteouſneſſe ſo infuſed, is, in their opinion, that [Page] righteouſneſſe before God, to which the promiſes of the Goſpell are due by his originall Law. For, if there were not other points of theire doctrine to create another interpretation of it, there could be no other ſenſe for it, then this. Secondly, in that they make this righteouſneſſe to conſiſt, not in any acceptation and allowance of God, but in his grace really infuſed into that ſoule, which, out of an act of the love of God raiſed by the helpes of his grace▪ ſuppoſing faith and hope, joyned with ſervile feare afore, had reſolved upon Baptiſme. For what allowance can this love be imagined to need, as of grace, to make the promiſes of the Goſpell by Gods originall Law due to it, if it be admitted for righteouſneſſe before God? Here I muſt doe them right. I muſt not ſay that it is the Council of Trent, or that it is any act of the Church obliga­tory to all the Communion that ownes it, that obliges them to attribute the effect of juſtifying to Gods infuſed Grace, by virtue of the nature of it, and not by virtue of his Grace in accepting it to that purpoſe. For it is notorious, and you may find the names of the Doctors in Vaſquez. in 1. 2. Diſput. CCIV. Num. 1. 2. 3. that hold this grace not to render men gracefull to God for it ſelfe, but by his free accepting it to that effect; The Nominals in par­ticular, beſides Durandus and Alliacenſis by name. In the meane time, no man can deny, that it is lawfull to  [...]old that we are juſt [...]fied by the worth and naturall perfection of Gods infuſed Grace; Which though he freely giveth, yet can he not refuſe juſtification having given it: And therefore, they who place their Religion in making theire diſtance from Hereticks, (as our Puri­taines from Antichriſt) as wide as they can poſſible, have taught and ſtill doe teach, that the ſupernaturall infuſed righteouſneſſe of Chriſtans, (which, as I ſaid, they make to conſiſt principally in the love of God above all thinges) of it owne worth and intrinſecall perfection▪ and not by Gods accep­ting of it to that effect, not onely formally remitteth ſinne, as formally it expelleth the ſame, but ſo juſtifieth, that God were unjuſt ſhould he not juſti­fy Chriſtians in conſideration of it? And, what could have been ſaid more expreſſe, that it is due by Gods originall law, not by any diſpenſation in it which the promiſe of the Goſpell importeth? That the grace of God in Chriſt i [...] not ſeene, in rewarding that diſpoſition which the Goſpell requireth, but in giving thoſe helpes whereby we attaine unto it? A thing never a whit more contradictory to that which hath been proved here, then to other points of their owne Profeſſion alleged even now.
Before I leave this point, for the clearing of that which I ſaid; that the Council of Tr [...]t ſeemeth to have inacted the doctrine of the Schol [...] for mater of Faith, not, that indeed it hath ſo done; I will obſerve, that it hath not decreede, that we are juſtified by Grace habitually dwelling in the Soule; But onely, that, through the merit of Chriſts paſſion, the love of God is diffuſed in the harts of thoſe that are juſtified, and is inherent in them, ſo that, in theire juſtification, with remiſſion of ſinnes, they receive Faith Hope and Charity, as infuſed into them. S [...]ſſ. VI. Cap VII. For here, it is expreſſely claimed by Doctors of that Church, not▪ that the Grace whereby we are juſtified is a qua­lity habitually informing the ſoule of man, as ſupernaturally infuſed by God into it: But onely, that Faith Hope and Charity are infuſed into them that are juſtified, and inherent in them, as ſhed into theire hearts by the Holy Ghoſt; Which▪ they ſay, may all be underſtood, ſuppoſing that a man is juſtified by the acts of Faith Hope and Love, infuſed or ſhedde into the hart by the Holy Ghoſt▪ as well as by habites ſupernaturally created to reſide in the ſoule. For, you may ſee by Morinus in his Late worke de Adminiſtration [...] P [...]niten­ti [...] VIII. 2. 3. 7. that for MCC yeares after Chriſt, a good while after the Schoole Doctors were come in, there was no queſtion at all made, whether we are juſtified by an infuſed habit of grace or not; and that it was about the yeare MCCL that this opinion intirely prevailed in the Schooles. Whereby it appeareth, that, as this opinion containes nothing deſtructive to the faith▪ if it be underſtood in that ſenſe which the Church of Rome allowes; that it is not the naturall worth of it which juſtifies, but Gods accepting of it to that [Page] effect; So if it did, yet could not the Church of Rome be ſaid to teach any thing deſtructive to the faith▪ But onely to allow ſince  [...]uch things to be taught. For, the Council of Vienna under Clement V. determines it not as matter of faith, but as the more probable opinion, as you may ſee Clement. de ſumma Trin. & Fide Cathol. Tit. I. Cap. VII. And therefore Albertus P [...]ghius de libero Arbitrio lib. V, notwithſtanding this decree, ſtickes not to count this doctrine forged without any authority of Scripture; And thoſe that ſpeake of it with more reſpect then he, thinke not themſelves tied to that, which the Council hold [...] the more probable. It is indeed manifeſt, by the experience of all Chriſtians, that the cuſtome and practice, even of ſupernaturall actions, to which the inclination of corrupt nature is utterly averſe, breedes in a man an habituated diſpoſition of doing thoſe things, with  [...]aſe and pleaſure, which, at the beginning of his Chriſtianity, he could not doe without offering himſelfe much violence. But, that habit which cuſtome and practice leaves behind it, though ſupernaturall for the cauſe or effect of it; becauſe the acts upon▪ which it accrues, as alſo thoſe which it produces, cannot accrue from meere nature, without the helpe of Chriſts grace; is notwith­ſtanding, for that wherein it conſiſts, a diſpoſition really qualifying the na­ture and ſubſtance of the ſoule, and inclining it to act otherwiſe then without it. Beſides, the Goſpell promiſing the Holy Ghoſt for a Gift to abide with and dwell in thoſe that are baptized, nothing hinders the Gift thereof to be held and termed an habituall grace. In theſe regards, I find it neither pre­judiciall nor inconſequent to the Chriſtian faith, to acknowledge habituall grace, though neither ſcripture nor tradition of the Church owne any habit of grace, created by God, and infuſed into the ſoule in a moment, as the Schoole imagineth.
But they ſeeme to have committed another miſtake, in that, the Church having decreed againſt Pelagius, that the Grace of Chriſt is neceſſary to all truly good actions, and therefore, that man cannot merit the firſt grace; this infuſed habit of grace they have made to be that Firſt grace which God giveth, before man will indeavor any thing towards it. For ſo the Maſter of the Sentences determineth, that grace which preventeth mans indevors to be faith with Love libro II. diſtinct. XXVI. D. which, though it be capable of a very good ſenſe; That the motion to beleeve the truth of Chriſtianity out of the love of God is that which Gods grace prevents all mans compliance with; yet, in what ſenſe they ſwallowed it, will appeare by the difficulties and diſpu [...]es they were intangled with, about that ſorrow, which the heart conceives for ſinne out of meer [...] love to God▪ not feare of puniſhment, which the love of our ſelves breedeth. For, this ſorow being neceſſarily a diſpoſition preparing him for juſtification that cometh to God; in regard the firſt grace which God preventeth all man [...] indeavors with is to them this infuſed habit of Faith and love which formally juſtifieth; how he ſhould come prepa­red for juſtification by that contrition, which without Gods grace man can­not have, who is juſtified by that infuſed habit of grace, which he was firſt prevented by God with; hath been among them the ſubject of endleſſe jangles. Whereas, it is manifeſt, the maintenance of the Faith againſt Pelagius requir­eth no more, then▪ that the reſolution of perſevering in Chriſtianity to the  [...]nd be thought neceſſarily to depend upon the motion to imbrace it, which God firſt preventeth man with, without reſpect to any act of man obliging God to grant it. And therefore it is manifeſt, that the Church decreed no more againſt Pelagius, but, that the firſt motion to become a good Chriſtian, that every man is prevented with, muſt be aſcribed to Gods free grace through Chriſt, not ingaged by any act of mans goeing afore. Now, requi­ring onely the actuall aſſiſtance of Gods preventing grace, it is eaſy enough to ſay; not how attrition, that is, ſorrow for ſinne in regard of puniſh­ment, accompanied with ſlaviſh feare, is changed into contrition, that is ſorrow for ſinne out of the love of God whome it offendeth; (For, it is not poſſible, that he who loveth God ſhould be ſory for ſinne for the ſame rea­ſon, [Page] which he was ſorry for while he loved the world) But, how the man that was attrite becomes contrite. For, when firſt the Goſpell reveales unto a man his deſperate eſtate in and by the firſt Adam, it is not poſſible that he ſhould remaine u [...]touched, either with ſorrow for the preſent, or apprehenſion for the future. And yet no leſſe unpoſſible is it, according to Gods ordinary way of working, even by his Grace, that he ſhould, in an inſtant, reſolve to imbrace the onely way to give him peace in that exigence. But while he neither caſts off the motion of grace, nor reſigne [...] his intereſt in himſelfe and the world to it, but conſiders, upon what reaſon it behoves him to reſolve; this conſideration, by the worke of Gods Spirit diſ [...]overing to him, how much God and the next world is to be preferred before himſelfe and this; as the love of God and the world to come prevailes in him above the love of him­ſelfe and this, accordingly of neceſſity, muſt the greife of having offended God afore, prevaile in him above all that he can conceive for the miſery he hath incurred. And all this, by virtue of thoſe helpes which God grants, though allwayes in conſideration of our Lord Chriſt; yet, not by virtue of that Covenant, which is not contracted till  [...] man be baptized, but, of his owne free goodneſſe, diſpenſing the effects of Chriſts coming, according to the reaſon of his ſecret wiſdome, which the Covenant of grace diſcovers not. I neede ſay no more to ſhow, how a man that come [...] into the world with concupiſcence becomes, either habituated to the love of God above all things, or indowed with the habituall aſſiſtance of Gods Spirit, by that promiſe which the Goſpell importeth. Thus much is to be ſeen [...], by that which hath been ſaid; That, in the juſtification of a ſinner by Chriſtianity, (which, I have ſhowed to be the condition of it) there is a twofold change either implied or ſignified: For, that a man ſhould become reconci­led to God, continues in the ſame affection to himſelfe and the world as before he heard of Chriſt, is a thing which the ſo [...]ere [...]t of them that diſpute juſtification by faith alone abhorre. And, that a man, by the Goſpel, ſhould be intitled to no more, then, that diſpoſition which be is changed to, obligeth God to give, is no leſſe horrible to them that diſpute juſtification by the works of faith. And there­fore, beſides that change in the nature and diſpoſition of him that becomes eſta­  [...]ed in the promiſes of the Goſpel, which juſtification involveth, there is another change in Gods eſteeme, which is morall, by virtue of his free promiſe, which the change which his nature hath received ſignifieth not▪ becauſe Gods will onely inf [...]rs it. The former of theſe the Schoole inſiſt upon, and they ſeeme to follow S. Auſtin [...] in it; who, though he have nothing to doe with any conceit of habituall grace, yet, moſt an end, attributeth the effect of juſti­fying; even before God, to thoſe inherent acts of righteouſneſſe, whereby, the grace of God tranſlateth his enimies into that ſtate of his grace. The later, though it be that, which, both the Scriptures, and the moſt ancient records of the Church doe expreſſe; yet, ſo long as the effect of juſtifying is attri­buted to the diſpoſition which is inherent in the ſoule, not for the worth of it, but by Gods Grace, it can containe nothing, either formally deſtructive, or, by conſequence prejudiciall to the Faith. That the one is fundamentally imply­ed, the other formally ſignified in the juſtification of a Chriſtian, belongs rather to the skill of a divine, in underſtanding the Scriptures, then to the virtue of a Chriſtian in holding the faith.
What the Church thinkes, of the workes of thoſe, who▪ believing, do not yet declare themſelves Chriſtians, by procuring Baptiſme; as it is a conſiderati­on fit for this place, ſo is it manifeſt, by the doubt which they make of the ſal­vation of thoſe, that dye in that eſtate. For, though the life that they live, ſup­poſing the preventing Grace of the holy Ghoſt, to bring them to that eſtate, muſt needs be aſcribed to the ſame, yet is it not as yet under the promiſe of re­ward, becauſe they are not yet under the Covenant of Grace, but onely diſ­poſed to it. And, how good ſoever their life may be, yet, ſo long as it pro­ceeds not to an effectuall reſolution of undertaking Chriſts Croſſe, it is bu [...] actuall, and dependeth d [...] facto, upon the aſſiſtance of Gods Spirit, which d [...][Page]jur [...] they can challenge no title in, being not yet eſtated in Gods promiſes, but onely prevented by thoſe helps, which, they can claime no difference of right in, from thoſe that are not prevented with the ſame. But he that undertakes Chriſts Croſſe by coming to Baptiſme with a good conſcience, obtaineth re­miſſion of ſinnes, adoption to be Gods Sonne, and right and title to everlaſting life; Which adoption, and which title, as they are morall rights and qualities; ſo are they meer appendences of that juſtification which God alloweth the Faith of thoſe that are baptized ſincerely, without conſideration of workes, ac­cording to the doctrine of the Fathers. Suppoſing, it is true, as much change as between a Chriſtian and no Chriſtian, in him that obtaines them, (in which regard, it is no marvaile, if remiſſion of ſinnes or juſtification be aſcribed to the ſaid change many times, in their writings; For, how ſuch ſayings are to be underſtood, imports onely the ſignification of words, not the ſalvation of a Chriſtian) but not importing Gods conſideration of their qualities, the con­ſideration of whoſe, works is excluded. S. Auguſtine, it is true, conſidering this change in him that is juſtified (which is indeed the ground upon which God accepteth of his Faith to that purpoſe) and uſing the word juſtifying to ſignify the ſame, hath occaſioned the Schoole to agree in that forme of doctrine which the Council of Trent canonizeth. But though he frequent the terme more then others in that ſenſe, yet can he no wayes be thought to depart from the mean­ing of the reſt, who do ſometimes deſcribe juſtification by the ground which it ſuppoſeth, ſometimes by the quality in Gods account, which it ſignifyeth. Ac­knowledging all of them, the gift of the holy Ghoſt to be obtained by this faith which juſtifyeth; of Gods free Grace indeed, which onely moved him to ſet the Goſpel on foot, but as due by the promiſe which it containeth, to abide and to dwell with him that voides not the condition upon which it is granted. This grace of the holy Ghoſt, habitually dwelling in them that have undertaken Chriſts Croſſe, to inable them to go through with the work of it, as it cannot be unfruitfull in good works; ſo are thoſe works, henceforth, under the promiſe of reward, which no workes done afore Baptiſme can challenge.
I muſt not leave this point till I have ſaid a word or two of Socinus his opi­nion, as to this point of juſtifying faith. For, as concerning the two points premiſed, I conceive I have ſhowed you, that it is no leſſe deſtructive to Faith, in teaching that a man is able of himſelf to imbrace and to fulfill all that the Goſpel requires at his hands, witho [...] any help of Gods grace granted in re­ſpect of our Lord Chriſts obedience; Then, that God accepteth what a man is ſo able to performe, not out of any, conſideration thereof, but of his own free goodneſſe, which, moving him to ſettle ſuch a decree, moved him to ſend our Lord Chriſt to publiſh and aſſure it. As for the reſt of his opinion, having maintained, that the efficacy of all acts, whether of Gods grace or of mans will, toward the obtaining of the promiſes of the Goſpel, neceſſarily depends upon the receiving of Baptiſme, where the outward fulfilling of the promiſes of a poſitive precept (which the onely will of him that is converted to Chriſtianity fulfilleth not) is not unavoidablely prevented by caſualties which his will cannot overcome; I ſuppoſe I have by that meanes ſhowed, that his opinion is deſtructive to Chriſtianity, becauſe deſtructive to the precept of receiving Baptiſme, without which no man is a Chriſtian. And truly this imputation reflects upon the other extreme opinion, concerning the juſtification of a Chriſtian, which, aſcribing it to believing that a man is predeſtinate, excludes it from being neceſſary, either as a meanes to ſalvation, or as a thing command­ed; both which conſiderations concurre in the neceſſity of it, ſuppoſing the pre­miſes. For, the neceſſity of that which is neceſſary as the meanes, and the ne­ceſſity of that which is neceſſary as a thing commanded him that will obtaine ſalvation, differ onely in this; That the neceſſity of the meanes of ſalvation is undiſpenſable in regard of whoſoever will be ſaved: But the neceſſity of a thing commanded takes not hold, till a man becomes liable to the precept whereby it is commanded. The want of Baptiſme then not being peremptory to the ſal­vation of them that are prevented of it by unavoidable caſualties, but of all [Page] others; Chuſe whether you will call it neceſſary as the meanes, not ſuppoſing that exception, or neceſſary as a thing commanded, ſuppoſing it. But that opi­nion which juſtifies without it, becauſe before it, and makes it ſignify nothing to the not predeſtinate, to them that are, onely to ſignify that which is done without it, is neceſſarily deſtructive to the Covenant of Grace: Whereas ſup­poſing repentance, to juſtifying faith, the neceſſity of the Baptiſme of repent­ance may be maintained; Nay, repentance implying a converſion to all that Chriſtianity requires, and Chriſtianity requiring Baptiſme, in reaſon, implied it is in that repentance which that opinion preſuppoſeth to juſtifying faith. But, that Volkelius Inſtit. IV. 3. makes juſtifying Faith to conſiſt in believing all that Chriſt taught, and truſting in him, out of a reſolution to keep his com­mandments; I take to be the meaning of S. Paul when he ſaith, that a man is juſtified by Faith alone; Provided that a man be baptized with that diſpoſition which he calls juſtifying faith, believing that, being inabled by the holy Ghoſt, in conſideration of Chriſts merits accompanying his Baptiſme, to perform what he undertakes, he ſhall attaine the life to come in conſideration of the ſame.

CHAP. XXXI. The ſtate of the queſtion concerning the perſeverance of thoſe that are once juſti­fied. Of three ſenſes, one true, one inconſiſtent with the Faith, the third neither true nor yet deſtructive to the Faith. Evidence from the writings of the Apo­ſtles. From the Old Teſtament. The grace of Propheſie when it preſuppoſeth ſanctifying grace. Anſwer to ſome Texts, and of S. Pauls meaning in the VII. of the Romans. Of the Polygamy of the Fathers. What aſſurance of Grace Chriſtians may have. The Tradition of the Church.
THat which hath been ſaid properly concerns onely them that firſt heare of the Goſpell at mans age, and are juſtified by being baptized into the pro­feſſion of it; But the reaſon of it is the Rule of that which is to be ſaid of all. To extend it ſo as to anſwere all queſtions concerning all mens caſes; There remains yet another queſtion, whether thoſe are once juſtified can fall from the ſtate of grace, ſo as, finally, to be damned; Which, he that will ſpeake truth, muſt allow to have beene burthened with unchriſtian prejudices, with­out any cauſe. For, who knowes not, that commonly, it hath been given to underſtand, that, whoſo alloweth this, granteth; Gods everlaſting grace and purpoſe towards him whom he accepteth in Chriſt, as righteous, to faile, and become voide? Which, I grant to be truly conſequent to the opinion of thoſe, that hold juſtifying faith to conſiſt in beleeving that a man is predeſtinate to life. For, if that were ſo, then, he that ſhould faile of his juſtification, muſt, by conſequence, faile of his predeſtination; That is to ſay, the decree of God, by which he purpoſed finally to ſave him that is juſtifyed by beleeving that he is predeſtinate, muſt faile, and become voide, when ſoever he ceaſeth to be juſtified. But, what is that to him that beleeves, and hath proved, that God abſolutely decreeth, whom he will give and whome he will refuſe the helpes of effectuall grace, whereby they attaine that diſpoſition which qualifies them righteous before God? That the helps of Grace whereby they are effectually inabled or not inabled to continue or not to con­tinue in the ſame diſpoſition, are granted in conſideration of the right uſe of thoſe helps which went afore? That the decree of reward or puniſhment paſ­ſeth in conſideration of perſevering or not perſevering to the end in the ſame? Is there any ignorance in the world ſo ſlanderous, as to pretend any change in the purpoſe of God, when his ſentence changes upon the change of the con­dition, upon which he grants remiſſion of ſins and right to everlaſting life? If any man do, let him firſt call him ſelf to account whether he will undertake to [Page] maintaine that poſition, whereupon it followeth; to wit, that to believe a mans ſelf prdeſtinate to life, is that faith which alone juſtifieth. And undertaking it, let him take this defiance from me, that his opinion is deſtructive to the founda­tion and ground of Chriſtianity. But as I ſaid before, that there is ſo great difference between thoſe that hold juſtification by believing a mans ſelf to be predeſtinate to life, and, by truſting in God for the obtaining of his promiſes in our Lord Chriſt, that the one opinion is deſtructive to Chriſtianity, but the other not; at leaſt, in thoſe that require and preſuppoſe true repentance to go before that truſt in God, wherein juſtifying faith, in their opinions conſiſteth; So muſt I conſequently ſay, concerning this point, that it may be held, and I have ſome reaſon to think that it is held by divers, upon ſuch termes as ſeem not to render it deſtructive. For when I ſee, that they require repentance to go before juſtifying faith, as a condition requiſite to that truſt in God, wherein juſtifying faith conſiſteth; I muſt needs inferre, as I ſee ſome Authors of that opinion to grant, that, when the children of God fall into ſuch ſinnes, as Tertulliane, ſaies lay waſte the conſcience, neither remiſſion of thoſe ſinnes, which juſtification includeth, nor that truſt in God, wherein that faith which onely juſtifyeth conſiſteth, can be underſtood to have place before repentance, if they ſpeak things conſequent in reaſon to the [...]r own poſitions. How then ſhall they pretend, that the ſentence of juſtification once granted, or rather, the promiſe obtained by virtue of that contract which the Goſpel tendreth, as I have ſhowed, can remain firme, the condition failing which it neceſſarily pre­ſuppoſeth? Surely, I ſuppoſe, in that maner as it is ordinarily ſaid, in many diſputes, (and that very truly, how much ſoever to the purpoſe) that a thing is in ſome reſpect falſe, which is abſolutely true, or contrariwiſe▪ abſolutely falſe, which, notwithſtanding, in ſome reſpect, holds true. So ſeem they that are poſſeſſed with this prejudice to imagine, that, when God admits any man into the ſtate of Grace by virtue of that contract which the Goſpel tendereth, (that is as I ſay, by being baptized upon a ſincere profeſſion of Chriſtianity) if this be done with an intent of granting the grace of perſeverance, then is that per­ſon ſaid abſolutely to be juſtifyed; who, when he falls into ſuch ſinnes as I have named, becomes in ſome reſpect not juſtified, to wit for the preſent, and in re­ſpect of thoſe ſinnes of which he is not yet reconciled by repentance. And con­ſequently, the act of juſtifying faith is ſuſpended and interrupted, as in him that cannot have confidence in God, as reconciled to God in regard of theſe ſinnes; the ſeed of it notwithſtanding remaining, by virtue of that act of Faith, whereby, being reconciled as theſe are that are for ever reconciled to him, he remains certaine of helpes of grace, that ſhall be effectuall to work in him true repentance, and of reconcilement upon ſuppoſition of it. Where­upon it muſt be ſaid the contrary, that, thoſe whom God receiveth into grace without any purpoſe of granting them the grace of perſeverance, cannot be ſaid to be juſtified, without ſome terme of abatement, ſignifying the juſtifica­tion granted them to be, as to the ſenſe of the Church, or, to an opinion undue­ly conceived by themſelves, but not as to God. So that their faith alſo muſt be underſtood to be a confidence unduely grounded, the failing whereof is not the diſanulling of that which once was good, but the diſcovering of that, which once ſeemed good and was not.
This opinion, ſo limited as I have ſaid, I ſhould not think deſtructive to Chriſtianity, for the reaſon delivered afore, concerning that opinion of juſti­ing faith, upon which it followes. But, as I then concluded, that though not deſtructive to the Faith, yet, that opinion from whence it followeth is not true according to the true ſenſe of the Scriptures, wherein the skill of a Divine conſiſteth; So muſt I here conclude, that this opinion of perſeverance, which proceedeth upon that ſuppoſition of juſtifying faith, which, though not de­ſtructive to the Faith, yet is not true, is alſo not true, though not deſtructive to the Faith: The other, which proceeds upon that ſuppoſition of juſtifying faith and predeſtination, which is deſtructive to the faith, remaining both un­true and deſtructive to the faith. I grant that, though the gift of the holy [Page] Ghoſt, (which is, as I have ſaid, the habituall aſſiſtance of it) being granted in conſideration of a mans undertaking Chriſtianity, becomes void upon not performing that which a man undertakes; yet God, of his free goodneſſe, not as obliged by any promiſe of the Goſpel, may continue the aſſiſtance there­of, but upon the ſame terms as he firſt grants the help of it, to bring men out of the ſtate of ſinne into the ſtate of grace. I grant, that the reſolution of be­lieving the faith of Chriſt, and of living according to the ſame in the profeſſi­on of Chriſtianity, having been once made, upon reaſons convincing a man that he is bound ſo to do, cannot be changed at his pleaſure, in an inſtant, though it fall out, that he be overtaken with ſome ſinne that laies waſt the conſcience. But, the promiſes of the Goſpel being made in conſideration of undertaking the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, (and therefore incompetible to thoſe that live not according to it) I ſay, that they all become void to him that falls into ſuch a ſinne. For, the Covenant of Grace paſſing upon ſuppoſition of originall concupiſcence remaining in the regenerate, and inſnaring them all with the oc­caſions of ſinne; It cannot be imagined that all ſinne makes it void. But on the other ſide, ſome ſinnes being of ſo groſſe a nature, that a man cannot be ſurprized by them, (but that the being ſo conquered muſt imply a reſolution to preferre this world before the world to come) muſt needs forfeit thoſe pro­miſes, which depend upon the Covenant of Grace, a rebellion againſt which they containe and declare. So that, unleſſe the free grace of God, by the ope­ration of his Spirit, bring a man back to repentance, the whole reſolution of being a Chriſtian ſhall in time be blotted out, though the profeſſion, becauſe it imports the benefit of this world in Chriſtian ſtates, remain counterfeit. This is then the reaſon of my reſolution, neceſſarily following upon the pre­miſes, that the ſincere profeſſion of Chriſtianity is the condition of the Cove­nant of Grace; ſeeing it is not imaginable, that any man ſhould hold any pri­viledge at Gods hands, by profeſſing that which he performeth not: The pro­feſſion, as it ſerveth to aggravate the ſinne which it committed under it; (as done in deſpite of all the grace of God, and the conviction which it tendereth, to reduce us to Chriſtianity, and the profeſſion made in ſubmiſſion to the ſame condemning a man by his own ſentence) So, containing the condition upon which all the promiſes become due, upon the violation whereof, on the contra­ry, they muſt of neceſſity become void.
And this is the reaſon that leaves no place for any compoſition of this difference, by ſaying, that a man remains abſolutely juſtified, when the particular ſinne which is not yet repented of is not pardoned. For, ſeeing the wages of it is death, ſo farre as the Covenant of Grace diſpenſes not; and, ſeeing the Covenant of Grace cannot protect him that tranſgreſſeth the termes of it; of neceſſity, he falls into the ſame eſtate which he was under ſetting the Co­venant of Grace aſide, as if to him our Lord Chriſt had neither been borne, nor crucified, nor riſen againe. Thoſe that ſuffer the truth of this condition to be obſcured, by defective interpretations of that faith which alone juſtifieth, and the ſcripturs concerning the ſame; it is no mervaile if they can imagine a reconciliation betweene the ſtate of ſinne and the ſtate of grace, in the ſame man at the ſame time; which makes the poſitive will of God, declared by the Goſpell, to diſpenſe with the neceſſary and naturall hate he beares to all ſin­ners, for their ſinne. But, when it is once diſcoverd, that, by the termes of the Goſpell, God, who declares himſelfe ready to be reconciled to all ſin­ners, is declared unreconcileable to any, ſo long as he continueth in ſinne; then muſt it neceſſarily appeare, that, the poſitive will of God declared by the Goſpell concurring with the naturall deteſtation of ſinne which is eſſentiall to the purity of his nature, whoſoever is under the guilt of ſinne remains liable to his wrath. And, proceeding upon this ground, as I doe, I ſhall not thinke my ſelfe obliged to take notice of thoſe thinges, which have lately beene diſputed, in great volumes, upon this point, to and againe. For, preſuming that the parties have not the ground upon which I proceed, in debate; As, of neceſſity, he who ſeemes to come ſhort of proving his intent without it, [Page] may with it be able to make the conviction effectuall which he tenders; So, he that ſeemes to have made the worſe cauſe ſeeme the better, without conſidering it, muſt provide new evidence, to make the condition of the Covenant of Grace ſeeme otherwiſe then I have ſhowed it to be, before he can thinke to have done his worke. Notwithſtanding, becauſe there are many texts of Scripture, which evidently fortify the ſumme of Chriſtianity ſetled upon the termes of the Covenant of Grace, by demonſtrating the failleure of the pro­miſe upon failleure of the condition to which the Goſpell makes it due; I take it to be part of my buſineſſe to point at the cheife of them; without being much troubled to bring all that might be alleged; Becauſe I may make this generall inference from the premiſes▪ that all precepts, all exhortations, all pro­miſes, all threats made to induce man to perſeverance in that eſtate, to which the promiſes of the Goſpell are any way ſignified to be due, are neceſſary ar­guments to ſhow, that thoſe to whome they are made may faile of the perſe­verance to which they induce. And this, by virtue of the generall reaſon premiſed, that they are all evidences of that free will of men, which the grace of God deſtroyeth not but cureth. And therefore, as▪ when they are uſed to induce men to imbrace Chriſtianity, they containe an evidence that he may doe otherwiſe; So alſo, when they are uſed to induce man to perſevere in that profeſſion which he hath once undertaken, they muſt neceſſarily, by the ſame reaſon, containe an evidence, that it is poſſible for any man not to perſevere, who is induced by them to perſevere in the courſe of a Chriſtian. For if it be ſaid, that, without the grace of God they cannot, with it, they cannot but be effectual; Either it is ſuppoſed, the grace of God here named ſhal become effectuall to induce them to perſevere to the end, ſuppoſing that God foreſees that they ſhall ſo [...]perſevere, or ſomething elſe including the fore-ſight of the perſeverance it ſelfe, or not; If ſo, it is no mervaile, that the ſaid exhor­tations cannot but prove effectuall, becauſe God foreſees they ſhall be ef­fectuall, and, that which ſhall not be, can never be foreſeene: But if, not ſuppoſing this, any man undertake to ſay, that, the exhortation of the Goſpell with the helpe of Gods inward grace muſt neceſſarily prove effectuall; he will neceſſarily fall into all the inconvenience which I have charged them with, who maintaine, that the will of man is immediately determined by the will and operation of God, to doe whatſoever it doeth; Which is no leſſe then the deſtruction, aſwell of all civility as of Chriſti­anity.
But let us ſee what the Apoſtle writes, Heb. VI. 4-7. For, it is not poſſible to renew unto repentance, thoſe, that being once inlightned, and having taſted the heavenly gift, and been partakers of the Holy Ghoſt, and reliſhed the good word of God, and the powrs of the world to come, fall a way, and crucify to themſelves and traduce the Sonne of God. For, the earth that drinkes the raine that oft comes upon it, and beares herbes fit for them by whome it is tilled, receives a bleſſing from God; But that which beares thornes and thiſtles is reprobate, and neare a curſe, the end whereof is, to be burned. Could more have been ſaid to expreſſe the ſtate of grace? For, if any man can undertake to have the Spirit of God, without premiſing Chriſtianity, I ſay confidently there is no cauſe why any man ſhould be a Chriſtian. Therefore  [...], here, as Ebr. X. 32. ſignifieth neither more nor leſſe then Chriſtened ( [...] with the ancient Church ſignifies Baptiſme) becauſe of the darkneſſe of Hetheniſme, or Judaiſme which it diſpelleth. What is then the heavenly Gift which Chriſtian taſt? be it remiſſi­on of ſinnes, or be it the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt that followes, (expreſſing the ſame thing in ſeverall parallel termes) my buſineſſe is done, if the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt be not granted but upon that condition, which makes all other promiſes of the Goſpell due. Wherefore, I am content that, reliſhing the good word of God, ſhall ſignify no more then that conditon, to wit; That ſenſe of Chriſtianity which reſolveth a man to undertake it: But to reliſh the powers of the world to come no man can be underſtood, but he that, upon ſuppoſition of the ſaid condition, becomes ſenſible of that peace and joy of [Page] the Holy Ghoſt, which, under Chriſtianity, onely Chriſtianity can give. And therefore, though I diſpute not here, how he means that it is impoſſible to renew thoſe that fall from Chriſtianity to repentance▪ yet I challenge that impoſ­ſibility of renewing to contain both a former right in, and a poſſeſſion of that eſtate, to which they are renewed by repentance, and alſo the preſent loſſe of it, by falling from the condition which g [...]ves it. So that, the compariſon which followes, of fruitful and barren land upon tillage, as it expreſſes a promiſe of fol­lowing helpes of grace, to them that uſe thoſe which went a fore aright, contain­ed in the promiſe of giving the Holy Ghoſt, to inable them who ſincerely pro­feſſe Chriſtianity to performe that which they undertake; So it convinceth the fruitleſſe to be liable to the curſe of fire, which it is ſaid to be neare, be­cauſe it is called reprobate.
The ſame is the effect of the like exhortation Ebrews X. 26▪-29. For, if we ſinne voluntarily after receiving the acknowledgement of the truth, there re­maines no more any ſacrifice for ſinne, but a certaine terrible expectation of ven­geance, and glowing of fir [...] that is to conſume oppoſers. If one ſet at naught the Law of Moſes, without mercy he dies upon two or three witneſſes. Of how much worſe puniſhment, think you, ſhall he be thought worthy, that treads the Sonne of God under foot, and eſteems the blood of the Covenant by which he is ſanctified un­  [...]leane, and doth deſpite to the Spirit of Grace? I ſay, this is to the ſame effect, if it be once granted, that this ſinne may be committed by a true Chriſtian, which no man can deny. For, can a Chriſtian be thought to doe that deſ­pite to the Spirit of Grace, which the Scribes and Phariſes are ſaid in the Goſ­pell Matt, XII. 28. 32. Marke III. 29. Luke XII. 10. to doe, in ſinning that ſinne againſt the Holy Ghoſt, which, our Lord there pronounces irre­miſſible? Is it not manifeſt, that their ſinne conſiſted in attributing the miracles by which our Lord ſought to convert them, to the uncleane ſpirit, being in Judgment convinced, that by the Holy Ghoſt alone they were done? And is it not as manifeſt, that a Chriſtian, having received the Spirit of Grace, promiſed to thoſe that are baptized out of a ſincere reſolution of Chriſtianity, abuſes the ſpirit which is ſo given him, and which he hath, and which had allready wrought that worke of conviction, which the ſcribes and Phariſes ſufferd not to take effect in their harts? Eſpecially, when the Apoſtle expreſſely premiſeth the waſhing of them, called here ſanctifying by the blood of the Covenant, which is the cleanſing of that veſſell by remiſſion of ſinnes, into which the new wine of the Holy Ghoſt is to be put. Wherefore, I will not ſay that the faith of theſe men is true faith, if you meane that onely to be true faith which laſts to the end, which is many times, in common language, that which truth ſignifieth: But, if you meane that to be true faith which effecteth remiſſion of ſinnes, and qualifieth for the world to come; he muſt ſet the ſcripture upon the rack, that will make it confeſſe any other ſenſe.
Now, conſider what the Apoſtle writeth of thoſe Chriſtians, who, he ſaith, are ſeduced by the Hereticks which he ſpeakes of, 2 Pet. II. 18▪22. For, ſpeaking bombaſt words of vanity, they catch with the baite of fleſhly concupiſcences, in uncleanneſſe, thoſe that had really eſcaped them that converſe in error; Pro­miſing them freedome, themſelves being ſlaves to corruption; ſeeing a man is ſlave to that by which he is conquered. For if, having eſcaped the pollutions of the world, through the knowledge of our Lord and ſaviour Jeſus Chriſt, and being intangled in them againe, they be conquered; the laſt error is become worſe to them then the firſt. For, it had beene better for them not to have knowne the way of righteouſneſſe, than having knowne (or acknowledged) it, to turne from the holy precept once delivered to them. But it is fallen out to them accor­ding to the old Proverbe; The dogge that returnes to his owne vomit; And the ſowe that is waſhed to wallow in the mire. Is it poſſible that all this ſhould be thought to import no more then profeſſion, as to men, without any effect as to God, but onely to the Church? For, if we ſuppoſe them all to have counterfeited Chriſtianity, not really reſolving to live as Chriſtians, how comes he to ſay that they had really eſcaped thoſe that live in error, whoſe [Page] wayes they had not really left? And, if they had eſcaped the pollutions of the world by the knowledge of Chriſtianity, had they done no more then a man by meere nature may doe? Then may a man by meere nature be diſintangled of the pollutions of this world. But if they had conquered ſinne by thoſe helpes of grace which brought them to be Chriſtians, (for otherwiſe, how ſhould they be conquered by the baites of ſinne, which thoſe Heretickes deceive them with?) then had they obtained thoſe promiſes which the Goſpell rewardeth that conqueſt with. In fine; Can a dogge returne to the vomit, or a ſow to the mi [...]e which they never left? or can the later end be worſe then the beginning, to them who never were cleare of that damnation, in which they were overtaken by the preaching of Chriſtianity? To that of S. John, ſpeak­ing of the Antichriſts of the time, them and their followers, John II. 19. They went  [...]ut from among us, but they were not of us; For, had they been of us, they would have continued among us; I will uſe no other anſwer then that which S. Auſtine hath given us, de corrept. & gratia cap. IX. that thoſe who are qualified by attributes ſignifying predeſtination, cannot fall away; as long as they are deſcribed by preſent righteouſneſſe they may. For ſaith he, had they perſevered, they had perſevered in Grace, not in unrighteouſ­neſſe, neither was theire righteouſneſſe counterfeite, but not durable: There­fore they were not in the number of ſonnes, when they were in the Faith of ſonnes, becauſe thoſe are truly ſonnes, that are foreknowne and predeſtinate, and called according to purpoſe, that they may be like the ſonne. For, S. John and S. Paul, being aſſured of theire owne adoption, according to purpoſe, it is no marvaile if they preſume the like of thoſe whome they compriſe in the ſame quality with themſelves, in regard of theire preſent righteouſneſſe, the profeſſion whereof was viſible. I muſt not here omit the Epiſtle to the Seven Churches Apoc II. III. and the exhortations, promiſes, and threatninges tendred the Angels of them, whether in behalfe of themſelves, it maters not much to this purpoſe, or, which is certaine, in behalfe of the Churches. In particular to that of Epheſus II. 45. But I have this againſt thee, that thou haſt left thy firſt love. Remember therefore whence thou art  [...]allen, and repent, and doe thy firſt workes; Otherwiſe I will come to thee ſuddenly, and remove thy can [...]leſticke out of the place thereof, if thou repent not. How ſhould any man be exhorted by the Spirit of God, to returne to thoſe workes that were not the workes of a true Chriſtian? How ſhould the Judgement threatned take effect, and no ſoule periſh, that had been ſaved otherwiſe. To that of Thy­atira II. 25. 26▪ 28. But hold what you have untill I come. He that conquer­eth, and keepeth my workes to the end, I will give him power over the Nations, and he ſhall rule them with an iron rodde, as a potters veſſells are broken, as I al­ſo ha [...]e received of my Father: And I will give him the morning ſtarre. What means this exhortation to them that are not capable of doing otherwiſe? What means the power of Chriſt, and the morning ſtarre, if not the reward of the world to come? To that of Pergamus III. 11, Behold I come ſuddenly: Hold what thou haſt, leſt another take thy crowne. Is it not plaine that he ſhall be ſaved if he hold what he hath? That he ſhall not, if another take his crowne? Can S. Pauls ſevere ſentences be avoided? 1 Cor. VI. 9 10. Know ye not that the injurious ſhall not inherit the kingdome of heaven? Be not deceived. Neither whoremongers, nor Idolaters, nor adulterers, nor the ſoft, nor abuſers of them­ſelves with mankind, nor thieves, nor thoſe that defraude, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor robbers ſhall inherit the kingdome of God. Gal. V. 19. 20. 21. The workes of the  [...]leſh are manifeſt, which are theſe; Adultery, fornication, uncleanneſſe, wantonneſſe, Idolatry, witchcraft, enmities, ſtrifes, jealouſies, animoſities, provocations, diviſions, ſects, envies, murders, drinkings, debauches, and the like to theſe, of which I told you before hand, a [...] I foretold you, that they who doe ſuch thinges ſhall not inherit the kingdome of God. Eph. V. 58. For this ye know, that no whoremaſter, or uncleane perſon, or that defraudeth, who is an Idolatur, hath inheritance in the kingdome of God and of Chriſt. L [...]t  [...]o man deceive you with vaine wordes; For, for theſe thinges cometh the wrath of[Page]God upon the children of diſobedience. Be ye not therefore partners with them. For ye were darkneſſe, but are now light in the Lord. Wal [...]e as children of the light. They that ſowe pillowes under ſinners elbowes (excuſantes excuſati­ones in peccatis, according to the vulgare tranſlation Pſal. CXL. 4. and treating termes of reconcilement betweene Chriſt and Belial, betweene the promiſes of the Goſpell for everlaſting, and the pleaſures of ſinne for a moment) will not have this to belong to the godly, whome they allow to doe ſuch thinges for a ſnap and away, without forfeiting their intereſt in the world to come; but to the unregenerate, who live in a ſetled courſe of ſuch ſinnes without remorſe. And, I freely allow, that, ſo ſoone as the godly man, whome they ſuppoſe to be overtaken with any ſuch ſinne, ſhall take ſuch a courſe to turne from it, as may reſtore in him that reſolution of mind, for which God accepts a true Chriſtian; he is reſtored to the place which he held in Gods grace, not as never forfeited, but, as recoverd anew. In the meane time, if any pretenſe be made, that, being once in Gods favor he can never faile of it, it is as eaſy to wipe it off with S. Pauls argument, as any of thoſe vaine words that were advanced in his time: For, if for thoſe thinges the wrath of God cometh upon Gentiles, that are darkneſſe, much more upon them, who, being become light, have a ſhare in the works of darkneſſe, if S. Pauls argument be good. And, whatſoever induces a man to beleeve other­wiſe, belonges to thoſe vaine words which S. Paul forbids them to be deceived with.
The propheſy of Ezekiel muſt needes have a roome here; which, in order to induce the backſliding Iſraelites to repentance, proteſts that God judgeth the righteous that turneth from his righteouſneſſe, and the ſinner that turn­eth from his ſinne, not according to the righteouſneſſe or to the ſinne from which, but according to that to which they turne, Ezek. XVIII. 5—. For, to ſay, that the Prophet of God, ſpeaking in Gods name, of the eſteeme and reward which God hath for righteous and unrighteous, ſpeakes onely of that which ſeemes righteouſneſſe and unrighteouſneſſe to the world; or, which an hypocrite couſens himſelfe to thinke ſuch, is ſuch an open ſcorne to Gods word, as cannot be maintained, but by taking righteouſneſſe to ſignify unrighteouſneſſe, and turning for not turning, but continuing in that wickedneſſe which was at the heart, when he profeſſed otherwiſe. Which is nothing elſe, but to demand of us, to renounce our ſenſes, and the reaſon common to all men, together with the ſignification of theſe wordes whereby God deales with us in the ſame ſenſe as we among our ſelves, to make good a prejudice ſo prejudiciall to Chriſtianity. And, what ſhall we doe with thoſe examples and inſtances of holy men, recorded in holy Scripture, to have fallen from Gods grace into his diſpleaſure, beginning with our firſt parents Adam and Eve, whom, no man doubteth to have beene created in the ſtate of Gods grace, that will not have theire fall redound upon Gods account. For if it be ſaid, that this is a difference between the Covenant of workes, firſt ſet on foote with our firſt parents in Paradiſe, and the Covenant of grace, tenderd by our Lord Chriſt; It is ſaid indeed, but it cannot be maintained, without deſtroying all that hath been premiſed of the Covenant of Grace, and the condition of the ſame: Which, though it take place under the Covenant of workes, which is ſuppoſed forfeite, to reſtore mankind to the hope of a heavenly reward, upon conditions proportionable to theire preſent weakneſſe; hath notwithſtanding appeared to be tendred to their free choice, as contain­ing conditions, by tranſgreſſing whereof, they forfeite as much as Adam could doe.
The examples of Saul, and Solomon, and David, and S. Peter, have in them indeed ſome difference one from another, but, is there any of them, that imports not the ſtate of damnation after the ſtate of grace? S. Peter, it is plaine, forfeits the condition of profeſſing Chriſt, whom he that denieth, if our Lord ſay true in the Goſpell Luke XII. 8. 9. ſhall himſelfe be denied at the generall judgment; and, can we imagine his teares to have been ſhedde without [Page] ſenſe of this forfeite? Wherefore, whatſoever ſeedes of grace remained in him, to move him to repentance, as ſoone as he was become ſenſible of his eſtate; it is manifeſt, that he had loſt the ſtate of grace, which he laboureth to recover by repentance. I will not examine, how much longer David lay in his ſinnes then S. Peter, before the Prophet Nathan brought him to the ſenſe of them: It is enough, that he prayes ſo for pardon, as no man could doe for that which he thought he had af [...]ore. He prayes alſo for the reſtoring of Gods Spirit to him againe Pſal. LI. 10. 11. 12. Make me a clean heart O God, and renew a right Spirit within me. Caſt me not away from thy preſence, and take not thine holy Spirit from me. O give me the comfort of thine helpe againe, and ſtabliſh me with thy free Spirit. For, that which he prayes God not to take away, he acknowleges to be forfeite: So that, it is but of reaſon, that he further deſires, that it be reſtored him, rather then conti­nued. Some thinke they avoide this, by underſtanding, onely the Spirit of Propheſy to be his deſire, not wanting the Spirit of regeneration, whereby he deſires it. Which, in the caſe of David, no way takes place, without offering violence to the words. And I have ſufficiently adviſed, that, by the helpe of Gods Spirit granted out of that grace which preventeth the Cove­nant of grace, and, that ſtate of grace which dependeth upon the undertak­ing of it, a man is inabled to deſire the gift of Gods Spirit to dwell in him, according to that which the Covenant of Grace promiſeth.
As for Saul and Solomon, both of them indowed with Gods Spirit, the one of them muſt not be underſtood ever to have been in the ſtate of grace, the other, to have ever fallen from it. For, it is alleged, that Balaam and Caiaphas propheſied; and, our Lord ſhall ſay to thoſe that had propheſied and caſt out devils and done miracles in his Name, I never knew you; Mat. VIII. 22. 23. But S. Paules words would be conſidered, concerning his Apoſtles office 2 Cor. III. 4. 5. 6. This confidence we have towards God through Chriſt; Not becauſe we are ſufficient of our ſelves to thinke any thing as of our ſelves, but our ſufficience is of God, who hath made us able miniſters of the New Teſtament, not of the letter but of the Spirit. For, if the grace of an Apoſtle ſuppoſe not the grace of a Chriſtian, how hath S. Paul confidence to God, in the grace of an Apoſtle given him by God, which a Chriſtian obtaineth through Chriſt? Certainly, no man ſpares to argue from theſe words, that we are not able of our ſelves to think any thing towards the diſcharge of a Chriſtian mans office; as taking it for granted, that a good Apoſtle ſuppoſes a good Chriſtian. And, what an inconvenience were it to grant, that God imployes men, that are not good, upon his meſſages to mankind, giving them the opo­ration of the Holy Ghoſt to demonſtrate that he ſendes them, which is ſuffi­cient credit for all that they deliver as in his name; unleſſe we will imagine it no inconvenience, that God gives teſtimony to thoſe whom he would not have to be beleeved? As for Balaam, it is manifeſt, that he was imployed by un­clean Spirits, to maintaine men in theire Idolatries, by foretelling things to come by their means: And, that Gods appearing to him, to hinder him from curſing his people, was upon the ſame account, as Arnobius ſaith, that Magicians did uſe to find the virtue of Spirits oppoſite to thoſe unclean Spirits whome they imployed, not ſuffering them to bring to effect thoſe miſehevi­ous intentions, for which they ſet them on work. And by this means it was that Balaam, not being imployed by God, is forced to declare that will of God which he would have made voide. As for Caiaphas, it is not to be im­agined, that he had any revelation of that truth which he declareth by the in­ſpiration of Gods Spirit; but, that God, who, from the beginning had uſed the High Preiſts, by Urim and Thummim to declare his direction to that people, directed his words ſo, that they might ſerve to declare that will of his which he had never acquainted him with, as a Prophet of his; nor could have been acknowledge for that will which God intended to declare by him, had not S. John, by the Spirit of God, declared Gods intent in ſo directing his words. Wherefore, when God changed Sa [...]les heart at his parting with [Page] Samuel, and ſent his ſpirit upon him ſtraight wayes, 1 Sam. X. 9. 10. it ſeemes that, having liked ſo well of him as to call him to be Prince of his people, he indowed him with the grace of his Spirit, for the diſcharge of that place, which onely a good man could rightly diſcharge. Whereupon it fol­lowes, that, the taking away of this Spirit, and ſending an evill Spirit in ſteade thereof to torment him, are the evidences of his fall from that inward grace, which the gift of Gods Spirit preſuppoſed afore. Whereby we may judge, what the Parable of the uncleane Spirit caſt out, and returning with ſeven Spirits worſe then himſelfe Mat XII. 43. 44. 45. Luke XI. 24. 25. 26. imports to our purpoſe; though, being a Parable, I bring it not into con­ſequence. The like is to be ſaid of thoſe, who, having propheſied and done miracles in our Lords name, ſhall not be acknowledged by him at the day of judgement. For, when he ſaith, I never knew you; he ſpeaketh out of the knowledge of God, which, reaching from one end to the other at the ſame inſtant; when they had the grace of Propheſy, to witneſſe their im­ployment from God, foreſaw that they would fall away, and, becoming Apoſtates, retaine no part in the kingdome of heaven which they had preach­ed. No mervaile if he take them not for his, who, he ſees, are not to be his for everlaſting; To which purpoſe the graces of Gods Spirit are promiſed true Chriſtians Marke XVI. 17. Acts II. 38. V. 32. And, though Origen hath excellently ſaid; that the name of Chriſt had ſuch power over devils, that ſome times, being alleged by evill men, it did the deed, though rather, when out of the ſound and genuine diſpoſition of beleivers; (as thoſe Ebrews, who, in our Lords time, did exorciſe Devils, as he ſhowes us Mat. XII. 25. and, as we learne by Juſtine Martyr, Irenaeus, Tertulliane, and Theophilus of Antiochia produced there by Grotius, that, ſo they did till theire time) yet, the doing of miracles in evidence of the Goſpell which they preached, alleged by thoſe whome our Lord ſhall diſclaime, ſeemes to import a great deale more, then the caſting out of devils by naming the name of Chriſt; and therefore, to containe the approbation of thoſe men, whoſe imployment from God they ſeemed to witneſſe.
Here is the place where I will give the true meaning to three or foure Scrip­tures, (for ſo many there are) that, in oppoſition to the whole ſtreame of Gods book, men will needes produce, to reconcile the promiſes of the Goſ­pell with the preſent guilt and love of ſinne, in Chriſtians that have beene overtaken with it. Jeſus anſwered and ſaid; to the Samaritane woman John IV. 13. 14. 15. Whoſoever drinketh of this water ſhall thirſt againe. But, whoſoever drinketh of the water that I ſhall give him, ſhall not thirſt, for ever; but the water that I ſhall give him ſhall be in him a well of water ſpringing up to life everlaſting. The woman ſaid to him; Lord, give me that water, that I may not thirſt, nor come hither to draw. I allow him that hath a mind to it, to tran­ſlate our Lords words ſhall never thirſt. For, it is plaine, the woman under­ſtood him as if he had told her of a water, which, whoſo ſhould once drink of, ſhould never be a thirſt any more, as long as he lived. But, if ſhe failed of his meaning, becauſe ſhe underſtood not that he ſpake of thirſting in the world to come; do not they faile of his meaning, who when he ſaith, he that drinks of my water ſhall not thirſt for everlaſting, underſtand it to be, that he ſhall ne­ver thirſt in this world; Being ſo plaine, that he ſhall not thirſt in the world to come? They make him ſay; He that once taſtes of my Grace, in him the ſpring of it ſhall never dye in this world; which is that the woman underſtood him to ſay in the literal ſenſe, becauſe ſhe underſtood not that he ſpake of the world to come. He, comparing this world with the world to come ſaith; He that drinkes of my water in this world, ſhall not thirſt in the world to come. Which is to ſay, that he who departs from the Chriſtianity which once he profeſſed in this world, does not drink of my water in this world, becauſe he comes ſhort of my promiſe, that in him it ſhall be a well of water ſpringing up to life everlaſting.
I have no reaſon to be afraid any more of the difficulty of S. Pauls words, [Page] Rom. VIII. 28-39. having ſhowed by evident arguments, that the ſubject of them, are they that love God, they that are called according to purpoſe, they that he foreknew to be ſuch, they that walk not according to the fleſh but according to the Spirit in Chriſt Jeſus. For, to ſuch I may well allow, that all workes for the beſt, becauſe God, having foreappointed them to be once conformable to the pat­tern of his ſonne, that he might be the firſt-borne of many; calleth them  [...]o their trialls, and finding them faithfull in them, juſtifyeth and glorifyeth them there­fore. Nor can S. Pauls words ſignify more, ſuppoſing, when he ſaith; whom he foreknew thoſe he predeſtinated, whom he predeſtinated thoſe he called, whom he called thoſe he juſtifyed, whom he juſtified thoſe he glorified; That he ſpeakes of thoſe whom God foreknew, to be qualified as afore; then this; that, know­ing them to be ſuch, he appointed them to bear Chriſts Croſſe, and to inherit his glory for the reward of it. Wherefore, when it followes; What ſhall we then ſay to theſe things? If God be with us who can be againſt us? He that ſpared not his own Sonne, but delivered him up for us all, how ſhall he not with him give us all things? It is manifeſt, that the quality which S. Paul underſtandeth in them whom he comprehends, when he names us, is no other but that which he hath deſcribed true Chriſtians by, thus farre. And therefore, when he pro­ceeds; Who ſhall impeach the elect of God? It is God that juſtifieth, who ſhall condemn? It is Chriſt that died, or rather that is riſen againe, who is alſo at the right hand of God, Who alſo maketh interceſſion for us; It is manifeſt, that this word elect, hath no maner of reference to Gods everlaſting decree, but to the preſent Chriſtianity of thoſe whom God declareth to account his choice ones, his jewels, his firſt fruits, out of all the reſt of the creatures. So is  [...] often uſed, in the New Teſtament eſpecially, to ſignify egregius or eximius or that which they ſignify in Latine, when they ſpeak of creatures choſen our of the flock to be ſacrifices, or dedicated to God for firſt fruits. Examples you have in abundance, Mat. XX. 16. XXII. 14. XXIV. 23, 24, 31. Mark XIII. 20, 22, 27. Luke XVIII. 7. Rom. XVI. 3. Col. III. 12. 2 Tim. II. 10. Titus I. 1. 1 Pet. I. 1. II. 9. 2 John I. 14. Apoc. XVII. 14. In all which texts there is nothing to be ſound, that inforceth any more, then the choice eſteem which God has of thoſe that are there qualified his elect, without inti­mation of any decree of his, whereby he hath deſigned them to life everlaſting.
Which, thoſe that will not content themſelves with, when the Apoſtle exhorteth to make our calling and election ſure. 2 Pet. I. 10. to wit, to aſſure our ſelves of the ſtate and condition of Gods choice ones; do intangle them­ſelves in everlaſting difficulties, how any man can aſſure himſelf of that which he can never forfeit, being paſſed from everlaſting. Let S. Paul then go for­ward; Who ſhall ſeparate us from the love of Chriſt? Tribulation, or anguiſh, or perſecution, or hunger, or nakedneſſe, or peril, or the ſword? (as it is written; For thee are we killed all the day long, we are accounted as ſheep to be ſlaine) Nay, in all theſe we are more then conquerors, through him that hath loved us. For I am perſwaded, that neither death nor life—ſhall be able to ſeparate us from the love of God, which is through our Lord Chriſt. Is there any thing in all this to ſignify, that ſinne cannot ſeparate Chriſtians, from the love of God; Not, that neither life nor death, nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor things pre­ſent, nor things to come, nor heigth, nor depth, nor any other creature can ſeparate thoſe whom S. Paul comprehends with himſelf in the plurall us, from the love of God to ſinne? Surely I cannot allow the curioſity of thoſe, that would have Saint Paul ſay all this, out of a revelation made to him in particular, of his ſal­vation; For what ſhall become of this us? whom beſides S. Paul ſhall it com­priſe? But when S. Paul ſayes  [...], I am perſwaded, he ſayes no more of himſelf, then, I can maintaine every one of thoſe whom he compriſes with himſelf in the plurall us, to ſay; Which is, that every good Chriſtian may aime at as firm a perſwaſion, of attaining ſalvation, as he findes, his own reſo­lution to be firme, to abide in the way of it; And that, having digeſted the greateſt difficulties to which he is liable, and, being aſſured not to faile of Gods help, in not failing of his indeavours by grace received from God; none [Page] of them ſhall be of force to caſt them away. Indeed I find S. Paul more con­fident in the ſame purpoſe, when he ſpeakes nearer death 2 Tim. IV. 7, 8. I have fought the good fight, I have finiſhed the courſe, I have kept the faith: henceforth is laid up for me the crown of righteouſneſſe, which the Lord the righte­ous judge ſhall render me; As having it from God, that there was not much of his courſe remaining, and having digeſted in his mind the terrors of death. But when he ſaith further; And not onely to me, but to all that love his appearance; I am confident, as thoſe that love his appearance have the ſame crown laid up­for them, ſo, they that know they love his appearance, may as well know, that they have the ſame crown in ſtore. And therefore, that S. Paul meant not to abate any thing of this confidence, when he ſaid; 1 Cor. IX. 26, 27. I there­fore ſo runne as not at random: So fight I, as not beating the aire; But chaſten my body, and inſlave it, leaſt, having preached to others, I leave my ſelf a re­probate; But, that he expreſſeth hereby the ſuppoſition upon which his confi­dence was grounded, together with his reſolution to undergo the utmoſt of it.
The words of S. John have no difficulty in them, if we take them together 1 John III. 7, 8, 9. Little children let no man deceive you: He that doth righ­teouſneſſe is righteous, even as he is righteous: He that ſinneth is of the Devil, for the Devil ſinneth from the beginning. The Sonne of God was manifeſted on pur­poſe to diſſolve the workes of the Devil. Every man that is borne of God doth not commit ſinne, becauſe his ſeed abideth in him, and he cannot ſinne, becauſe he is born of God. Was there not reaſon for Saint John to warne them againſt all deceitfull pretenſes of righteouſneſſe before God, in them that live not in righteouſneſſe, when it is manifeſt, that he writes againſt Hereſies, which, wallowing in uncleanneſſes, pretended a ſecret ground where­upon they continued righteous before God? I ſay not that this is the opinion I write againſt: But I ſay, that, if the Apoſtles argument be true; that ſinne is from the devil, and, that Chriſt came to diſſolve the works of the devil; Then, he that doth the works of Belial hath no part in Chriſt, more then Belial hath. And therefore, when it followeth, every man that is borne of God doth not commit ſinne, becauſe his ſeed abideth in him; He meanes not to ſhow us a diſtinction, to ſinne, and injoy the pleaſure of ſinne, without com­mitting of ſinne, as if the ſinnes of the regenerate, overcoming ſo many more obligations, were not committed more then thoſe of the unregenerate. Nei­ther doth he diſcover that which every man knew before, by ſaying, that a Chriſtian, if he do like a Chriſtian, ſinnes not, becauſe the ſeed of his Chriſtia­nity remains in him; unleſſe we think our Lords words to no purpoſe Mat. VII. 16. 17. 18. doe they gather grapes of thorns, or figgs of thiſtles? So, every good tree bringeth forth good fruit, and a corrupt tree badde fruit. A good tree cannot bring badde fruit, nor a corrupt tree good fruit; And that, ſpeaking of the ſame Hereſies, of which S. John is to be underſtood, as I have ſhowed, that they might not admit any pretenſe againſt that mark. Or, unleſſe we thinke S. Ignatius his words to no purpoſe, who uſes the ſame ſentence in the ſame caſe. Wherefore, when S. John ſaith, that he who is borne of God cannot ſinne, becauſe his ſeed is in him; his meaning is that which Tertulliane expreſſeth, de praeſcript. Haeret. Cap. III. Non futurus Dei filius ſi admiſerit; Becauſe he cannot continue the ſonne of God if he ſinne.
It hath been much argued, that S. Paul, Rom. VII. 7-25. ſets forth in him­ſelf, as regenerate, ſuch a conflict between the law of his members and the law of his mind, that, as a carnall man, he confeſſes himſelf to be ſold under ſinne; becauſe ſaith he, what I do I allow not: For what I would I do not, but what I would not that I do. Which if I doe when I would not, I agree with the Law that it is good. But it is not I that do it, but ſinne that dwelleth in me. And this law in his members, warring againſt the Law of his mind, he ſayes lead him cap­tive to the Law of ſin in his members, ſo that he cries out; Miſerable man that I am, who ſhall deliver me from the body of this death? Whereunto is added the authority of S. Auguſtine, preſſing this exhortation ſo hard, that it ſerves [Page] for an aſperſion of Pelagius his hereſy, for a man not to allow it. Though S. Auguſtine is not alone in it. Methodius againſt Origen, in Epiphanius writing againſt his hereſy, S. Gregory Nazianzene, and others perhaps among the Fa­thers, follow the ſame ſenſe. But the aſperſion is too abuſive. For, I have ſhowed, that the Tradition of the Church, declared by the records of the Fa­thers, extendeth not to the expoſition of particular Scriptures, but to give bounds, within which the Scriptures are to be underſtood. Wherefore, had S. Auguſtine and his party truly expounded this Scripture, yet ought it not to be a mark of Plagianiſme to maintaine another expoſition, without ſuppoſing any part of Pelagius his hereſie. But, if they conſider further, that S. Au­guſtine acknowledges no more then the motions of concupiſcence, which are alive in the regenerate, to divert the rigor of their intentions from the courſe of Chriſtianity; not, the committing of any ſinne that layeth waſt a good conſcience, to be conſiſtent with the ſtate of grace; they will have little joy of S. Auguſtines expoſition of this place. For, what is that to the murther and adulteries of David, to the apoſtraſy of S. Peter, to the Idolatries of Solo­mon? Or, what conſequence is it, becauſe concupiſcence is alive in Chriſtians, that are at peace with God untill death: that therefore David, S. Peter and Solomon were at peace with God, before they had waſhed away thoſe ſinnes by repentance? Wherefore, I muſt utterly diſcharge S. Auguſtine, and thoſe of his ſenſe, of having ſaid any thing prejudiciall to Chriſtianity, by expound­ing S. Paul according to it. The queſtion that remaineth will be, how S. Paul can call himſelfe carnall and ſold under ſinne, how he can ſay, I like not that which I doe; For I doe not what I would but what I hate; And, to will is preſent with me, but how to doe that which is good, I find not; And; I find a Law, by which, when I would doe well, evill is at hand to me; And that, this Law in my members, warring againſt the Law of my mind, leades mee cap­tive to the Law of ſinne that is in my members; And; wretched man that I am, who will deliver me from the body of this death? The queſtion I ſay will be, how all this can be ſaid of him, of whome it followes, Rom. VIII. 1, 2, 5-8. There is therefore now no damnation for thoſe in Chriſt Jeſus, that walke not af­ter the fleſh, but after the ſpirit. For, the Law of the ſpirit of life, in Chriſt Jeſus, hath freed me from the Law of ſinne and of death. For, they that are according to the fleſh, mind the thinges of the fleſh; They that are according to the Spirit, the things of the ſpirit. For, the ſenſe of the fleſh is death, but the ſenſe of the ſpirit, life and peace. Becauſe the ſenſe of the fleſh is enemy to God, for it is not, nor can be ſubject to the Law of God; Neither can they that are in the fleſh pleaſe God. For, if theſe things cannot be ſaid of the ſame man at the ſame time, it remains, that, though we allow S. Auguſtine and thoſe of his ſenſe, that a Chriſtian falls continually into ſinne, and by continuall offices of Chriſtianity comes cleare of it; yet, when he willfully runnes into that ſin, which, he cannot but know that it cannot ſtand with his Chriſtianity; he can­not be of that number, for whom, S. Paul ſayes, there is no condemnation, in Chriſt Jeſus, that walke not after the fleſh but after the Spirit. And therefore, for the true meaning of the Scripture in hand, it will be requiſite to have re­courſe to that figure of ſpeach, whereby, S. Paul himſelfe declareth, that he ſpeakes that of himſelfe, which he would have underſtood of others, meerely for the a voiding of offenſe, 1 Cor. IV. 6. So is it no mervaile, if, to make thoſe that were zealous of the Law beleeve, that they could not be ſaved but by Chriſtianity, he whom they took for an Apoſtle, ſhow it in his owne caſe, before he was a Chriſtian, ſaying; Is the Law ſinne? Nay, I had not knowne ſinne but by the Law. Rom. VII. 7—I have ſhowed, you, how Grotius hath underſtood him to ſpeak of himſelfe, in the perſon of an Iſraelite, comparing himſelfe, conſidered as having received the Law, and under the Law, with himſelfe, before he received it. If any man think this conſidera­tion to farre fetched, for S. Paul to propoſe to thoſe, zealous of the Law, that he writes to; He may underſtand him to ſpeake in the perſon of one of them, to whome the Goſpell had been propoſed, (and thereby, conviction of [Page] the ſpirituall ſenſe of the Law) which therefore, the concupiſcence which we are borne with cannot but make great difficulty to imbrace, according to the premiſes. For, ſeing the Scribes and Phariſes, having received the Tra­dition of the world to come, in oppoſition to the Sadduces, had prevailed with the body of that people, to believe, that the outward obſervation of the law, according to the letter, was the means to bring them to the rewards of it; It is no mervaile if S. Paul, in the perſon of one ſo reduced, ſay; I had not known concupiſcence, had I not found the Law to ſay; Thou ſhalt not covet. For, he that underſtood not the Law of God to prohibit the inward motions of concupiſcence, till, by the preaching of Chriſtianity, he learned that to be the intent of the precept▪ may very well ſay, that, he knew not concupi­ſcence but by the Law ſo preached. By that ſame reaſon might he ſay, as it followeth; Without the Law ſinne is dead. But I was once alive without the Law: To wit, when he thought himſelf in the way to life under the doctrine of the Phariſees; But, when the commandment came, to be declared to him in that ſenſe, which the ſalvation tendred by the Goſpel requireth, its no marvaile if ſinne that was in him, and concupiſcence of it revived, and he was diſcovered to be dead in ſinne, as not yeelding to the cure of it. But, that the command­ment which was given for life became unto his death, becauſe ſinne, taking occaſion by it, deceived and ſlew him; All this takes place in that Phariſee, who, being perſwaded by the Phariſees, that, by not contriving to take away his neighbors wife and goods, he ſtood qualifyed for the world to come; now, coming to know, by the preaching of the Goſpell, the reſtraint of inward concupiſcence is commanded by it, found himſelf by meanes of the Law, couſened and ſlaine, as enimy to Chriſtianity, which tenders the onely cure of ſinne; Whereunto the concluſion agrees well enough. For when, having queſtioned; Miſerable man that I am, who ſhall deliver me out of the body of this death? He anſwereth; I thank God by Jeſus Chriſt our Lord; He ſeemeth to declare, that, the Goſ­pel having overtaken him in this eſtate, and diſcovered him to himſelf in it, the imbracing of it cured him, and gave him cauſe to thank God through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, for his deliverance from it. All the reſt, that followeth be­tween theſe terms, in the diſcourſe of Saint Paul, ſerving for a very lively deſcription of that mans eſtate, who, being convinced of the truth of Chriſtianity, findeth difficulty in renouncing the pleaſures which ſinne furniſheth, for the obtaining of thoſe promiſes which the Goſpel ten­dreth.
There remaineth yet one difficulty, concerning the Polygamy of the ancient Fathers, before and under the Law; which to me, hath allways ſeem­ed an argument for the truth which I maintaine, rather then an objection againſt it. If any ſoule, ſenſible of the feare of God, can imagine, that Gods Jewells, his choice ones, the firſt fruits of his creatures, knowing them­ſelves to be under the Law of having but one wife, not to be parted with till death, ſhould notwithſtanding take many, (and thoſe many times ſo quali­fied, as the Law, much more Chriſtianity, allows not; as Jacob two ſiſters, Abraham his neece, and ſo Amram) and, to outface the Law, hold them till death, and never come ſhort of Gods favour, whoſe Law they tranſgreſſe with bare face, as the Scripture ſpeakes; let him believe that a Chriſtian, living in ſinne, can be in the ſtate of grace. But, he that ſees the Law to have reſtrained marying with the neice, which he ſees practiced afore; and ſees withall, that plurality of wives is not forbidden by the Law, (for, be­ſides wives of an inferior ranke, which may be called concubines, a captive Deut. XXI, 11. and an Ebrew maid ſold for a ſlave Ex. XXI. 8. 9. 10. there can be no queſtion in the Law of two wives whereof the one is beloved the other not Deut. XXI. 15. beſides, that, the Law reſtraining the King from having many wives, ſeemes to allow him more then every man hadde, and therefore, that David might be within compaſſe of the Law, though Solomon trode it under foot) I ſay, he that conſiders theſe things, will be moved to be of opinion, that the Phariſes interpretation of Levit. XVIII. 18. is true, and [Page] that, before that Law, there was no prohibition for a man to marry two ſiſters, which is there firſt introduced, and yet with an exception in Deute­ronomy, in the caſe of a brother deade without iſſue; which before the Law, was alſo in force, as by the ſtory of Judah Gen. XXXVIII. doth appeare. I will therefore conclude, that, as the knowledge of God increaſed by giving the Law, ſo was the poſterity of Abraham reſtrained from more by the Law, then the poſterity of Noe, upon the promiſes given them, had been reſtrained from after the deluge. From whence, in all reaſon it will follow, that the poſterity of Abraham according to the ſpirit, which is the Church of Chriſt, ſhould be ſtill reſtrained from more, then the poſterity of Abraham accor­ding to the fleſh, by the law. And ſo, that the Fathers before and under the Law, living in Gods grace, did, not withall, live in open violation of Gods Law; but, that they knew themſelves not to be under the Law of one wife to one husband (though intended in Paradiſe) by virtue of Gods diſ­penſation in it, till Chriſtianity ſhould come. For unleſſe we preſume, that, not onely all thinges neceſſary to our ſalvation, but, all thinge neceſſary to the ſalvation of all men ſince the world ſtood, are recorded in the Scriptures, there can be no reaſon to preſume, that they could not underſtand what Lawes they were under, but by thoſe Scriptures, which for our ſalvation, have been granted us.
I argue yet further, that it will be impoſſible for true Chriſtians, and good Chriſtians, to attaine unto aſſurance of the ſtate of Grace, if it be to be had for them, that commit ſuch ſinnes as Chriſtianity conſiſts not with. And this, upon ſuppoſition of the premiſes, for the ground of this aſſurance. For, without doubt, were not ſome thing in the condition which the Goſpell re­quireth impoſſible for fleſh and blood to bring forth, it were not poſſible for him that imbraceth the Goſpell, to aſſure himſelfe, that he doeth it out of obedience to God, not out of thoſe reaſons which hypocrites may follow. But I, having declared afore, and maintaining now, that no man, by the force of fleſh and blood, (that is to ſay, of that inclination to goodneſſe which a man is born into the world with) is able to profeſs Chriſtianity out of a reſolute and clear intention to ſtand to it; am conſequently bound to maintaine, that he who ſoe doeth not onely may, but muſt needes aſſure himſelfe of the favour of God, in as much as he cannot but aſſure himſelf of that which himſelfe doeth. For, in as much as he knowes what himſelfe means, and what he does; as S. Paul ſayes, that no man knowes what is in man, but the ſpirit of a man which is in him; ſo ſure it is, that a mans ſelfe knowes what he means, and what he does, as it is ſure that another man knowes it not. But, not allowing, nor preſuppoſing this ground of a mans knowledge, how ſhall he know it? Shall a man, by having a perſwaſion that he is in the number of Gods elect, or, by ha­ving in himſelf an aſſurance of Gods love, to the effect of everlaſting hap­pineſſe, be aſſured, that his aſſurance is well grounded, and that he is of that number which is elected to life everlaſting? As if it were not poſſible for the temptations of Satan, and carnall preſumption, to poſſeſſe a man as much, even to this effect, as the Spirit of God can do. Where is then the effect of Chriſtianity ſeen, if not in limiting ſuch grounds, and ſuch termes, as he that proceedeth upon, ſhall not faile of that grace of God, whereof he aſſureth him­ſelf upon thoſe grounds? But, he that placeth that faith which alone juſtifyeth, in believing, that he who believeth is predeſtinate to life everlaſting; Or in the confidence of Gods grace in attaining the ſame; I demand; upon what ground he can pretend to diſtinguiſh this faith from that, which, he cannot de­ny that it may be falſe. For if it be ſaid, that the Spirit of God that is in him aſſureth him, that his perſwaſion is well grounded; It is eaſie for me to ſay, that the queſtion to be cleared, that is to ſay; whether it be the Spirit of God that tells him ſo, or not; cannot be the evidence to clear it ſelf. And there­fore, that he ſtandeth obliged to bethink himſelf of ſome meanes, whereupon he may aſſure himſelf that it is the Spirit of God, not the temptation of Satan, or carnall preſumption, that aſſures him to be of the number of thoſe that are [Page] predeſtinate to life everlaſting. For, if any man ſay, that he is aſſured that the act of his faith, which he firſt conceived, when he was firſt converted from ſin to righteouſneſſe, aſſures him of the grace of God, becauſe it was grounded up­on that converſion to God which the Goſpel requireth; I will yeeld him all that. But then I will demand of him, who preſuppoſeth true converſion to God, according to the terms which the Goſpel requireth, (that is to ſay; Joyn­ed with a ſincere reſolution of living for the future, in that converſation that the Goſpel preſcribeth) to be the condition of thoſe promiſes which the Goſpel tendereth; I ſay I will demand of him, upon what ground he can perſwade himſelf, that, having profeſſed Chriſtianity and failed of it he remains in that favour of God, which he obtained by profeſſing that Chriſtianity which he performeth not. Indeed could it be ſaid, that the condition which the Goſpel requireth is a thing that God immediately determines man to do, without and before any determination of his owne; I ſhould not much marvaile, that a man, who is accepted by God upon ſuch a condition, ſhould continue in favour till it come againe, and make him hate that ſinne for which he forfeited it. But having proceeded thus farre, in ſhowing, that the condition which the Goſpel pel requires, is no leſſe then the totall change of a mans intentions, from ſeek­ing the world, to ſeek God; and, that the helps of Grace determine him to this no otherwiſe, then, by determining him to chooſe the better and leave the worſe; For me to ſay, that, waving this determination, he remaines poſſeſſed of the promiſes which it produceth, would be to ſay, that there is no reaſon why any man ſhould require repentance, as a condition which juſtifying faith preſuppoſeth. And therefore it is very much to be admired, that thoſe who would ſeem truly religious, ſhould think it an abridgement to that ſecurity and confidence, that peace and joy in the holy Ghoſt, that boaſting aſſurance, which S. Paul profeſſeth to be the priviledge of true Chriſtians, that they can­not maintaine it but upon juſt aſſurance, that, upon their true converſion to God, there was juſt ground for it. Nay further, that God invites not men to Chriſtianity upon faire termes, unleſſe he allow it. For I demand; Is it not an act of infinite mercy in God, to ſet up a ſtandard of confidence to all the world, conditionally, that they imbrace thoſe termes which he propoundes, out of his own meer goodneſſe? Is it not enough, that be allowes them pardon, upon condition of repentance? That he allowes this to them that have for­feited their repentance never ſo often, by repenting them of their repentance? Eſpecially, to them who ground themſelves upon their repentance, as the con­dition whereupon they obtained his favour, can it ſeem ſtrange, that his favour ſhould become void, when they repent them of their repentance?
Some object the caſe of Caleb and Joſua, who, upon preſeverance, when theire fellowes fell away, are aſſured of the land of promiſe; to argue, that under Chriſtianity, by perſeverance in it, a man may obtaine aſſurance of ſalvation, ſuch as that which Gods word createth to thoſe who know it to be Gods word, as to that which it aſſureth. The difference of the caſe is this; That, they had Gods word for their aſſurance, which I muſt needs have grant­ed in S. Pauls caſe, had I granted that the aſſurance of ſalvation which he pro­feſſeth had been grounded upon a revelation made to him in particular, that he ſhould be ſaved. But, ſeeing I have grounded that aſſurance, which he ex­preſſeth, meerly upon that conſcience of the common Chriſtianity, which he had; I ſay, that, ſuppoſing Caleb and Joſhua to be certaine of their inheri­tance in the land of promiſe, by virtue of the promiſe there recorded (which nothing hinders, to imply that condition of walking according to the Law of God, upon which it is made) It is enough, that the Goſpel can aſſure us of eternall life, upon ſuppoſition of that diſpoſition of mind, upon which S. Paul aſſures himſelf of it. For if it be ſaid, that, he who aſſures a man, of Gods grace upon condition of doing what he can to hold it, aſſures nothing, ſeeing it is agreed upon, that he which doth no more then he can ſhall certainely fall from it; The anſwer is eaſie, that nothing can be more injurious, then to mea­ſure that which man can do, when, by the grace of God he hath been reſolved [Page] to Chriſtianity, (and thereupon hath received of God the promiſe of the ha­bituall aſſiſtance of his Spirit, for the performance of that which he hath un­dartaken upon confidence of Gods aſſiſtance) by that which no man by meet nature is able to do. For theſe promiſes being paſt upon ſuppoſition of that weakneſſe and perverſeneſſe by nature which they come into the world with▪ it cannot be imagined, that man can become void, by the meanes of thoſe ſubreptions and ſurpriſes of native concupiſcence, to which all men are liable. Though, if a man ſhall openly tranſgreſſe his Chriſtianity, in that, which, he muſt needs know, that it cannot ſtand with it; or, if by continued negligence, he caſt off that regard that he hath profeſſed to it; can any reaſon be imagined, why God ſhould continue his favour, or the inward effects of it; but that which all men have, to reconcile the preſent love of ſinne to the promiſes of the word to come?
Wherefore, though I cannor allow, that ſaying, which the Schoole hath al­lowed in many Doctors; Facienti quod in ſe eſt Deus largitur gratiam; Un­leſſe it be reſtrained to him that complies with the helps of preventing Grace; whom, I am perſwaded, God will not faile to bring to the ſtate of Grace, by following helps of Grace; Yet there is another ſaying of the Schoole which I do utterly allow: Deus neminem deſerit, niſi deſertus; That God leaves no man that leaves not him firſt; Becauſe it is evident in reaſon, that the promiſe of the holy Ghoſt muſt come to nothing, unleſſe it may be held upon ſuch con­ditions, as are poſſible to him that comes to be a Chriſtian with originall con­cupiſcence; That is to ſay, ſo, as not to forfeit it upon thoſe ſurpriſes and ſub­reptions, which morally no man can avoid; but, upon departure from that which a man upon deliberation had profeſſed afore. He that conſiders how many times God in the Old teſtament, delivers the Iſraelites from thoſe oppreſ­ſors, to whom he had given them up for their tranſgreſſions of his covenant; will never believe, that, upon every thanſgreſſion of Chriſtianity, he will break with thoſe that ſincerely deſire to continue in his favour, upon condition of it. And he that conſiders, that it is not commendable amongſt men, to break off friendſhip upon every offence, with them whom a man hath entertained it with in matters of privacy, and a long time; will never apprehend, that the Scrip­ture, repreſenting the friendſhip of God with his children according to his Goſpel, by the patern of that love which the beſt men ſhow to thoſe whom they intertaine friendſhip with, doth intend to expreſſe him diſobliged upon every offenſe. But, unleſſe we thinke it commendable for God to love men more then righteouſneſſe, for the love of Chriſt, to whom the ſame righteouſneſſe is no leſſe deare then to God; will never thinke it agreeable to the honor of the Goſpell, to propoſe the reward of that righteouſneſſe which it requireth, but, upon ſuppoſition of performing of it. Certainly Cel­ſus had done the Chriſtians no wrong, in ſlandering them, that they received all the wicked perſons whom the world ſpued out, into an aſſurance of ever­laſting happineſſe; nor could Zoſimus be blamed, for imputing the change of Conſtantine the Great, to a deſire of eaſing his conſcience of the guilt of thoſe ſinnes which Paganiſme could ſhow him no means to expiate; had the Chriſtians of that time acknowledged, that they tendred aſſurance of pardon to any man, but, upon ſuppoſition of converſion from his ſinne.
Theſe thinges ſuppoſed, it will be eaſy to reſolue, that, the aſſurance of ſalvation which the Goſpell inables a good Chriſtian to attaine, is not the act of juſtifying Faith, but the conſequence of it. Indeed, if a man were juſtify­ed by believing that he is juſtifyed; ſo farre as a man hath the act of juſtifying Faith, ſo farre he muſt neceſſarily reſt aſſured, not onely of his right to ſal­vation at preſent, but of his everlaſting ſalvation in the world to come. But, neither is that opinion, which maketh juſtifying Faith to conſiſt in the truſt and confidence which a Chriſtian repoſeth in God through Chriſt, for the obtaining of his promiſes, liable to the horrible and groſſe conſequence of the ſame. To exclude all Chriſtians from ſalvation, that are not as ſure that they [Page] ſhall be ſaved, at they are of theire Creede, is a conſequence as deſperate, as it is groſſe, to make that aſſurance the act of juſtifying Faith. The true act of juſtifying Faith, which is conſtancy in Chriſtianity, the more lively and reſo­lute it is, the more aſſurance it createth, of thoſe conſequences which the Goſ­pell warranteth. For, no man is ignorant of his owne reſolutions. Nor can be leſſe aſſured, that it is Gods Spirit that creates this aſſurance, then he is aſſured, that his owne reſoluſions are not counterfeit. And therefore, his truſt in God, not as reconcileable, but as reconciled, muſt needes be anſ­werable. And, the ſame truſt may warrant the ſame aſſurance, though, not of it ſelfe, but upon the conſcience of that Chriſtianity whereupon it is grounded. And, by thoſe things which were diſputed, not onely during the Council of Trent, but alſo ſince the de [...]ree thereof, it is manifeſt, that the Church of Rome doth not teach it to be the duty of a good Chriſtian, to be allwayes in doubt of Gods grace; But, alloweth that opinion to be maintain­ed, which maketh aſſurance of ſalvation attainable upon theſe termes; and therefore incourageth good Chriſtians to contend for it. As for the aſſurance of future ſalvation, which dependeth upon the aſſurance of preſeverance till death, or, a mans departure in the ſtate of Grace, you ſee S. Paul involveth all Chriſtians in it with himſelfe, by ſaying; I am perſwaded, that neither life nor death—ſhall bee able to ſeparate us from the love of God which is in Jeſus Chriſt our Lord; And therefore, I conceive, is was a very great imperti­nence to dreame of any privilege of immediate revelation, for the means by which he hadde it. Whoſoever is a Chriſtian, ſo farre as he is a Chriſtian, hath it. Adouble minded man, that is unconſtant in all his wayes; as S. James ſpeakes (that is who is not reſolved to live and dy a good Chriſtian) cannot have it; Whoſoever hath that reſolution, in as much as he hath that reſolution; that is, ſo firme as his reſolution is; ſo firme is his aſſurance. For, know­ing his owne reſolutions he knowes them not eaſily changeable, in a water importing the end of a mans whole courſe: And therefore, knowing God unchangeable while he ſo continues, is able to ſay full as much as Saint Paul ſaith; I am perſwaded, that neither life nor death ſhall be able to ſeparate  [...]e from the love of God in▪ Chriſt Jeſus.
As for the ſenſe of the primitive and Catholick Church, (putting you in mind of that which I ſaid before, to ſhow, that it placeth juſtifying Faith in profeſſing Chriſtianity, the effect whereof in juſtifying muſt needes fail, ſo ſoon as a man faileth of performing that Chriſtianity, in the profeſſion where­of his juſtification ſtandeth) I ſhall not need to allege the opinions of particu­lare Fathers, to make evidence of it, having Lawes of the Church, to make evidence, that thoſe who were ruled by them muſt needs thinke the promiſes of the Goſpell to depend upon the Covenant of our Baptiſme; and therefore, that they become forfeit by tranſgreſſing the ſame. The promiſe of perſever­ing in the profeſſion of the Faith untill death, and of living like a Chriſtian, was allways expreſſely exacted of all that were baptized, (as now in the Church of England) And upon this promiſe, and not otherwiſe, remiſſion of ſinne▪ right to Gods kingdome, and the Gift of his Spirit, was to be ex­pected. As, if it were not made with a ſerious intent at the preſent, bap­tiſme did nothing but damne him that received it; So, if it were tranſgreſſed by groſſe ſins, not to be imputed to the ſurprizes of concupiſcence. For, the condition failing, that which dependeth upon the ſame muſt needs faile. For the means by which they expected to recover the ſtate of Grace thus forfeited, we have the Penitentiall Canons (which, as they had the force of Law all over the Church, all the better times of the Church; So, I ſhow from the begin­ning, that they had theire beginning from the Apoſtles themſelves) to aſſure us, that all beleived that, without which there could be no ground for that which all did practice. Can any man imagine, that the Church ſhould ap­point ſeverall times, and ſeverall meaſures of Penance, for ſeverall ſinnes to be debarred the Communion of the Euchariſt, and to demonſtrate unto the Church, by theire outward converſation, the ſincerity of theire converſion [Page] to theire firſt profeſſion of Chriſtianity; had not all acknowledged, that the promiſes of the Goſpell, forfeited by tranſgreſſing the profeſſion of baptiſme, were not to be recovered otherwiſe? And that, the deeper the offenſe was, the more difficulty was preſumed, in replanting the reſolution of Chriſtianity in that heart, which was preſumed to have deſerted it, according to the mea­ſure of the ſinne whereby it had violated the ſame? This is enough to pre­ſcribe unto reaſonable men, againſt ſuch little conſequences, as now and then are made, upon ſome paſſages of the Fathers, which, upon by occaſions, ſeeme to ſpeake otherwiſe. S. Auguſtine is the maine hope of the cauſe, ſo farre as it hath any joy in the conſent of the Church. But, what joy they can have of S. Auguſtine, may eaſily be judged, by his opinion of the VII. to the Romanes, and the difference which I have obſerved betweene it and theirs. For, what can any man imagine to be the reaſon, why he ſhould underſtand. S. Paul to ſpeake onely of the ſurprizes which the regenerate are ſubject to, remaining regenerate; but, becauſe he was aſſured that they remaine not ſuch, when they fall away to theſe groſſe ſinnes, which no man is ſurprized with? And, he that ſhall take the pains to peruſe what S. Auguſtine hath written in his bookes de correptione & gratia, And de predeſtinatione ſanctorum, may juſtly mervaile, how any man could come to have ſuch an opinion of S. Auguſtine. Beſides, in his worke de Civitate dei and in many other places, he hath ſo clearly expreſſed himſelfe, that unleſſe a man reſolve, not to diſtinguiſh be­tweene the ſtate of grace, and the purpoſe of God to bring a man to everlaſt­ing life, (which, he that uſeth the common reaſon of all men cannot but diſtinguiſh) it is a mervaile how S. Auguſtine ſhould be taken to ſay, that the ſtate of grace cannot become voide, becauſe, it is true, he ſayes ſo of­ten, that the decree of predeſtination cannot become voide. S. Gregory is taken for one of the ſame opinion, becauſe, expounding the words of the Prophet Jeremy, Lament. IV. 1. How is gold obſcured? the pure maſſe chan­ged? The ſtones of the Sanctuary ſcattered in the head of every ſtreet; Con­cerning Chriſtians that fall from theire profeſſion, according to the true rea­ſon of the myſticall ſenſe; he hath theſe wordes; Aurum quod  [...]bſcurari po­t [...]it, aurum in conſpectu dei nunquam fuit. That gold which could be darkned, was never gold in Gods ſight. But is it not eaſy to underſtand, that the ſight of God is that freeknowledge, which the decree of predeſtination either ſup­poſeth or produceth? And, that thoſe whom God  [...]oreſeeth to fall from theire Chriſtianity were never gold in his eſteeme, in regard of it? As I ſaid afore, that he never knew them, whome, he ever knew, that they would not ever continue his. And, ſeeing S. Auſtine expreſſely diſtinguiſhed between ſonnes of God according to that which they are at preſent, and▪ according to Gods foreſight and purpoſe; it will be neceſſary conſequently, to diſtinguiſh upon the attributes of members of Chriſt, and of his Body, ingrafted into Chriſt, and his diſciples; That, thoſe are truly called ſuch according to S. Auſtine, that ſhall continue ſuch for everlaſting; though, thoſe that ſhall not ſo conti­nue are ſo for the preſent, according to S. Auſtine. As it is peremtorily evi­dent, by one exception; in that he maketh the difference between ſome of them, who have the gift of perſeverance, and others that have it not, to conſiſt in this; That, ſome are cut of by death, while they are in that eſtate, others are ſuffred to ſurvive till they fall from it: A thing many times repeated in the bookes aforenamed, and which could not have been ſaid, but by him that held both for the preſent to be in the ſtate of Grace; Nor could he indeed diſpute of perſeverance▪ not ſuppoſing the truth of that, in which he requireth Grace to perſevere. I acknowlege to have ſeen the Preface to one of the Volum [...] that I ſpoke of, and in it ſome pretenſe, of making S. Auſtine, and S. Gregory eſpe­cially, for the contrary purpoſe. But I doe not acknowlege to have found any thing at all alleged there, that had not been fully anſwered before it was alleged there, in Voſſi [...] his Collections Hiſtori [...] Pelagianae libro VI. Th [...]ſ [...]. XII-XV. And therefore I will diſcharge my ſelfe upon him in this point, rather then repeate breifly, in this abridgement, that which he hath fully ſaid there. For, you [Page] ſhall find alſo there, upon what termes, and, by what means, Chriſtians may and doe overcome that anxiety of mind, which, the poſſibility of fall­ing from Grace may affect them with, according to the Fathers; Even the ſame as according to S. Paul, whoſe aſſurance needed no revelation of Gods ſecret purpoſe; but the knowlege of that reſolution, which Gods ſpirit had ſettled in his ſpirit; which, beeing aſſured that God will not forſake, while he forſakes not God, aſſureth him, that, by Gods helpe, he will not forſake God. And not onely he, but all, whom S. Paul compriſes in the plurall us, as grounded like S. Paul. Otherwiſe, that a Chriſtian, from the firſt inſtant of his converſion, ſhould be able to ſay ſo; that, whoſoever is ſaved, before death muſt ſay ſo out of the ſame confidence, knowing by faith that he is pre­deſtinate; as it is meere frenzy once to imagine, ſo never did any of the Fathers maintaine. Onely, whereas the author of that Preface, acknowledging, that the Dominicans and Janſenians, (who hold up the Doctrine of S. Auſtine concerning the Grace of Preſeverance) ſuppoſe nevertheleſſe, them to be regenerate, that are not predeſtinate, nor ſhall be ſaved; imputes it to the abominable fictions of implicite ſaith, and the efficacy of the Sacraments, in exhi­biting and convaying the Grace which they ſeale; I would not have him thinke the efficacy of Baptiſme can be counted a fiction, by any but fained Chriſtans. Of the Sacraments, I ſay nothing in this place: For, I need not ſo much as ſuppoſe what a Sacrament is; And, whether Baptiſme be a Sacrament or not, (though a thing that no man queſtions) is nothing to my preſent pur­poſe. That God contracteth with man for the promiſes of his Goſpell, upon condition of Chriſtianity; and, that this contract is not onely ſolemnized but inacted by receiving Baptiſme; is not now to be proved, having been done from the beginning of this book. And, he that would be free of that which he contracteth for by his Baptiſme; whereby he holdeth his title to all that the Goſpell promiſeth; would make that ſtep to the renouncing of his Chriſtiani­ty. What implicite Faith ſhould pervert the underſtanding of Doctors, whoſe Faith is explicite in all maters of Faith, I underſtand not; unleſſe he meane, to acknowlege that which is moſt true, that there never needed any expreſſe decree of the Church in this point, (as in other points queſtioned by Pelagius) becauſe never any man held otherwiſe. If this be the implicite Faith which he means, becauſe the whole Church allwayes held it, but never decreed it; I ſhall agree to it, but not, that any Chriſtian can be ſeduced by following it. Jovinian we reade onely of, confuted in this opinion by S. Jerome, not con­demned by the Church; becauſe he could never make it conſiderable, and ſo dangerous, to the Church. But in very deed, implicite Faith here ſig­nifies nothing, being onely imployed to make a noiſe, for a reaſon of that, for which no reaſon can be rendred▪ How that can be thought to be the ſenſe of S. Auſtine, which never any of his followers, all zelous of his Doctrine, in the matter of Grace, could find in his writings. And therefore, the whole Church before the Reformation, and, ſince the Reformation, all that adhere to the Confeſſion of Auſpurg, in this point, are in the balance a­gainſt Calvine and his followers. As for the Church of England, if we con­ſider matter of right; That is, what ought to be the ſenſe of the Article, which alloweth Penance, becauſe men may caſt off the Holy Ghoſt, which they have received; it is manifeſt, that the addition of neither totally, nor finally, is a Gloſſe that diſtroyes the text. For, that facility of returning to Grace once received, which, frequent cuſtome, even of ſupernaturall actions, diſpoſeth men to, may remaine, when the Gift of Gods ſpirit is forfeit; and, though God may as well continue the aſſiſtance of it, totally forfeited, as he did firſt, give the helpe of it; yet is all title to the promiſes of the Goſpell totally forfeit: And that finally, to thoſe whom God hath not appointed the Grace of Perſeverance, whom, had he cut off at another time, they had been ſaved, according to S. Auſtine. Beſides, making juſtifying Faith to conſiſt in truſt in God, according to the Article and Homily, it will be utterly unreaſon [...]ble to imagine, that this truſt, which is not attained but [Page] premiſing repentance, ſhould not faile, when that repeatance is recalled by ſinne. But, making it to conſiſt in the truſty undertaking of Baptiſme, accor­ding to the Service and Catechiſme; it is a meer contradiction to imagine that it can ſtand intire, ſuppoſing ſuch ſinne. This for the ſenſe of the Church of England, in point of right. In point of fact, as there have been allwayes thoſe that have underſtood the article according to that Gloſſe which deſtroyeth the text; ſo is that force, whereby they have prevailed to deſtroy the Church of England, with all, no means to prevent the damn [...]tion of theire ſoules, that give themſelves up to be taught according to it.

CHAP. XXXII. How the fullfilling of Gods Law is poſſible, how impoſſible▪ for a Chriſtian. Of the difference between mortall and v [...]niall ſinne. What love of God and of our neighbour was neceſſary under the Old Teſtament. Whether the S [...]rmon in the Mount correct the falſe interpretation of the Jewes, or inhanſe the obli­gation of the Law. Of the difference between matter of Precept and matter of Counſail; and the Perfection of Chriſtians.
IF it be the marke of a good reſolution, that it aſſoileth all difficulties inci­dent to the queſtion that is reſolved; I ſhall not doubt that this will prove ſuch, by the ready means which it furniſheth, to reſolve thoſe endleſſe diſ­putes which depend upon the premiſes: As, in the firſt place, whether it is poſſible for the regenerate to fullfill the Law of God in this life, or not. For, ſuppoſing that which hath been ſaid▪ the reſolution is unavoidable; That, if we conſider the originall Law of God, (which, under the Goſpell, continueth the rule of that righteouſneſſe which we owe) it is not poſſible that m [...]n, coming into the world with his originall concupiſcence, ſhould fullfill it, by doing every thing according to it: But, if we conſider the termes of the Covenant of Grace, (which is the Law, by which, God hath declared that he will proceed with all them that are under it) that no man can be ſaved but by fullfilling it. The reaſon is cleare on both ſides. For, ſeeing that originall concupiſcence remains in them who are regenerate by Grace; and, that it is confeſſed on all handes, that, by the means thereof, all doe commit ſinne; either there is no Law of God which that ſinne breakes, (and ſo it is no ſinne, which we ſuppoſe to be ſinne) or, that Law is not fullfilled which that ſin violateth. On the other ſide, if God, of his Grace, in conſidera­tion of our Lord Chriſt, and his meri [...]s and ſufferinges, hath declared him­ſelfe re [...]dy to accept of all them that returne to him by true repentance, and ſerve him in the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, with that new obedience which it requireth; either the Goſpell is falſe, which tendreth remiſſion of ſinnes and everlaſting life upon condition of this new obedience, or, whoſoever fails not of the condition, cannot come ſhort of fulfilling of that Law.
For, every contract is, by the nature thereof, a Law to the parties that make it. And, though the Covenant of Grace, according to which our Lord Chriſt will judge, is meerly Gods Law, becauſe he chuſeth the termes upon which he inacteth it with theſe that are baptized; (and declaring them, becomes ingaged to ſtand to them, before man ingageth) yet he becomes further ingaged by our imbracing the termes which he propoſeth; and much more, by our i [...]deavors, in forcing our naturall weakneſſe and crookedneſſe to performe wha [...] we undertake, and by the performance which theſe indea­vors produce. And, if among civile men, friendſhip long exercized ſuffer not a man that ſtands upon his credit to breake upon ordinary offenſes; we ſee the reaſon, why God ſo often helpes his ancient people, in reſpect of that Co­venant, which they, for their parts, had made voide and forfeit: And there­fore, how much more he obligeth himſelfe to paſſe by thoſe faill [...]rs and weak­neſſes, [Page] which Chriſtians indeavor to overcome, and cannot fully doe it. It is indeed moſt manifeſt, that the Goſpell requireth of Chriſtians the full inno­cence, and holineſſe of Paradiſe; all that the firſt Adam was created to, be­cauſe created in it. But it is manifeſt alſo, that they who undertake to be Chriſtians come into the world with concupiſcence; and therefore cannot undertake never to ſinne) though they may undertake to perſecute and to cru­cify theire owne inclination to ſinne, and to deny themſelves things other­wiſe Lawfull, when they find themſelves ſubject, thereby to be ſeduced to ſinne. And it is likewiſe manifeſt that our Lord Chriſt, who ſhall judge all men according to theire workes, ſhall not judge the workes of Chriſtians according to that which they might have done, had not Adam failed; But, according to that which every one in his eſtate may attaine to, in the perfor­mance of his Chriſtianity. Here is then the ground, why, thoſe thinges that are done againſt the Rule which the Goſpell propoſeth, out of invincible ig­norance, or out of meer ſurprizes of concupiſcence, (though, for the mat­ter of them, contrary to that Law which the Goſpell inacteth for the Rule of theire actions) cannot, by the Goſpell, be imputed to Chriſtians, ſtriving toward that perfection which Chriſtianity importeth. For, thoſe who doe not ſtudy to mortify the concupiſcence, whereby they have been ſeduced to ſinne; to watch over theire thoughts, whereby, they knew, they may be ſedu­ced to ſin; cannot be underſtood ſo to doe. And therefore, though ſins of invin­cible ignorance, and upon meer ſurprize of concupiſcence, are ſinnes againſt the Originall Law of Paradiſe, and the directive part of Chriſts Law, which revives it; Yet are they not ſinnes againſt the Covenant of Grace, con­tracted upon ſuppoſition of Originall ſinne▪  [...] nor againſt the vindi­cative part of Chriſts Law, according to which he will judge Chriſ­tians.
Certainly, it is a groſſe inconvenience, to acknowledge any thing to be ſinne, which no Law of God forbiddes. That venial ſinne ſhould be beſide the Law of God, but not againſt it, would make it no ſinne; which, nothing but the tranſgreſſion of the Law determineth 1 Joh. III. 4. Rom. IV. 15. For, why is any thing ſinne, but, becauſe it ought not to be done? Or, why ought it not to be done, but, becauſe it is Gods will that it ſhould not be done? Or, what would God have done that is not a Law to his creature? Therefore, all ſinne, tranſgreſſeth that will, whereby God would not have that done, which, it doing, tranſgreſſeth his Law. On the other ſide, how clearly agreeth it with the goodneſſe of God, how neceſſarily followeth it upon that Grace which his Goſpell publiſheth, that thoſe who are called to it, ſuppoſing them obnoxious to that concupiſcence, which will certain­ly induce them to ſinne, notwithſtanding the Grace whereby they are rege­nerate, ſhould neither forfeit their eſtate in it, by every ſinne which they com­mit, nor, by any ſinne which they forſake by timely repentance? There­fore, how exact ſo ever that obedience is, which the Goſpell requireth at our hands; So long as it leaveth him that returneth by repentance, from that ſinne whereby he faileth of it, right of being reeſtated in his reconcilement with God; It is manifeſt, that his eſtate in the promiſes of the Goſpel is not forfeit by falling into ſinne, but by perſevering in it. How much more, when it is acknowledged on all hands, that there are in the World ſo many meanes to divert our mindes from the true end and rule of our doings, ſo numberleſſe ſnares for our inclinations▪ (naturally biaſſed towards that which ſeemeth beſt for the preſent) that no Chriſtian can keep an exact account of the occaſions, whereby he findeth himſelf to fail of that righteouſneſſe which he aimeth at; how much more, I ſay, is it to be preſumed, that the grace of the Goſpell reacheth further then any mans repentance, and, in conſideration of our Lord Chriſt, accounteth not that to be a breach of Covenant, which, onely the ge­nerall ſtudy of new obedience extinguiſheth? In this conſideration, if any man will ſay, that ſome ſinnes are veniall others mortall, in regard of thoſe terms of reconcilement with God, which the Goſpel propoſeth; (which as [Page] no ſinne voideth if repentance follow, ſo, thoſe ſinnes which the preſent weak­neſſe of our mortall nature cannot eaſily avoid, muſt not be thought to infring) he ſhall ſay no more then the Goſpel of Chriſt will warrant, by neceſſary con­ſequence. But, whether any ſinne be originally veniall, by that firſt Law of God, the tranſgreſſion whereof it is; as it manifeſt, that we are not inabled by the Scriptures to diſpute, (tending onely to reveal, by degrees, Gods pur­poſe of dealing with man under ſinne, which the Goſpel at laſt hath clearly ſet forth) ſo it is certaine, that it no way concernes, either my purpoſe, or any mans ſalvation, to determine. And this deſtinction of Gods Law is founded upon the expreſſe words of S. Paul Rom. IV. 27. where he ſaith, that glory­ing is excluded by the law of Faith, not by the Law of workes. And S. James, 11. 12. So ſpeak ye and ſo do ye, as thoſe that ſhall be judged by the Law of liberty. For, thoſe terms which God hath propoſed to Chriſtians, whom he hath freed from ſinne, are that very Law of Chriſtianity, whereby, thoſe that are ſo freed ſhall be judged, whether they have walked in the freedome to which they were called or not; the originall Law, which differenceth good from bad, being ſet aſide, as to the purpoſe of giving ſentence by it.
And, upon theſe termes, whoſoever dieth in the ſtate of Gods grace fulfilleth Gods Law, obtaining the promiſe which the Goſpel tendreth, by fulfilling the condition which it requireth. But, where as it is further queſtioned among the Schoole Doctors, whether, according to the ordinary meaſure of Gods Spirit which the Goſpel bringeth, it is poſſible for the regenerate to live without ſinne, and that di­ſtinguiſhing whether without mortall ſinne, or whether without veniall ſinne; (becauſe I have allowed the diſtinction in ſome ſenſe, and to ſome purpoſe) Having allready anſwered that which was neceſſary to be ſatis­fied, I am not ſolicitous of the reſt. The Church ſuppoſed the Faith ſecured, when it was reſolved, againſt Pelagius; That the Law is not to be fullfilled without the Grace of Chriſt. For the reſt. S. Auſtine was tender of denying, that a Chriſtian may live without ſin, by Grace. For what may it not doe? Yet, could have no good opinion of him that ſhould thinke himſelf the man that lives without ſinne. S. Jerom, with many of the Fathers, found it an in­convenience to grant, that God commandeth impoſſibilities; And there­fore puniſheth that, which a man muſt needes doe. And yet he makes diffi­culty to grant that a man may live without ſinne. The Council of Trent decrees Seſſ. IV. Can. XVIII. Si quis dixerit, Dei praecepta, homini etiam juſti­ficato, & ſub gratia conſtituto, eſſe ad obſervandum impoſſibilia, anathema eſto. If any man affirme; that the commandments of God are impoſſible for a man that is juſtifyed, and in the ſtate of grace, to keep; let him be anathema. Thus an opi­nion, when Pelagius was condemned, becoms an article of Faith, by the Coun­cile of Trent. But my opinion is not preſſed by the decree. For, having ex­cepted invincible ignorances, and meer ſurpriſes of concupiſcence, becauſe the Goſpel ſuppoſes concupiſcence, the commandments of God may be poſſible, and yet not poſſible for a man, whoſe intentions are diſtracted about many, to avoid all ſinne. And it followes in the decree of the Council Can. XXII. Si quis, hominem Jemel juſtificatum, dixerit, poſſe in tota vita, peccata omnia etiam venialia, vitare; niſi ex ſpeciali privilegio, quemadmodum de beata virgi­  [...] tenet Eccleſia; anathema ſit. If any man ſay, that a man once juſtified may avoid all, even veniall ſinnes, through all his life; unleſſe by ſpeciall privi­ledge, as the Church holdeth of the bleſſed Virgine; let him be anathema. What Church holdeth that the bleſſed Virgine never ſinned, I know not. That the Catholick Church holds it not, is evident by the opinions of doctors of the Church to the contrary, which you ſhall find, with the reſt which I have alled­ged in this point, in Voſſius his Collections Hiſtoriae Pelagianae libro VI. Parte I. But Andreas Vega, who maintaines ſtiffely, that a Chriſtian may live all his life without ſinne, will have much ado to ſhelter himſelf from this anathema. Thus farre, then, I quarrel not the Council of Trent. And, thoſe who have [Page] the II. Councile of Orange at their fingers ends, whenſoever the abſolute effi­cacy of grace is queſtioned, will be aſhamed to refuſe the laſt Canon of it, which ſaith; Hic etiam, ſecundum fidem Catholicam credimus, quod, accepta per Bap­tiſmum gratia, omnes baptizati, Chriſto auxiliante, & cooperante, quae ad ſalu­tem pertinent, poſſint ac debeant, ſi fideliter laboraro volueriut, adimplere. Here alſo, we believe, according to the Catholick faith, that, all that are baptized, ha­ving received grace by baptiſme, may and ought to fulfill thoſe things which be­long to their ſalvation, if they will faithfully labour it. Which is no more then to ſay; That they have ſufficient grace to preſerve them from falling away; Or from falling into thoſe ſinnes, which forfeit the ſtate of Grace. Though, I eaſily yeild, this poſſibility is rather naturall than morall: And that, con­ſidering the many opportunities and provocations even to thoſe ſinnes, which the occaſions of the world preſent the inclinations of Concupiſcence, with it is, in the judgement of diſcretion impoſſible, that a man ſhould not forfeit the ſtate of grace, though abſolutely there is nothing to inforce, that it muſt neceſ­ſarily come to paſſe. And truly the Prophet Davids prayer; To be cleanſed from ſecret ſinnes, but to be preſerved from preſumptuous ſinnes, Pſal. XIX. 12, 13. ſhowes difference enough between the kindes: But the obtaining of this prayer, not to fall into any preſumptuous ſinne, depends upon that diligent watch, which even the regenerate may neglect to keep over themſelves. Now, for him that ſhall have committed this forfeit, though the promiſe of the holy Ghoſt, and the habituall aſſiſtance thereof, is thereby voide; yet, the know­ledge of Chriſtianity, that is, the obligation and matter of it, and that facility of living the life of a Chriſtian which cuſtome leaves behind it, remaining; the actuall aſſiſtance of the H. Ghoſt, which alwaies accompanieth the preach­ing of the Goſpel, cannot be wanting, where ſo great effects of it are extant, to procure the recovery of him that is fallen away. Whether they ſhall take effect or no, it is in the juſtice and mercy of that Providence which onely ma­keth them effectual. The wiſdome of God, which ſhall laugh at the calamities, and mock when the feares of them come, that refuſe when it calls, and regard not when it ſtretcheth out hands, Prov. I. 22—repreſenteth the condition of thoſe that forfeit the Promiſe, exceedingly terrible, in that they are fallen under Gods meer mercy; though it be granted, that they want not ſufficient helps to re­ſtore them, till they be come to the end of their race.
But, in very deed, the hardeſt of this point is, to give account how this holds under the old Law, how any man could be ſaved by fullfilling that Law, which, the Goſpel declars to be taken away, becauſe no man could be ſaved by fulfilling it. To which my anſwer muſt be, according to the ſuppoſition premiſed, con­cerning a twofold ſenſe of Moſes Law, that is to ſay, a twofold Law of God, under the Old Teſtament; that it is no marvaile, if the civile happineſſe of Gods ancient people, (which the Law of Moſes, in the litteral ſenſe, tendred for the reward of it) were to be obtained by worſhipping the onely true God, and that civile converſation according to it, which that people, of their naturall freedome, were able to performe. True it is indeed which S. Peter ſaies, Acts XV. 10. that  [...]ither they nor their Fathers, were able to bear the burthen of Moſes Law: And that, for that reaſon, which, not onely Origen, but divers others of the ancient Fathers, have alledged againſt the Jewes, that there went ſo many ſcruples to the preciſe obſervation of it, as it was not poſſible for any people in the world to overcome. For, there being ſuch variety of caſes, in­cident to the obſervation of ſuch variety of precepts, as no man could further be ſecured in, that he proceeded according to the will of God, then, as the determi­nation of thoſe, whom God, by the law of Deut. XVII. 8-12. XVI. 18. had refer­red it to, might ſecure him; And, that alwaies new caſes muſt needs prevent new determinations, of neceſſity, the preciſe obſervation of Moſes law, even outward­ly, and, in the literal ſenſe, was in ordinary diſcretion thing impoſſible. Which is effectuall indeed to convince the Jewes, that God never was ſo in love with their Law, as to accept them for preciſely keeping of it, even in the world to come: But provided it for an outward and civile diſcipline, to countenance [Page] the inward godlineſſe and righteouſneſſe of the heart, till he ſhould think fit, openly to inact it for the condition of the world to come; In the the meane time, having tendered the Law for a condition, by which they might hold the land of promiſe; it is manifeſt, that the obtaining of it depended not upon that preciſe obſervation of all ſcruples, which, the nature of the ſubject ren­dred, in humane reaſon, impoſſible: But that, in caſe they worſhipped God alone, and obſerved the precepts of the Law with that dilligence, which a rea­ſonable and honeſt man would uſe in that caſe, the promiſe muſt become due. Whereby the law, in this ſenſe, is a fit figure to repreſent, both the impoſſibi­bility of Gods originall Law, and the gentleneſſe of that diſpenſation thereof, which the Goſpel importeth.
As for the inward and myſticall ſenſe of Moſes Law, it is manifeſt, that, the countenance which the Law gave true righteouſneſſe, by inforcing the worſhip of the onely true God, (together with ſo many acts of righteouſneſſe among men, and temperance, chaſtity, and ſobriety) with temporall penalties; With the faith of the world to come, and the doctrine of ſpirituall righteouſ­neſſe of it ſelf acceptable to God, received from the Fathers, and maintained by the Prophets and their diſciples, in all ages; maintained alwayes a ſtocke of ſuch men, as God accepted of, even to the reward of the world to come. In whoſe condition, notwithſtanding we muſt obſerve a kind of limitation, or ex­ception to the temporall promiſes of the Law, not onely at ſuch time as the people fell away from God, to the worſhip of Idols; but, in regard of hy­pocriticall Governors, who, pretending zeal to Gods lawes of ſacrifices and ceremonies, and the promiſes of God due to them in that regard, under that colour took advantage, ſufficiently to abuſe and oppreſſe his poor people. For when theſe caſes fell out, the Prophets, whoſe office it was to reprove ſuch things in Gods name, and their diſciples, and followers, muſt needs fall under great perſecution at theſe mens hands. So that, their right in the land of Pro­miſe turning to a ſorry account of happineſs, for them, who of all men were the moſt ſevere obſervers of Gods Law; of neceſſity, the temporal promiſes there­of were ſupplied and made good to them by the hope of the world to come. Which (as Origen wiſely and ingeniouſly obſerves) if a man well conſider, he ſhall find, that flaw in the promiſes of the Old Teſtament to be as a chink, or breach in a wall, through which we may diſcern the light of the Goſpel be­yond it.
For, if the matter be rightly conſidered, it will appear, that, theſe hypocri­ticall Governours of Gods ancient people, which thought the promiſes of the Law for ever entailed upon themſelves and their ſucceſſors, upon the obſerving of ſacrifices, and other ceremonies thereof, how little ſoever they minded the true intent and meaning of it; were the true predeceſſors of the Scribes and Pha­riſees in our Lords time; and the Prophets and their diſciples, the forerunners of our Lord, and his Apoſtles; and, that both perſecuted both upon the ſame ſcore of account. The inward righteouſneſſe of the heart, which God onely alloweth, being that which both preached and profeſſed, though the former, under that knowledge of God and of his will with the Law, the other, which the Goſpell advanceth. And this the true and reall ground, why they, and that which befell them under the Old Teſtament, do beare the figure of our Lord and his Apoſtles, and that which befell them by the rulers of the Jewes in the New: According to the words of our Lord Mat. XXIII. 34—where he ſhoweth, that by crucifying himſelf, and perſecuting his diſciples, they do but fill up the meaſure of their Fathers wickedneſſe. And S. Paul of the Jewes to the ſame effect. 1 Theſ. II. 15, 16. Who both killed the Lord Jeſus, and their own Prophets, and pleaſe not God, and oppoſe all men. Forbidding us to ſpeak to the Gentiles, that they may be ſaved. For wrath is come on them to the end.
I ſay then, that, under that dimme light of Gods will which the Saints of the Old Teſtament injoyed, when the world to come was not yet covenanted for, [Page] nor the ſayings and doings of our Lord Chriſt manifeſted, to invite to Chriſti­anity; it is neceſſarily conſequent, that God ſhould accept of that obedience under the law, which, as it muſt come from a ſincere heart, and ſtudious of pleaſing him, ſo muſt it needs come ſhort of that perfection which the Goſpel requireth. For, as I ſaid before, that love of God with all the heart, and all the ſoul, and all the might, which the Law requireth, is limited by the pre­cepts of the law; which, whoſo obſerves with all the heart and ſo forth muſt be thought to have performed that love, wherein then the obſervation of Gods law conſiſted. As for the precept of not coveting, of which S. Paul ſayes, Rom. VII. 7-11. that he had not known concupiſcence had not the Law ſaid, Thou ſhalt not covet: And Saint Auguſtine obſerves, that, being joyned to to the precept of loving God above all things, they compriſe all Chriſtianity; Though all this be true according to the ſpirituall ſenſe of the Law, yet accord­ing to the leter, it cannot be denied, that the laſt precept of the decalogue forbiddeth onely compaſſing that which is another mans; Counting his wife in that number, becauſe there was then meanes to compaſſe another mans wife, without breaking the Law, which allowed of divorces. And therefore this is the ſen [...]e of that which followeth in S. Paul; Sinne, taking advantage, wrought in me all concupiſcence by the commandment. For, without the Law ſin is dead. But I once lived without the law; But, the commandment coming, ſin revived and I died: And the commandment, which was to life, was found, for me to death. For ſin, taking occaſion by the commandment, deceived me, and ſo ſlew me; All this, I ſay, as the reſt of that Epiſtle, concerning the inability of the Law to bring us to righteouſneſſe, is to be underſtood, of the outward and litterall ſenſe of the law. To wit, that the Iſraelites, before they received the Law, (and ſo, other men without the Law) underſtood not that it was a ſinne, but a piece of wit, to compaſſe a mans wife or goods, without violence, or to com­mit that uncleanneſſe, to which the law had aſſigned no penalty. So the Law being given, and having aſſigned no penalty to the tranſgreſſion of this precept; was it marvile, that ſin, prevailing over that conviction of the con­ſcience, which the precept tendered, ſhould ſeduce a man, to give way to con­cupiſcence, and turn the precept that was given for life to his death? He then, that was not impoſed upon with this  [...]light of ſinne, but received the com­mandment as Gods, who hath other penalties in ſtore then thoſe which the Law aſſigneth; if, out of conſcience to God, he obſerved the Laws of his wor­ſhip from the heart, if he kept all that, which not onely the penalties aſſigned by the law, but the will of God declared by the precept, convinced him to take hold of his conſcience; is it not reaſon to conclude, that he fulfilled that meaſure of ſpirituall righteouſneſſe, which God for that time, required of them whom he aſſured of the world to come, upon condition of ſuch obedi­ence? Which if it be ſo, that obligation to this righteouſneſſe, which was ſo declared under the Law, is that Law of ſpirituall obedience, which God judgeth thoſe by, whom for that time, he accepted unto the reward of the world to come.
As for the precept of loving our neighbour as our ſelves, having ſhowed, that it concerned onely Iſraelites under the Law, I have alſo, by the ſame meanes, ſhowed, that they were to deteſt the Gentiles as Idolaters, that deteſtation be­ing the meanes to keep them up to the ſervice of God, from falling away to Idols; Whereupon, as, by the Law, he that fell from the Law, and ſeduced his kindred to do the like, was to find no maner of pity, at the hand even of his brethren, Deut. XIII. 8. So alſo, it is provided by the Jews Conſtitutions, that they ſhall obſerve no rule of common equity, in ſeeking evidence againſt ſuch a one, to bring him to conviction, and to make him an example. And as for thoſe hypocrites, which, under pretenſe of the outward and carnall obſervati­of the Law, perſecuted the preachers of true ſpiritual righteouſneſſe (the Pro­phets of Old, and our Lord and his Apoſtles, who pretended to carry it unto the Gentiles, whom they hold themſelves obliged to hate, as having been once Idolaters) it is viſible that thoſe Saints who ſuffered perſecution at their [Page] hands, did not find themſelves tied to that meaſure which the Goſpel preſcri­beth, of praying for their enemies to the utmoſt. This is ſeen in thoſe curſes, which David and Jeremy purſue their enemies with, the Goſpel having pre­ſcribed for a generall rule to all Chriſtians; Bleſſe them that curſe you, Mat. V. 44. Luke VI. 27. Rom. XII. 14. 1 Pet. III. 9. James III. 9. I deny not that herein, they were figures and forerunners of our Lord and his diſciples, and their ſayings, propheſies of the curſes that ſhould overtake the people of the Jewes, for perſecuting them: For I have ſhowed, juſt now, the ground, upon which this is to be received. But I challenge, that ground alſo which I ſetled at the beginning; that, the myſticall ſenſe of the Scripture alwayes ſuppoſeth a litterall ſenſe, and that theſe things cannot be underſtood to be fulfilled in our Lord Chriſt, but that firſt they muſt have been verified in the Prophets them­ſelves: In whome, as it is plaine, that the perſecutions for which they curſe, did come to paſſe, ſo plaine it is, that their curſes fell upon their perſecutors, For, nothing can be more manifeſt, then, that the Prophet Jeremy firſt prayed for the people, that God would not deſtroy them: And, when their ſinnes were ſo great, that God would not hear him, but commanded him to publiſh their ruine; that they, thereupon, ſo hated and perſecuted him, that his pa­tience was overcome, and he prayed to God to puniſh their ingratitude to him with the judgements which he had denounced. Jer. VIII. 16. XI. 14, 19, 20. XVIII. 16, 17, 18. XVII. 18-23. And it is plaine, that the caſe is the ſame with the Prophet David, and that he, receiving evil for good of his enemies, thereupon, proceeds to thoſe prayers which he makes againſt them Pſ. XXXV. 11-14. LXIX. 5, 8, 10, 11, 12, 23-29. CIX. 3, 4, 5-20. And what is the difference between this and that of Elias? Of whom S. James V. 17. ſayes, that he prayed that it might not raine, and it rained not for three yeares and ſix mon [...]ths: So that when he ſayes, 1 Kings XVII. 1. there  [...]ll be neither dew nor raine upon the earth, but according to my word; He ſpeakes upon the ob­taining of that prayer of his: For afterwards, the raine came not till he prayed for it, 1 Kings XVIII. 43. Whereupon it followes in S. James; And again [...] he prayed, and the heavens gave raine, and the earth budded forth her fruit. For, by theſe things you ſee, that he prayed for judgement upon the Land of Iſrael, for refuſing his propheſies, even as he executed it upon the prophets of Iſrael, 1 Kings XVIII. 42. And is not the reaſon the ſame, when he deſtroyes two Captaines of fifties with their bandes, by praying for fire from heaven upon them, for taking in hand to execute the command of an Idolatrous King, and coming to ſeize him 2 Kings I. 10, 12? Is it not the ſame, in his Scholar and ſucceſſour Elizeus, when he curſes the children of Bethel, for deſpiſing of him, being a Prophet of God, whereupon two and  [...]orty of them are deſtroyed with beares out of the foreſt, 2 Kings II. 22, 23, 24? For, had theſe chil­dren been bred in the fear of the true God, and not under Idolatrous parents, it cannot in reaſon be thought, that they would have reviled one of Gods Prophets, who were held in, and treated with, ſuch reverence, even by the Princes of his people.
And truely, when Samſon caſts away his own life to do miſchief to Gods ene­mies and the enemies of his people, out of this expreſſe conſideration, of being revenged upon them, for putting out his eyes; can any mans heart be ſo hard­ned, by miſunderſtanding the Scriptures, as to ſay that this can be reconciled with the principles of Chriſtianity, which forbid all revenge? Jud. XVI. 28-31. Rom. XII. 19. Mat. VI. 22, 38-48. It is ſaid indeed, that Samſon did this, as a figure of Chriſt, who killed his enemies, the powers of darkneſſe, by his death. And it is certainly true. But that will not anſwer the reaſon formerly alledged. Whether we ſay, that Samſons death was a figure of Chriſts, by the intent of Samſon, or by the intent of God, whoſe Providence ſo ordered things to come to paſſe, that his death might figure Chriſts death; It cannot be ſaid, that the intent of figuring Chriſts death could make that agreeable to Gods Law, which otherwiſe was not. Rather we are to adviſe whether ſinfull actions, and not according to Gods own Law, were fit to figure Chriſt. Nor [Page] will it ſerve the turne to ſay, that he did it by the motion of Gods Spirit, which, we are indeed to allow, that the Judges, being Prophets were indowed with. For, it is not to be ſaid, that the Spirit of God moveth any man to do that, which, the will of God declared by his Law forbiddeth. And therefore, the fact of Razias 2 Mac. XIV. 37-46. though not udertaken, with that confi­dence of doing miſchief to Gods enemies, which Samſon had by the aſſurance of his being called to deliver Gods people from them; yet, being done, to de­prive them of their pleaſure they ſhould have, in inſulting over Gods people, deſtroying ſo faithfull a ſervant of his, muſt needs be ſaid to proceed from the the ſame motive with Samſons; Though I ſay not, therefore, that this can ſerve to prove that Book of the Maccabes to be either Canonical or otherwiſe. Thus much, I conceive, is to be granted, that, the Maccabees taking armes for maintaining their Religion and Nation againſt the tyranny of Antiochus Epiphanes, is not to be condemned as againſt Gods Law, becauſe we ſee them commended By the Apoſtle Heb. XI. 35-38. And yet, for Chriſtians to take armes for the maintaining of themſelves in the free exerciſe of their religion, (much more, for the Power of impoſing of it upon others) is certainly, con­trary to the inſtructions of the Apoſtles Rom. XIII. 1-6. Titus III. 1. 1 Pet. II. 13-17. as it appears by the practice of all the Primitive Chriſtians, who, maintaining themſelves to be for number able to defend themſelves by armes againſt perſecution, maintaine withall, that their profeſſion did not allow them ſo to do. And indeed, though the godly Jewes indured death rather then re­nounce Gods Lawe, (as the Chriſtians afterwards) yet, a man may ſee a great difference between the motives of their ſeverall ſufferings, if be conſider, that they died for the Lawes of their country; (which the heathen themſelves have reputed a due conſideration for a man to part with his life for, though out of carnall ſelfe love)▪  [...]ow much more to obey Gods Law, (whom they main­tained to be the onely true God) by ſuffering death for the lawes which he had given them? Whereas Chriſtianity requires to be maintained with our lives, though we become ignominious by the Lawes of our Countries for maintain­ing it. Whereby we ſee how true it is, that God allowed them ſome motives of temporall good, to invite them to undergoe the hardſhip, which the pro­feſſion of his Lawes ſhould inferre: Whereas, from Chriſtians he challenges the ſame conſtancy, when he allowes no preſumption of help in this world, no hope but that of the world to come.
Which is, indeed, another ſtrong argument, that God accepted of a lower meaſure of obedience under the Law, then he requireth, under the Goſpel, of Chriſtians: Becauſe, forſooth, he alwayes managed his ancient people (like babes, with the fear of the rod, and the hope of cakebread, ſo) with the fear and hope of the bleſſings and puniſhments of this preſent world, habituating them to preſume of his favour or diſgrace, according to the ſame. Let any man read the book of Pſalmes, and conſider throughout the whole tenor of it, what preſumptions of Gods favour, thoſe who indited them by Gods Spirit do raiſe upon temporall deliverances, of his diſgrace, upon the inſultations of Gods and their enemies; and tell me, if it be according to the ſtile of the Goſ­pell, which alloweth onely, the aſſurance of Gods providence for ſubſiſtence in this world, to perſwade us to take up Chriſts Croſſe? Well then ſaith S. Paul Rom. VIII. 15. Ye have not received any more the Spirit of bondage to fear, but ye have received the Spirit of adoption, whereby ye cry, Abba, that is, Father. For, thoſe that are led with the hope of temporall promiſes, (as all muſt neceſ­ſarily be led, under that Law which was eſtabliſhed upon ſuch) muſt needs be ſubject to fear of diſgrace with God, whenſoever their ſinnes allowed not thoſe promiſes to take place. So then, though they were then partakers of Gods Spirit, as the Prophet Ezekiel ſhowes us XXXVI. 27. XXXVII. 14. XXXIX. 20. Yet, in as much as it is called the Spirit of feare, there is due argument, that, they were not pertaker of that peace and joy in the holy Ghoſt. which Chriſti­ans afterwards were moved with, to indure all perſecution for the maintainance of their profeſſion. But, the Apoſtle pointeth us ou [...] further, the ſourſe of [Page] this feare, Heb. II. 14, 15. When he ſaith, that our Lord Chriſt tooke part  [...]f fleſh and bloud, that, by death, he might aboliſh him that had the power of death,  [...]ven the devil, and diſcharge all thoſe, that, through the fear of death, were all their life long ſubject unto bondage. For, ſo long as the promiſes of this life ended in death, and the puniſhments thereof conducted to it, they who knew that death came into the world upon the tranſgreſſion of Adam, could not think themſelves, diſcharged of Gods wrath, ſo long as they found themſelves liable to the debt of it. No marvaile then, if the Spirit of God were the Spirit of fear, in them, who ſaw not as yet the kingdom of death diſſolved, by the ri­ſing of our Lord Chriſt from the dead.
Another argument I make from the words of our Lord, when the diſciples were ready to demand fire from heaven upon thoſe Samaritanes that received them not, after the example of Elias Luke, IX. 52-56. Ye know not what Spirit ye are of, ſaith our Lord; For the Son of man came not to deſtroy, but to ſave mens lives. Whereby he declareth that, becauſe the Goſpel bringeth ſalvation, whereas the Law wrought wrath, as S. Paul ſaith, by tendring conviction of ſinne, without help to overcome it; Rom. III. 20. IV. 15. VII. 8-11. there­fore, God requireth under the Goſpel, of thoſe that are his, the Spirit that ſeeketh onely the good of them from whoſe hands they receive it not; Where­as, under the Law, even his Prophets, revenged themſelves of their enemies, by vengeance obtained at Gods hands. And, by this meanes, we have an an­ſwer for that difficulty, otherwiſe inſoluble, in our Lords words, of John Bap­tiſt, Mat. XI. 11. Verily I ſay to you, there never aroſe among thoſe that are born of women one greater then John the Baptiſt. But the leaſt in the kingdom of heaven is greater then he. For, if God under the Law required not of his Prophets, that perfection of Charity, which the Goſpel exacteth of all Chriſti­ans; if, in thoſe things which they ſaid and did by Gods Spirit, they have not expreſſed it; well may it be ſaid, that the leaſt of all thoſe that belong to the Goſpel in truth, which here is called the kingdom of heaven, is, in a reſpect of ſo great concernment, greater then the Prophets of the Old Teſta­ment.
As for the example of Jael the wife of Eber the Kenite, who, being in league with Jabin and Si [...]era, for the good of Gods people, knocked him on the head, being retired into the protection of her houſe, and is commended for it by the Spirit of God, in Deborah the Propheteſſe. Jud. V. 17-21. VI. 24-28. The inſtance indeed is difficult enough: And, they that are ſo ready to con­demne the fact of Judith▪ in cutting off Holefernes by deceit, and that by the example of her father Simeon, that ſpoiled and deſtroyed the men of Sheche [...], contrary to covenant Judg. IX. 2. Gen. XXXIV. 23. are not adviſed, how to come clear of it. Suppoſe there was juſt cauſe of hoſtility between them, a daughter of the houſe being diſhonoured by the Prince of that people. (For, among Gods people, their chaſtity was alwayes as highly valued, as it was little regarded among Idolaters) Suppoſe that they condeſcended to be circumciſed, not for love to the true God, but for hope of increaſing their own power and riches, by bringing the Iſraelites under their Government, (as there is ap­pearance enough in the words of Hamor, Gen. XXXIV. 20, 21, 22.) Yet, a league being inacted upon ſuch a pretenſe, the zeal of Simeon and Levi, in deſtroying thoſe that were come under the covering of Gods wings ſo farre, very well fi­gures the zeal of the Jewes in perſecuting the Apoſtles, and not allowing the Gentiles any room of ſalvation, by their own onely true God. And therefore it is excellently obſerved by S. Jerome Tradit. Hebr. in Geneſin, that the Scribes were of the tribe of Simeon, as the Prieſts of the tribe of Levi, in whom the curſe of Jacob by the Spirit of God deteſting their fact, (and propheſying the like to thoſe their ſucceſſors in the caſe of our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles I will divide them in Jacob, and ſcatter them in Iſrael. Gen. XLIX. 5, 6, 7.) was evidently fulfilled in the myſticall ſenſe. The tribe of Levi for gather­ing of Tithes, and the tribe of Simeon, for imployment of Clarkes and Nota­ries, dwelling diſperſed through all the tribes, as Solomon Jarchi, in his gloſſe [Page] upon the place literally expoundeth it. But the caſe of Judeth is the caſe of a ſtratageme in profeſſed hoſtility, which whether Chriſtianity allowe or not, certainly no Law of nations diſallowes. And therefore, though ſhe propoſe to her ſelf the zeale of Simeon and Levi, for the honour of their people, and the ſucceſſe they had againſt their enemies; yet if we underſtand her not to commend the meanes by which they brought it to paſſe, (to wit, by violating the publick faith) we ſhall not find her con­tradict the Spirit of God, which, by Jacob, condemns them for it. As for the  [...]act of Jael, it is in vaine to alledge any myſticall ſenſe to juſtify it, as ſome would do, unleſſe we can undertake, that there was no ſuch thing done in the way of hiſtoricall truth; which, I ſuppoſe, no man will be ſo madde as to do. And therefore, if any man will not believe that the Spirit of God in De­borah extolls onely the temporall benefit, which the people of God re [...]ped, by that fact of hers▪ (for which ſhe was alwayes to be famous amongſt them) leaving to her ſelf the juſtification of her conſcience; Let him ſeek a better an­ſwer. But he who, tranſgreſſing that Charity that is fundamentall in Chriſti­anity, (and therefore, without which, no Chriſtian can obtaine the Spirit of God) ſhall make her example a motive to that, which he cannot juſtify even in Gods ancient people; Though I allow him to miſtake Chriſtians, for Pagans and Idolaters, (whoſe profeſſed enmity to Gods people, upon the account▪ of Religion, was the ground of that revenge, which they were allowed then to purſue them with) yet I muſt not allow him to be a Chriſtian, that teaches that wickedneſſe, which a Jew dare not maintaine. Though it be juſt with God, to ſuffer them, that preſume of the aſſiſtance of Gods Spirit in underſtanding the Scriptures, before they be principled in Chriſtianity; (which the gift of Gods Spirit to Chriſtians preſuppoſeth) to be led unto ſuch wicked imaginations by reading the Scriptures; as he ſuffered thoſe, that, ſetting up their Idols in their hearts, and putting the ſtumbling block of their iniquities before their faces, came to ſeek direction from God; to be ſeduced by the Prophets by whom they ſhould come to inquire, as the Prophe [...] threatneth, Ezek. XIV. 8, 10. As for the fact of David and Huſ [...]ai in ruining of Abſalom 2 Sam. XV. 32-37. XVI. 16-19. XVII. 5-14. there is the leſſe difficulty in it, becauſe we are not obliged to maintaine the actions of the Fathers to be without ſinne, and the Spirit of God doth no where commend it. Which alſo holds in thoſe officious lies, wherewith, Re­becca, and the Midwives of the Iſra [...]lites, and Rahab the harlot, ſeduced Iſaak, and the King of Egypt, and the Rulers of Jericho, to the good of Gods people Gen. XXVII. Exod. I. 15-21. Joſ. II. 4, 5. becauſe, whatſoever were the ſucceſſe which God bleſſed them with, yet, as S. Auguſtine obſerves, its no where ſaid that God bleſſed them for lying, but for that love to his people, which, though joyned with their own weakneſſe, he then rewarded. Though, he that well conſiders the nature of theſe acts, (comparing them with theſe ſay­ings and doings of David and Jeremy, of Elias, Elizaus and Samſon, which, I have ſhowed, the ſpirit of God alloweth) will, without doubt, find cauſe to believe, that the reaſon, why their acts, which were joyned with ſuch infirmi­ties, were bleſſed by God, at that time, is to be drawn from that meaſure of knowledge, which the meanes allowed by God at that time afforded; and the obligation which God required at their hands, proportionable to the ſame.
From the premiſes we may proceed to reſolve that endleſſe diſpute, concerning the intent of our Lords Sermon in the Mount, whether it was to take away thoſe  [...]alſe gloſſes, which the Scribes and Phariſees had put upon the Law of Moſes; (importing, that nothing but the overt act of murder, adulteries, and the like, ſtood prohibited by it) or, to inlarge it unto a further extent, of forbidding the firſt motions of concupiſcence, in regard of that further light which the Goſpel bringeth. For I have ſhowed, that the moſt difficult paſſage of all, which ſaith; Thou ſhalt love thy neighbour and  [...]ate thine enemy, Mat. V. 43. is, according to the practiſe of the law in David, Jeremy, Elias, and Elizeus, [Page] which is, without queſtion, the beſt interpreter of the law, and the extent of it. How much more if you tranſlate it, (as queſtionleſſe the Hebrew will al­low us to tranſlate it) thou ſhalt love thine neighbour, but mayeſt hate thine en [...] ­my? For, it is manifeſt, that, when the fourth Commandment ſaith; Six dayes ſhalt thou labour and do all that thou haſt to do; the meaning is no more but this, Six  [...]ayes thou mayeſt labour; to wit, as for this commandment. So that, this clauſe is nothing elſe, but the conſequence of that limitation which the law puts to the precept of loving a mans neighbour as himſelf; underſtand­ing his neighbour to be onely an Iſraelite, and teaching to purſue Idolaters with all manner of hatred. Now when our Saviour ſaith;  [...]; his meaning is plain enough, Ye have heard that it was ſaid to them of old; (that is, to the Fathers at the giving of the law) not, ye have heard it ſaid by your Prede­ceſſors; to wit, the Scribes and Phariſees, who about ſome hundred years befor [...], had begun to gloſſe the law with their Traditions. Mat. V. 21, 27, 33, 38, 43. The ſubject matter in all the reſt, beſides that which I have ſpoken of, being alwaies the expreſſe letter of Moſes law, no Tradition of the Elders. Yet it is not my intent to ſay; that▪ our Lords intent is not to clear the true meaning of the law from the falſe gloſſes of the Scribes and Phariſees. For I acknwledge a falſe gloſſe of theirs upon Moſes law, which, it is the intent not onely of the Sermon in the mount, but of all the New Teſtament, to clear. I ſay, the Scribes and Phariſees, taking advantage of the truth of the world to come (which they thought to be covenanted for, and not onely intimated, as the truth is, by Moſes law) did inferre the reward thereof to be due to the out­ward and carnall obſervation of it. And this is that falſe gloſſe of theirs, which, as every where elſe, ſo here eſpecially, our Lord cleareth, when he ſaith; Ʋnleſſe your righteouſneſſe exceed the righteouſneſſe of the Scribes and Phariſees, ye ſhall in no wiſe enter into the kingdom of heaven, Mat. V. 20. But this he doth, by clearly inacting that converſation which the Goſpel requireth, whereof the Fathers of the Old law had onely expreſſed the rudiments and principles, out of that light which the law, joyned with the tradition of the Fathers, and the do­ctrine of the Prophets, had ſupplied; Though, ſo well accepted by God at that time, that he failed not to grant his holy Spirit, to them, who had attain­ed that meaſure of righteouſneſſe. And therefore we are to conclude, that, du­ring the L [...]w, there was a ſincerity of righteouſneſſe, conſiſting in the obſerva­tion of the precepts thereof, not out of any temporall reſpect, or hope of this world; but out of the ſenſe of Gods will, who ſearcheth the heart, and judgeth the thoughts thereof, according to which, the Prophets of old and their diſ­ciples, as Zachary and Elizabeth in the New Teſtament Luke I. 6. are to be counted perfect and intire in righteouſneſſe; Comparing them, forſooth, with the Scribes and Phariſees, and all their ſect, who, in all ages of that people, as I have ſhowed, ſtanding ſo much upon the preciſe obſervation of the poſitive precepts thereof, for their own power and advantage, groſſely failed in all per­formance, where the ſincerity of the heart became requ [...]ſite. But that, when our Saviour ſaith: Be ye perfect as your Father in heaven is perfect. Mat. V. 48. It is manifeſt from the premiſes, that he requireth of Chriſtians that chari­ty towards God, and all men for Gods ſake (or, to ſpeak in thoſe terms which I take to be more generall, that reſpect to the will of God, and his glory and ſervice, in all our doings) which he did not covenant for with his ancient people.
Which point, before I conclude, that we may the better underſtand, where­in I make this perfection of Chriſtians to conſiſt, it will be requiſite to reſolve, whether or no Chriſtians can do more then the law of God requires; and, whe­ther there are theſe offices, which the law of God commands not, but the Goſpel onely commends, as matters of counſel, to thoſe that aime at perfecti­on among Chriſtians, not matters of neceſſity, for all that would onely be ſa­ved; So that, the workes whereby they are purſued muſt be called workes of ſupererogation, becauſe, he that does them, layes out more upon Gods ſervice then he is obliged to do. They are the words of our Lord to the diſciples, [Page] Mat. XIX. 11, 12. All are not capable of this word. (of not marrying) For, there are Eunuchs which were ſo born from their mothers wombe: And, there are Eunuchs which were made Eunuchs by men: And, there are Eunuchs that have made themſelves Eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven. He that is capable, let him hold this. Here it is ſaid, that God hath made ſome men of ſuch con­ſtitution of nature, that they are able to containe themſelves from marriage, and that this is the gift of continence, which whoſo hath, falls under a com­mand of not marrying, whoſo hath not, of marrying. But when our Lord ex­horts thoſe that are able to containe themſelves from marriage to ſtrive for that grace, certainely he makes not that a gift of nature, which he would have a man indeavour to attaine. He that is exhorted to make himſelf an Eunuch, is not ſo made by God, but from God he hath the grace, to preferre the king­dom of heaven before, even that content which God alloweth him here; and, if he betray not that grace, by preferring that content before the cleareſt and ſecureſt meanes of attaining it, he will not faile of grace to performe that which he reſolves, for Gods ſake. And truely it were ſtrange, that the Goſpel ſhould make that grace, which conducts to the height of Chriſtianity, to conſiſt in an indowment of nature. But, S. Pauls wordes will take no nay, 1 Cor. VII. 25-28-36, 37, 38. Of Virgins I have no precept of the Lord, but give adviſe, as having received mercy of the Lord to be faithfull. I think, then, this expedient for the preſent neceſſity, that it is good for a man to be thus. Art thou tied to a wife? ſeek not to be looſe. Art thou looſe from a wife? ſeek not a wife. But if thou marry thou ſinneſt not, and if a virgine marry ſhe ſinneth not. Onely ſuch ſhall have affliction in the fleſh. But I ſpare you. Againe, If a man think he deales unhanſomly with his Virgine, if ſhe paſſe her flour, and ſo it muſt be, let him do as he pleaſe, he ſinneth not, let him marry. But he that ſtandeth firme in his heart, having no neceſſity, but hath power over his own will, and hath reſolved this in his heart, to preſerve his Virgine, doeth well. So he that marrieth her doeth well, but he that marrieth her not doeth better. Is the ſunſhine more manifeſt then this? A man may reſolve either of both, for his daughter a Virgine, (ſuppoſing her will to follow his, as, generally the duty of the children is, which S. Paul here ſuppoſeth) and not ſinne, but do well; yet better in containing from marriage, becauſe of the advantage which that ſtate yeildeth Chriſtianity, as S. Paul ſhowes. Therefore he declares that God hath given no law in it, but, his Apoſtle gives that adviſe for the beſt, which his Lord had done. The ſame Apoſtle of Widowes. 1 Tim. V. 5, 9-14. She that is a Widow indeed, and deſo­late hopeth in God, and continueth in ſupplications and prayers night and day. And, let no Widow be liſted under threeſcore years old, having been the wife of one huſ­band, having a teſtimony for good works, that ſhe hath bred up her children, enter­tained ſtrangers, waſhed  [...]he Saints feet, helped the afflicted, followed every good work. But refuſe younger Widowes, for, when they grow wanton againſt Chriſt, they will marry: Being to be condemned, becauſe they have renounced their firſt faith. And withall, they learn to be idle, and to go about from houſe to houſe; and not onely idle, but tattlers, buſie bodies, ſpeaking things unfitting. There­fore▪ I would have the younger marry. Here is againe a clear caſe. Timothy is directed to li [...]t ſome Widowes, for the ſervice of the Church, in the ſtate of Widowes▪ others to refuſe. That which commends the one for the prefer­ment, is, the exerciſe of thoſe workes which they could not have had opportu­nity for, in the ſtate of wedlock. That which renders the others dangerous, is, becauſe, for them to deſire marriage, is to grow wanton againſt Chriſt. Wherefore, when S. Paul would have them to marry, it is not becauſe he de­nieth in the next words, that ſtate of proficience, which he had acknowledged juſt afore; but becauſe it is better to hold the mean, then to fall from the high­eſt ranck of Chriſtianity. Which ſerves to reſolve his meaning, as well as his Maſters, 1 Cor. VII. 1, 2, 6, 7. For that which you writ to me about, it is good for a man not to touch a woman. But becauſe of fornication, let every man have his own wife, and every woman her own huſband. But this I ſpeake of indulgence not by command. For, I would all men were even as my ſelf. But, every one [Page]hath his proper grace of God, ſome thus, ſome otherwiſe. Doth not the grace of God, in married people, aſſi [...]t in the offices of Chriſtianity towards thoſe re­lations which marriage procureth? Correſpondently, therefore, the Grace of God in the continent is not a natural temper, obliging them ſo to live; But, the helps that inable them to diſcharge themſelves like Chriſtians, in a higher rank, among Chriſtians. So that, the perfection of Chriſtianity lies not in the ſtate of continence, but, in the rank of it; That is to ſay, in  [...]hoſe offices of Chri­ſtianity, wherein, their eſtate gives them opportunity, to be converſant; the ſtate being no otherwiſe ſo accountable, then, becauſe there is a preſumption that perſons are ſuch as they ought to be, and, as their ſtate gives them oppor­tunity to be. The perfection of Chriſtianity, then, conſiſteth in the love of God, and in his ſervice, and the ſervice of Chriſtians for Gods ſake; That is, in ſpending a mans life in thoſe offices, in which there is moſt regard to God, leaſt to our owne temporall intereſt. But, is it unreaſonable to count that a ſtate of perfection, which generally, and in reaſon, is the meanes for it, becauſe it is found to be practiſed to other effects? Is it unreaſonable to think, that God, who hath need of all ſtates for the ſervice of his Church, and giveth thoſe ſeverall graces, which are requiſite to make ſeverall men ſerviceable for ſeverall ſtates, ſhould not determine by law, but leave to their choice, whom he indues with thoſe graces, that which containes not the work of Chri­ſtianity, but, being indifferent by kind, is nevertheleſſe, by kind, the meanes to procure it?
Saint Paul gives this reaſon, why he wrought for his living, rather then take any thing of the Corinthians, in theſe termes; It were better for me to dye, then that any man ſhould void that which I glory in. For if I preach the Goſpel, I have nothing to glory of, for neceſſity lies upon me, yea, woe to me if I preach not the Goſ­pel. For, if I do it willingly I have a reward, if unwillingly, a ſtewardſhip I am truſted with. What is then my reward? That I beſtow the preaching of Chriſts Goſpel without charge: So as not to uſe my right in preaching it. 1 Cor. IX. 15-18. The neceſſity of preaching the Goſpell ſtands in oppoſition to the preaching of it freely, which is therefore a matter of free choice. The woe to S. Paul is, for not preaching the Goſpell, therefore, not for not preaching it for nothing. Wherefore, the reward he meanes when he ſaith, what is my reward, (that is, wherein lies my claime, my plea, or my pre [...]enſe to it?) is not that which the Goſpel covenants for with all Chriſtians. For, that S. Paul was not to faile of, though he preached not for nothing. Seneca ſaith that a ſlave may oblige his Maſter, by doing, not onely what he commands, but what he knowes will pleaſe him, though he command it not. Such are not thoſe whom our Lord ſpeakes to, Luke XVII. 6-10. So ye alſo, when ye have done all things that are commanded you, ſay; we are unprofitable ſervants, we have done what we were indebted to do. Ye, that have faith as a graine of muſt­ard ſeed, that is, a ſmall ſeed of Chriſtianity, to whom the parable there is propoſed. For, it ſpeaketh of thoſe who ſit down when their maſter hath ſupped whereas, there are others, that muſt ſit down with their maſter Luke XXII. 30. others, that ſhall ſit down as ſoon as he comes, and himſelf wait on them, Luke XII. 37. And therefore there are ſervants of God under the Goſpel, that fail not of their wages, but oblige not their Maſters goodneſſe without promiſe. A­bove theſe wages, is the reward which S. Paul meanes, which though he pre­tend not, by diſcharging his truſt ſo cheerfully as to preach the Goſpel for no­thing, (which God commanded him not) he may nevertheleſſe obtaine his wages by giving a juſt account of his office. Therefore, the word,  [...], when he ſaies,  [...], ſignifies not abuſing, but fully uſing, as in Plato,  [...]. He uſed not the gift aright: And in S. Paul 1 Cor. VII. 29.  [...], they that uſe this world as not freely uſing it; Not, as not abuſing it; Though it hath been ſo tranſlated; becauſe the reſt of the oppoſites before runne in the like cor­reſpondence; They that have wives, as having none, thoſe that weep as not weep­ing, thoſe that rejoyce, as not rejoycing, thoſe that buy, as not poſſeſſing. So, thoſe [Page]that uſe this world as not uſing, or not freely uſing it. And in the Latine Saint Hierome, Qu [...]ſt, Hebr, in Gen. Sancti Apoſtoli his fere teſtimoniis abutuntur quae jam fuerant in gentibus divulgata. The holy Apoſtles, uſe (I ſuppoſe no man will ſay Saint Herome meant that they abuſe) thoſe teſtimonies which had been already divulged among the Gentiles. And in Plautus and the civile law, abuti is to ſpend, which is the full uſe of things that may be ſpent. For, ſeeing Saint Paul, in the beginning of the Chapter, challengeth, that he might have done otherwiſe as well as the reſt of the Apoſtles; either he might have done otherwiſe without ſin, or he had not that right in point of conſcience to God, which he ſaith, they uſed without ſinne. If then the law of God determine not a man to abſtaine from marriage, to abandon the world, and riches of the world, which, he hath juſt title to; and yet this may be done to oblige God in point of goodneſſe, not in point of promiſe, what is Saint Auguſtine [...], fault in ſaying of Saint Paul, voluit S. Paulus ex Evangelio victum ſibi quaerere. Quod maluit operari, amplius erogabat. Saint Paul might have got his living by preaching the Goſpel. In that he chooſed to work▪ he laid out more in Gods ſer­vice? For, this is not to ſay, that the love of God, for which he did it, is not commanded; but, that he was not commanded to exerciſe that love▪ in for­bearing his due. Therefore, if any man ſhall teach; the precepts of loving God above all, and all for God, and of mortifying the firſt motions of concupiſcence, together with the particulars, unto which our Lords Sermon in the Mount brancheth thoſe generalls, to preſcribe workes of ſuper [...]rogation, and maters, not of precept, but of counſaile, as too many have been allowed, (I ſay not in­joyned) to do, in the Church of Rome; worthily in that regard, is this pro­feſſed in the Church of England, to be a blaſphemous doctrine. Neither can it appear, that the ancient Fathers ever intended any ſuch ſenſe by it; who, not­withſtanding, all with one voice, agree in the difference between mater of precept and matter of counſell, under the Goſpel, which difference Doctor Field, in his learned work of the Church, having acknowledged in the Church of England, no man can juſtly charge me with novelty, in maintaining of it.
Now, though the perfection of Chriſtianity, conſiſt, as hath been ſhowed, in loving God above all, and all for God; or, in reſolving to do all in reſpect of Gods will and for his ſervice; Yet is not this perfection perfectly to be ob­tained during this life. The reaſon is manifeſt: Becauſe it is not morally poſſi­ble, that the work of it ſhould not be interrupted by original concupiſcence, the mortification whereof, which proceeds by degrees▪ is that perfection which a Chriſtian arriveth at▪ whatſoever he aime at. Saint Paul had gone as farre as another man when he ſaid Phil. III. 13, 14, 15. Brethren, I count not my ſelf to have ſeized. Onely forgetting that which is behind, and ſtretching at that which is before▪ according to the mark▪ I drive to the prize of the heavenly calling of God by Chriſt Jeſus. As many therefore as are perfect, let us be ſo minded And▪ 1 Cor. III. 18. We all, looking, as in a glaſſe, upon the glory of God with bare face, are changed after the ſame image, from glory to glory, as by the Spirit of the Lord; To wit, by the ſame degrees, as the mortification of our own concupiſcence makes room for Gods Spirit. And therefore, he ſaith again of himſelf, 1 Cor. IX. 26. I therefore ſo runne, as not without appearance of go­ing forwards, ſo fight, not as beating the aire: But I cuffe and inſlave my body, leaſt having preached to others▪ I my ſelfe become reprobate. Notwithſtanding the law of Chriſtianity which the Goſpel preacheth, ſuppoſing this concup [...] ­ſcence, and providing a right of reeſtabliſhment into Gods grace▪ for all that, being caſt down in this courſe, ſhall returne by repentance; manifeſt it is, that, though we are not ſaved by fulfilling the originall rule of that righteouſneſſe to which the creation of our nature on Gods behalf obligeth us; Yet, by under­taking and purſuing that perfection, which the profeſſion of Chriſtianity im­porteth; provided, that we perſevere in purſuing it unto the end, though ſome­times this purſuit conſiſt in turning from thoſe ſinnes, by which we had ſtart­ed aſide. Now the law of Moſes is, certainly, a tranſcript, or rude draught of [Page] this originall righteouſneſſe due from man to God. And therefore, purpoſely made ſo curiouſly ſcrupulous, that even the earthly promiſes of the land of Canaan, and temporall happineſſe in it, ſhould not be obtained by the exact obſervation thereof, as I obſerved afore. But it was alſo an intimation of the Goſpell of Chriſt, not onely in the proviſi­on which it made for expiation of tranſgreſſions, (the ſignification where­of the greateſt part never underſtood) but in thoſe grounds of aſſurance, which it gave thoſe that ſhould obſerve it from the heart, as before God, and for his love, of the reward of the world to come. In which regard S. Paul and the Apoſtles ſo often alledge the ſaying of the Prophet Abac. II. 4. The juſt ſhall live by faith; and Saint Paul Rom. I. 15. ſaith, that the righteouſ­neſſe of God is revealed, by the Goſpel, from faith to faith: That is, from the fa [...]th of Chriſt to come, to the faith of Chriſt come. And Saint John Bap­tiſt ſaith of our Lord John I. 16. Of his fullneſſe we have all received, grace for grace: Becauſe the law was given by Moſes, but grace and truth came by Jeſus Chriſt. So that, though the grace of the Goſpel came by Chriſt, yet it ſucceed­ed the ſame grace under the law, though, as under a fainter light, ſo in a ſcarſ­er meaſure. And Saint Auguſtine rightly accounteth thoſe that attaine tru [...] righteouſneſſe under the law, to belong to the New Teſtament, as carnall Chriſtians under the Goſpell, to the O [...]d But if the faithfull, at that time, were ſaved by that ſcarſe meaſure of righteouſneſſe, which the faint light they were under required; then were they alſo ſaved, though, not by fullfilling the origi­nall Law of righteouſneſſe due from man to God, yet, by fulfilling that rule of Evangelicall righteouſneſſe, which God, under the Law, required at their hands. In which regard, if the Fathers, by things recorded of them in the Old Teſtament, may be ſeene to have attained that perfection which Saint Paul calles his glory, in doing that which he was not commanded▪ as a meanes to the diſcharging of that wherein the perfection of Chriſtians conſiſteth; that which became mater of precept under the Goſpel, is ne­ceſſarily to be taken for mater of counſell under the Law. Alwayes under­ſtanding, that, as thoſe helps of grace, without which, I have ſhowed, that they had not been able to performe ſuch righteouſneſſe under the Law▪ were granted even then, in conſideration, of our Lord Chriſts interpoſing his mediation to the redeeming of mankind; ſo was the righteouſneſſe then performed, accepted in no conſideration, but of the obedience of Chriſt and his righteouſneſſe.

CHAP. XXXIII. Whether any workes of Chriſtians be ſatisfactory for ſinne, and meritorious of hea­ven, or not. The recovery of Gods grace for a Chriſtian fallen from it, a work of labour and time. The neceſſity and efficacy of Penance to that purpoſe, ac­cording to the Scriptures, and the practiſe of the Church. Merit by virtue of Gods promiſe, neceſſary. The Catholicke Church agrees in it, the preſent Church of Rome allowes merit of juſtice▪
[Page]
ANother diſpute there is that makes an endleſſe noiſe, never to be decided, but upon this ground, not to be maintained, admitting it. That is, Whether the workes of Chriſtians, merit heaven or not; which I muſt inlarge into another point, of ſo neer nature to it, that both may as eaſily be reſolved as the one: Whether the humiliation for ſinne, in praying, faſting, giving  [...]lmes, by Chriſtians, in confidence of the ſatisfaction of Chriſt, to obtaine pardon of God, be ſatisfactory for ſinne or not. For, in as much, as to be free from evill is good, and, to obtaine a diſcharge from puniſhment, is as much as to deſerve a reward; in ſo much it is all one to ſatisfie for▪ ſinne▪ ſo as to be diſcharged of puniſhment, and to fulfill an obligation, ſo as to claime a reward. Whereupon, as I ſaid afore, that, all ſatisfaction is neceſſarily of the nature of merit. To this queſtion then, or, to theſe queſtions, the anſwer is neceſſarily conſequent from the premiſes: That, if we regard the originall law of God, neither can any man make God ſatisfaction for his ſinne, nor me­rit the reward of everlaſting life at his hands; But, if we regard that diſpenſa­tion in it which the Goſpel preacheth, in conſideration of the merits and ſatis­faction of our Lord Chriſt; neither ſhall any man attain forgiveneſſe of ſinne without making ſatisfaction for it, nor the reward of everlaſting life, without making it due to him by virtue of Gods promiſe.
The proofe of the firſt point conſiſts in all thoſe paſſages of Scripture which require repentance as a condition requiſite to the obtaining remiſſion of ſins, whether in the New Teſtament, or in the Old: In as much as I have ſhowed, that the promiſe [...] of the Goſpel, were obtained under the Law, upon the ſame termes and conditions for ſubſtance, as under the Goſpel; though for the mea­ſure, proportionable to that light of knowledge, and thoſe helpes of Grace, which the diſpenſation of God under the Old Law afforded. In particular ta­king notice of the theme of Saint John Baptiſt, which our Lord alſo took for the argument of his preaching, Repent, for the kingdome of heaven is at hand; Mat. III. 2. IV. 17. Mark I. 15. which the Apoſtles alſo followed, Acts II. 38. III. 19. Upon that ground which Saint Paul alſo debates, in the beginning of the Epiſtle to the Romanes; that the neceſſity of the Goſpell and Chriſtiani­ty is grounded upon a ſuppoſition, that both Jewes and Gentiles are liable to ſinne without Chriſt, and, by conſequence, to judgement. And againe, of thoſe texts of the Apoſtles writings, wherein there is mention, or intimation of Penance required or injoyned by them, or by the Church, in their time, for the obtaining of remiſſion of ſinnes by the keyes, which I have handled in another place. And thirdly, of thoſe paſſages which I have quoted in this book, diſputing of Juſtification by faith, to ſhow, that, remiſſion of ſinnes done after baptiſme is obtained for Chriſtians, by prayer joyned with faſting and giving of almes, to move God to give us pardon, as we forgive or give to our brethren. But this proofe conſiſts alſo in all thoſe ſcriptures, which I have alledged, to ſhow that the bloud of Chriſt and his ſufferings, are truly and properly ſatisfaction for the ſinnes of mankind. For, as he that believes this, can by no meanes imagine, that, any man can make ſatisfaction for his own ſinnes, by the originall Law of God; (for then, the coming of Chriſt had [Page] been in vaine▪ as not neceſſary, neither had there needed that diſpenſation in Gods proceeding with mankind upon the originall rule of righteouſneſſe, which the Goſpel declareth) So can he by no meanes imagine, the ſatisfaction which any man can tender God for his ſinne, to import any more, then the fulfilling of that condition which God by his Goſpell requireth, to qualify any man that is fallen from Grace by ſinne, after Baptiſme, for remiſſion of ſinne: Becauſe he ſuppoſeth aforehand, that the ſatisfaction of Chriſts bloud conſiſteth in obtaining ſuch termes at Gods hands, that, the condition being obtain­ed, a man ſhould become qualified for remiſſion of ſinnes. On the other ſide, the Goſpell importing a promiſe of remiſſion of ſinne, in conſideration of the ſufferings of Chriſt, to them that turn by true repentance, to that new life which it preſcribeth; It cannot be denied, that thoſe workes, wherein the reality of true repentance conſiſteth, are properly ſatisfaction for ſinne (as for that re­ſpective ſinne for which they ſatisfie) by virtue of that promiſe, which God by the Goſpel declareth, in conſideration of Chriſts Croſſe. For, if the Ci­vilian ſay true, that to ſatisfie is no more then to fulfill a mans deſire, God by his Goſpel requiring nothing elſe to be performed by us, (that is, by any Chriſtian that is overtaken in the ſtate of ſinne) but to turne from ſinne; of neceſſity it followes, that God is ſatisfied with our repentance, (which other­wiſe he would not accept of for payment at our hands) though the ſatisfaction of Chriſt is the conſideration that makes it acceptable.
The miſtake ſeemes to lye in this; that, men take any kind of diſ­pleaſure for ſinne to be that repentance which qualifieth a man for re­miſſion of ſinne; preſuming that faith alone juſtifieth, and that the grace▪ which the Goſpel tendereth would come to too ſhort an account, if at every inſtance, a man might not have recourſe to the bloud of Chriſt, for aſſurance of remiſſion of ſinnes. Whereas I have ſhowed, that, in all eſtates, at any inſtant, a Chriſtian hath aſſurance of remiſſion of ſinne to be had, upon condition that he ſee himſelf qualified for it; But, that abſolute aſ­ſurance of remiſſion of ſinne actually had and obtained, is not to be had by the Goſpel, but upon performing the condition which it requireth, unleſſe we would make Chriſt, the miniſter of ſinne, (as Saint Paul ſpeakes) by ſaying; that he came to diſcover a way, by which, ſtanding in the love of ſinne, and in­joying the pleaſure of it, we may aſſure our ſelves of pardon for it. For it can in no reaſon be imagined, that he who hath wilfully committed ſinne can in­ſtantly come to ſuch a reſolution of mind, as may reaſonably be thought ef­fectuall, to move him never to do the like any more. Will any body that is capable to conſider what a change it is for a man to undertake Chriſtianity, being, by the preaching of it, become convict of that ſinne which it pretendeth to cure; will any man ſay, that it is poſſible for ſuch a one, at the inſtant that he is firſt informed of a thing concerning him ſo much, to reſolve to take the courſe, overcoming all difficulties, which all the cuſtome of ſinne can create? As for him, who, having made profeſſion of Chriſtianity, is notwithſtanding overtaken with one of thoſe groſſe ſinnes, that expreſſe a formal contrdiction to his profeſſion ſo made; can he be aſſured of a firme reſolution to ſtand to all that his Chriſtianity requireth for the future, who ſees himſelf ſo ſhame­fully caſt from a reſolution ſolemnly profeſſed, and perhaps grounded in him, by ſo many yeares practice, as he hath been a Chriſtian? This is the reaſon why repentance is not to be meaſured, by a wiſh that a man had not ſinned, (which, thoſe that are not paſt remorſe neceſſarily have, becauſe they muſt needs wiſh themſelves at peace with God) nor, by a deſire of forgiveneſſe, (becauſe they muſt needs wiſh themſelves what the Goſpel promiſeth) nor, by being ſory for the puniſhment which they have incurred, (for that is not out of love to God, but to themſelves) nor, by being onely ſory for having of­fended God; (for who would not wiſh that he could injoy both the love of God, and the pleaſure of his ſinne?) In fine, no diſpoſition can qualify a man a convert, or penitent, but that which produceth a change in his actions; And that diſpoſition not being produced, but by frequenting ſuch actions of humi­liation, [Page] as may ſettle the impreſſion of it upon a mans Spirit; thoſe actions by which this diſpoſition is wrought, are juſtly counted ſatisfaction to God, becauſe they fulfill that which he deſireth of a ſinner, to qualify him for re­miſſion of ſinnes.
One material difficulty there is, that may be objected againſt all this, from the Scriptures, eſpecially of the Goſpells, and, thoſe manifold invitations, whereby, our Lord wooeth thoſe which are weary of ſin, to come to him for their cure; For, in very deed, the Parable of the prodigall repreſenteth God ſo deſirous to be reconciled, that there is no roome left for conditions, limiting the pardon, which is granted before it can be demanded, upon a bare deſire expreſſed by returning home. And the Pſalme of David ſeems to ſig­nifie the ſame, when he ſaith; I ſaid I will confeſſe my tranſgreſſion to the Lord and thou forgaveſt the wickedneſſe of my ſin. Pſalm XXXIV. 5. Which may be ſo underſtood, as if, David onely having purpoſed to make confeſſion of his ſin, God prevented him with pardon before he did it. But to ſay truth, this is more then the words can beare, becauſe it is ſaid juſt afore; I made knowne my ſins to thee, and my iniquities I concealed not; So as Davids ſin was not pardoned before he confeſſed it, but, having confeſſed it; upon a grounded re­ſolution ſo to doe, and that, after ſo much trouble of mind for his ſin, as the premiſes of the Pſalme expreſſe. As for the expreſſions of our Lord in the Goſpell, having ſhowed that it tendreth high promiſes, but upon conditions proportoinable, conſidering the preſent weakeneſſe of our nature; there is no reaſon in the world to inferr, that thoſe who have forfeited the promiſes, by failing of that which they undertake, may as eaſily promiſe themſelves recon­cilement with God by repentance, as they are freely invited to be reconciled by Baptiſme. For, that which is done in the ſtate of ignorance, is eaſily paſſed by, upon condition of amendment. But, where breach of amity may be reproached, (eſpecially tendred by God of meere Grace, and, upon his own charge, as it were, of Chriſts Croſſe) to perſume of reconcilement, upon meere acknowledgement of a tranſgreſſion, were to tread under foot ſo great Grace. And therefore, that which hath been produced out of the Apoſtles writings ſoundeth to an other tune, S. John ſaith, in deed; If we ſay we have no ſin we deceive our ſelves, and the truth is not in us. If we confeſſe our ſins, he is faithfull, and juſt, to remit our ſins, and to clenſe us from all unrighteouſneſſe. If we ſay wee have not ſinned we make him a lyer, and his word is not in us. Iohn I. 8, 9, 10. For, it appeareth by the premiſes, that his word concludeth e­ven Chriſtians to be ſinners. For S. Iohn goeth forward and ſaith; My little children, theſe things I write to you, that you ſin not; And if any man ſin, we have an Advocate with the father, Jeſus Chriſt the righteous, and he is the pro­pitiation for our ſins. And when David, (who had the ſpirit of God upon the ſame termes as Chriſtians, have it, excepting that which hath been excepted, pray­eth, Pſalm XIX. 13, 14. Who underſtandeth his errours? Clenſe me from hidden ſins. Keep thy ſervant alſo from preſumptuous ſins, that they beare not rule over me: Then ſhall I be upright and cleane from great tranſgreſſions. He ſhoweth ſufficiently the difference between veniall and mortall ſins, as to Chriſtians; (which, in caſe of invincible ignorance, and meere ſupprize, comes to no ſin, as to Chriſtians) But he ſhoweth alſo, that Chriſtians, neglecting themſelves, may come to fall into ſins of perſumption, which he prayeth a­gainſt. For the reſt, the ſame S. Iohn, incouraging Chriſtians to pray for the ſins of Chriſtians, with this limitation, (as I ſurppoſe) if, by their advice, they ap­pear to be reduced to take the courſ, which may procure pardon at Gods hands acknowledgeth further, that there is a ſin unto death, I ſay not that yee pray for it; ſaith he 1. John V. 16. 17. And the Apoſtle to the Hebrews VI. 4, 5, 6. ſpeaketh of ſome ſin, which, he acknowledgeth not that it can be admitted to penance for the obtaining of forgiveneſſe; which he proteſteth again, Ebr. X. 26.-31. XII. 16, 17. It is commonly thought indeed, that, to deny the true faith, againſt that light which God hath kindled in a mans conſcience, is here­by declared to be a ſin, that repentance cannot cure; Or rather, that God [Page] hereby declareth, that he will never grant in repentance, And truly, that blaſ­phemy againſt the Holy Ghoſt, which, our Lord ſaith, ſhall never he pardoned, neither in this world nor in the world to come Mat. XII. 31, 32. Mark III. 28 29. Luke XII. 10. manifeſtly conſiſteth in attributing the works which the holy Ghoſt did to convert men to Chriſt, to the devill; being convinced that our Lord came from God, by the workes he did for that purpoſe. Juſt as Saint Steven reproaches the Jewes, for reſiſting the holy Ghoſt as their Fathers had done, Acts VII. 51. And that there is no cure for this ſin, it is manifeſt, becauſe it conſiſteth in rejecting the cure. And, apoſtaſy from Chriſtianity, (which is manifeſtly, the ſinne which the Apoſtle to the Hebrews intendeth) differeth from it, but, as the obligation to Chriſtianity once received differeth from that Chriſtianity, which, being propoſed with conviction, a man is bound to receive. But, otherwiſe not onely the Church, but the Novatians them­ſelves ſuppoſed, that thoſe who had denied the Faith might recover pardon of God by repentance. Nor can it become viſible to the Church, what is that conviction, which, whoſo tranſgreſſeth, becomes unpardonable, becauſe God hath excluded him from repentance. In the meane time, how difficult the Primitive Church accounted it, to attaine pardon of ſuch ſinnes, appeares by the excluding of the Montaniſts, and Novatians firſt; then, by the long Pe­nance preſcribed Apoſtates, Murtherers, and Adulterers, leaſt the admitting of them to Penance might ſeem to warrant their pardon upon too, light repent­ance. Saint Paul admits the inceſtuous perſon at Corinth, whether to Penance or to Communion with the Church; But upon what termes? Leaſt the offen­der ſhould be ſwallowed up with extream ſorrow; and, leaſt Satan ſhould ad­vantage himſelf againſt them, ſhould he refuſe it. And becauſe, having writ­ten out of great anguiſh of heart, with teares, for them who preſumed to bear him out in it, he had found them moved with ſorrow according to God, to repentance, with all ſatisfaction, and deſire of peace with the Apoſtle, 2 Cor. II. 1-8. VII. 7-11. For, we underſtand by Saint Paul 1 Cor. V. 2. 2 Cor. XII. 21. that even the Church themſelves, when they ſhut a ſinner out of the Church, did make demonſtration of ſorrow for his caſe: And therefore him­ſelf much more was put to mourning, and to profeſſe by his outward habit, that he thought his ſinne incurable, without ſorrow anſwerable to it. And, when Saint Paul commands the Colloſſians, III. 5. Mortify your members that are upon earth, fornication, uncleanneſſe, paſſion, evill deſire, and covetouſneſſe which is idolatry; For which the wrath of God cometh upon the children of diſobe­dience; It is manifeſt, that he placeth the mortifying of theſe vices, in the af­flicting and humbling of our earthly members, wherein the luſts of them reſide. Therefore he ſerves his own body no otherwiſe, but, ſtriving for the prize of Chriſtians, like one of their Greekiſh Champions, that would not beat the aire; he beates his own body black and blew, to bring it under ſervitude, Leaſt having preached to others, himſelf ſhould become reprobate, 1 Cor. IX. 26, 27. And certainly, if Chriſtianity require this diſcipline over Saint Pauls body, leaſt he ſhould fall into ſinne; it will require very great ſeverity of them that are fallen into ſinne, to be exerciſed upon their bodies, the luſts whereof they have ſatisfied by thoſe ſinnes; to regain the favour, and appeaſe the wrath of God, and to ſettle that hatred of ſinne, and that love of goodneſſe, in the heart, which the preventing of ſinne for the future neceſſarily re­quireth.
The practice of the Old Teſtament ſufficiently ſignifieth the ſame. Though David, in the Pſalme that I mentioned afore, ſeem to make the pardon of his ſin a thing eaſily obtained at Gods hands; (as it is indeed a thing eaſily obtained, ſuppoſing the diſpoſition which David deſired it with; but not, that diſpoſiti­on, a thing eaſily obtained) yet you ſhall find the ſame David elſewhere, wet­ting his bed, and watring his couch with his teares, ſo that his beauty is gone with mourning, his fleſh dried up for want of fatneſſe, and his bones cleave to his fleſh for the voice of his mourning. Indeed he alwayes expreſſeth his affli­ction to be the ſubject of his mourning: But, alwayes acknowledging his ſins [Page] to be the cauſe of thoſe afflictions, which he therefore takes the courſe to re­move, by taking this courſe for his ſinnes. The Prophet Eſay I. 15, 16. thus calleth the Jewes to appeaſe Gods wrath; Waſh ye, make ye clean, remove the evil of your workes from before mine eyes, ceaſe to do evil, learn to do good, ſeek righteouſneſſe. Sure, this was never intended to be done, by the meer thought of doing it. But, the Prophet Joel having threatned a plague, what doth he preſcribe for the cure? And now ſaith the Lord, return to me with all your heart, with faſting weeping and mourning, and rent your hearts, and not your garments, and turn to the Lord your God, for he is gracious and mercifull, long­ſuffering, great in mercy, and repenteth him of evill. Blow the trumpet in Sion, ſanctify a faſt, invite the aſſembly, gather the people, ſanctify a Congregation, make the old and young, and the ſucking infants meet, let the bridegroom come forth of his chamber, and the bride of her cloſet, let the Prieſts, the miniſters of the Lord, weep between the Porch and the Altar, and ſay; Spare Lord thy people, and give not thine heritage for a reproach. Joel II. 12-17. Sure, this is ſomething more then not allowing a mans ſelf to ſinne, or not liking that which he does when he ſinnes; which, no man that ever heard of Chriſtianity can do, till he have contracted ſuch a cuſtome of ſinning, that he is not ſenſible of any remorſe for it. And it is a thing moſt ſtrange, that thoſe who pretend to be the cream of Chriſtianity, ſhould think the ſinnes of the regenerate not to forfeit the ſtate of Grace, nor contract Gods diſpleaſure, becauſe they are done with diſ­like. Judas might have robbed the poor ſo oft, that, at length, he might be without remorſe; but certainly he betrayed not his maſter without reluctation. The regenerate, if truly ſo, and not hypocrites, muſt needs find the burthen of ſinne which they commit aggravated, by the grace which they had received afore; And therefore, muſt needs find themſelves obliged to a deeper meaſure of humiliation, to expiate their ingratitude, and to recover the favour of God, which they had forfeited, by abuſing it afore. This ſeems, in my opinion, to perſwade a good Chriſtian, that workes of humiliation and Penance are requi­ſite to recover the ſtate of Grace, and to render God againe propitious to thoſe that have fallen from the grace of their Baptiſme; As that which I ſaid afore ſeemes to ſhow, that it is not prejudiciall to the ſatisfaction of our Lord ſhould be ſatisfied by ſuch meanes.
Now, the originall and generall practice of Gods Church punctually agre­eth with that which hath been ſaid. Our Lord preacheth repentance, but ad­mitteth all that profeſſe it to be his diſciples, not taking cognizance what they had been, profeſſing to become ſuch as he requireth for the future. So his Church, knowing that there is no ſinne ſo deep that his bloud cannot waſh away, admitteth all to Baptiſme; declaring, that without repentance, it avail­eth onely to their damnation, but demanding no viſible ſatisfaction of it, in them that were not hitherto of the Church. But, thoſe who falſify the profeſ­ſion upon which they were admitted to Baptiſme, and that ſo viſibly, that the forfeiture of Gods grace is viſible by the ſame meanes; thoſe were ſo excluded the communion of the Church (which ought to ſuppoſe a preſumption of the ſtate of Grace, at leaſt, the poſſibility of it) that at the firſt, the greateſt que­ſtion was, whether they ſhould be admitted to any hope of reconcilement by the Church or not; As it appeareth by the breaches of the Montaniſts and Novatians, and partly of the Donatiſts, and Meletians. If this admiſſion were granted, it was onely to this effect, at the beginning, that they might ten­der the Church ſatisfaction of the ſincerity of that ſorrow, wherewith they pretended to ſatisfy God; that is to appeaſe his wrath, and to recover his grace. Thoſe who think Penance was injoyned to no other effect, in the an­cient Church, then to make ſatisfaction for the ſcandall which the notoriouſ­neſſe of ſinne had contracted; are as farre wide of the truth, as thoſe who think it onely made ſatisfaction for a debt of temporall puniſhment; the ſtaine of ſinne, and guilt of eternall puniſhment, being aboliſhed by ſubmitting it to the Keyes of the Church, out of that ſorrow which they call Attrition, which they will have to be changed into Contrition, by the humility of that [Page] confeſſion which ſubmitteth a mans ſinne to the keyes of the Church. In what ſenſe, attrition may be ſaid to be changed into contrition, by the miniſtery of Penance, I ſhall have occaſion to debate againe in the third Book. For the preſent, I muſt not forget the ground which I have preſuppoſed, that the Goſ­ſpel is preſuppoſed to the being and conſtitution of the Church. And therefore, that remiſſion of ſinnes by the Church, and the miniſtery of Penance in the Church, ſuppoſeth the accompliſhment of that condition, and the production of that diſpoſition, which, by the Goſpel, qualifieth for remiſſion of ſinne. Neither can the miniſtery of the Church be otherwiſe neceſſary, then as it may be effectuall to produce the ſame. How, in the Penitent, that ſorrow for fear of puniſhment, which the firſt ſight of ſinne neceſſarily cauſeth, (which is at­trition in their termes) is changed into that ſorrow for having offended God, which the love of God cauſeth; is to be underſtood, I conceive, by that which I ſaid afore. That the miniſtery of the Church, cannot ſuperſede or diſpenſe with the meanes whereby that change is brought to paſſe; as the argument propoſed evidences by the Scriptures; So, from the Tradition of the Church, I conceive, I have peremptory evidence. For, thoſe that deferred their Penance till danger of death, then, confeſſing their ſinnes, ſubmitted to the keyes of the Church, though they were not refuſed reconcilement in that eſtate, though they were admitted to the communion of the Euchariſt, yet their ſalvation re­mained queſtionable, in caſe they ſurvived not to perform their Penance. This you ſhall find at large in Saint Auguſtine Homilia XLI. ex L. though ſome attribute it to Saint Ambroſe; But you have it in Saint Auguſtine againe, de Tempore ſermone LVII. And, when it is found in a letter of Fauſtus, in anſwer to Paulinus of Nola, it cannot be excepted, that Fauſtus is a ſuſpected author, becauſe of his oppoſition to Saint Auguſtine; in a point, wherein, it is evident that he concurreth with Saint Auguſtine. But, in the fourth Councill of Carthage alſo, Can. VII. and VIII. thoſe that ſubmit to Penance, and re­ceive the Euchariſt, in danger of death, are not to think themſelves acquitted of their ſinne, if they ſurvive, ſine manus impoſitione; That is, without per­forming their Penance; during which, they were, at the ſervice of the Church, prayed for, with impoſition of hands. And therefore, he who having thus ſubmitted to Penance, and received the Euchariſt, recovered, might be pro­moted to the Clergy, according to the IV Councill of Toledo Can. LIII. and Concil. Gerund. can. IX. Whereas, whoſoever had done Penance in the Church, could never be admitted to the Clergy afterwards. Becauſe, ſuch a one had not been properly under Penance, the ſinne that is ſuppoſed in the caſe of the former Canon not being ſpecified, but onely generally confeſſed for ſinne. Whereby it appeareth ſufficiently, that, in regard it is poſſible, the ſorrow wherewith a man ſubmitteth to Penance in that caſe ſhould be ſo ſincere as to obtaine pardon at Gods hands, therefore the communion was not refuſed: But, in regard of the doubt that remained in the buſineſſe, the Church warranted not the pardon, till ſatisfied of his converſion, by the per­formance of his Penance. And therefore it is manifeſt, that the ancient Church did not believe attrition to be changed into contrition by ſubmitting to the Keyes of the Church; making queſtion of the ſalvation of thoſe upon whom the Keyes of the Church had paſſed, becauſe the operation of Penance injoyn­ed was prevented by death. And ſo, the practice of the ancient Church con­curreth with the doctrine of the Apoſtles, to aſſure us of the neceſſity and effi­cacy of the works of humiliation and mortification for ſinne, in appeaſing the wrath, and recovering the favour of God, in obtaining forgiveneſſe of ſinne, and reſtoring to the ſtate of Grace, which, the ancient Church calleth ſatisfying for ſinne.
By the ſame meanes it remaines manifeſt, that theſe ſatisfactions are neither injoyned grievous ſinners by the Scriptures, nor notorious ſinners by the Church, out of any intent of extinguiſhing a debt of temporal puniſhment, re­maining after the ſinne is pardoned. That God, when he gave the Goſpell, might have reſerved a debt of temporall puniſhment, upon them whoſe ſinne he [Page] pardoneth by virtue of it, I queſtion not. That he hath reſerved it, can ne­ver be proved; the penalties which he exerciſeth his children with, being ra­ther chaſtiſements of love, then revenges of wrath. That this debt, if not extinguiſhed here, by ſatisfaction injoyned in Penance, remaines for Purgato­ry in the world to come, I cannot here diſpu [...], not having yet conſidered the effect of the keyes of the Church in Penance. And therefore, for the ground of it, which muſt come from hence, I ſhall conclude according to the premiſes.
That the condition which the Goſpel requireth, to bring a man to the ſtate of Gods grace, for remiſſion of ſinnes, and right to everlaſting life, in point of conſcience as to God (as well as in point of profeſſion, as to the Church) is preſuppoſed to every mans being a Chriſtian, and a member of the Church. With this difference, indeed, between them that are invited by the Church, to be Chriſtians, and them, who, being Chriſtians, ſhall relapſe to thoſe finnes which by their Chriſtianity they profeſſe to forſake: That, to thoſe that are without, the cure of ſinne is tendered meerly as Phyſick, which the Phyſitian hath no meanes to conſtraine a man to take, but his own intereſſe; But, to thoſe that are within, out of that authority and juriſdiction, which the Corporation of the Church foundeth. The laſt reſolution whereof, though it end in the intereſt of a mans own good, which moveth him to profeſſe Chriſtianity; yet, that profeſſion having ingaged him to be a Chriſtiane, by it he ſtandes bound to ſtand to the judgement of the Church, in all things within the authority of it. Now, if the Church ought to preſume that, he who is admitted to the communion thereof is qualified for remiſſion of ſinne, before he be reſtored to it; then cannot a man, by being reſtored to the communion of the Church, become qualified for it; unleſſe it can be ſaid, that, the abſolution of the Church can preſuppoſe that which it effecteth which without a contradiction cannot be ſaid. The Church then pardons not ſinne otherwiſe, then, as, by the power of the keyes, obliging the relapſed to uſe that cure which it preſcribeth, upon preſumption of the cure wrought, it warranteth pardon, as having effected that diſpoſition which qualifieth a man for it. So that all the ſatisfaction that the Church can have, that a man is qualified for pardon, proceeds upon a preſumption that God firſt is ſatisfied, by the converſion of a ſinner to that diſpoſition, which he requireth to remiſſion of ſin; But evidently, in conſideration of our Lord Chriſt, becauſe by the Goſpel, whereof he is the ſubject.
As for the merit of Chriſtian mens workes, in relation to the world to come, if it be conſidered on one hand, how many wayes the Scripture declareth, that it is impoſſible for any creature of God to come before hand with him that made it, (becauſe his allſufficience allowes him not capable of any advantage, that he may receive from it) on the other hand, that, by originall concupiſcence, we are utterly diſabled to ſatisfie for that, in which we are come behind hand with God, and, for the future, to ſatisfy that originall rule of righteouſneſſe due from man to God, which our creation eſtabliſheth; I ſhall not need to uſe many words in a plaine caſe, that, by the originall Law of God, no man can merit the reward of everlaſting life. But, by the promiſe of the Goſpell, God is tied to reward them with it. For, on the other ſide, it is moſt evident, that the Scriptures, as well of the New Teſtament as of the Old (in which, I have ſhowed how that ſalvation which we attaine by the Goſpel is intimated) that the favour of God, and everlaſting life, is the prize of that gole, the crown of that conqueſt, the wage of that good  [...]ight of Faith, which a Chriſtian▪ in this warfare upon earth, profeſſeth. The Scriptures that containe this ſenſe being every where ſo expreſſe, and ſo well known, that I conceive I do the Reader an eaſe, in ſparing him the paines of reading them here againe; after ſo many canvaſes. But beſides, the maine point, eſtabliſhed at the beginning of this Book inforces, inevitably all that this reſolution imports. ▪For, if God have, by the Goſpell, impoſed upon Chriſtians the condition of new obedience, which Chriſtians, through his grace by Chriſt, are able to tender him▪ to re­compenſe [Page] them with ſuch a reward) ſtandes by his free promiſe ingaged to it, in conſideration of that new obedience which he requires. This is the utmoſt which the name of merit can inforce, underſtanding it to be ground­ed upon the promiſe of God, declared by the Goſpell, which, nothing but his own free grace, deſigned through, and in conſideration of our Lord Chriſt, before all conſideration of any new obedience of Chriſtians, (which wholly dependeth upon the ſame) could ever have moved him to ſet on foote. For, having ſaid before, that a meritorious cauſe can have no place in reſpect of God, otherwiſe then, as he deſignes us good in conſideration of good, though the good he conſiders be originally his own gift; (whereas men are obliged, in reaſon and juſtice, to reward that▪ good which themſelves are pre­vented with, originally, as to them, moving and obliging them to reward it) but the merit of heaven never ſo fully aſcribed to the workes of Chriſtians, (who are obliged, to underſtand it ſo to be aſcribed, by virtue of the Covenant of Grace) it can be underſtood to ſignify no more, then a quality which it requireth, upon which the reward becomes due, by virtue of that promiſe which requireth it. And that this is the ſenſe of the Catholike Church, among infinite arguments, this is enough to demonſtrate; Becauſe, whereas it is very well known, that the Latine Fathers do attribute the ſtile and virtue of merits, and meriting at Gods hands, to the workes of Chriſtians, in reſpect to ever­laſting life; the Greek Fathers▪ in whoſe mouthes the word could not be, expreſſing the ſame ſenſe, in ſuch termes as their own language affords; (For who ever undertook to ſhow any difference of ſenſe between them?) thoſe of the Reformation have alwayes maintain [...]d, that their ſenſe is the ſame with the ſenſe of the ancient Church, in the mouth of the Fathers. For if, in their mouth, that word can import no prejudice to Chriſtianity, neither can it im­port any now, unleſſe the ſignification thereof be fu [...]ther limited by other terms, which, being added to it, every man will allow, may determine a ſenſe utterly prejudiciall to it. True it is, divers have obſerved, that the word me­r [...]r [...] ▪ in good Latine (eſpecially of thoſe later ages, in which the Fathers writ) ſignifies no more then to attaine, compaſſe, or purchaſe: Arguing from thence, that the workes of Chriſtians merit heaven, in their ſenſe and language, no o­therwiſe then, becauſe they are the meanes by which we attaine it. So Caſſan­der obſerves that S. Pauls  [...]. 1 Tim. I. 13. is, by S. Cyprian, tran­ſlated miſericordiam merui; not intending to ſay, that S. Paul deſerved that mercy which he profeſſes to have received of Grace: But onely to ſignify, that he found mercy, and attained it. But, though I ſhould grant, that this word may ſignify no more in the language of the Fathers; yet the Faith, and the ſenſe, out of which it is evident that they ſpake, will inforce, that it doth ſignify as much as I ſay, when they ſpeak of our coming to heaven by our workes. For, having once reſolved, that the Covenant of Grace renders life everlaſting due by Gods promiſe, to thoſe that l [...]ve as at their Baptiſme they undertook, (though not for the worth of their workes, yet by the mercy of God in Chriſt, which moved him to tender ſuch a promiſe) he that ſayes, a man attaines hea­ven by the meanes of thoſe workes which he lives in like a Chriſtian; ſayes, that thoſe workes of his do merit heaven, in the ſenſe that I challenge. For, as for thoſe that will have the workes of Chriſtians to merit heaven of their own intrinſicke value; Of thoſe I have already ſaid, that, I conceive, they do prejudice the Chriſtian  [...]aith, in not allowing the neceſſity of Gods grace through Chriſt, in accepting the condition which the Goſpel requires, for ſuch a reward, as the intrinſick value of it cannot deſerve, by Gods originall law. For, granting, thoſe helps of Gods grace in Chriſt, being ſupernaturall and heavenly, to hold proportion and correſpondence with the reward of life everlaſting, which is the ſame; Yet will it not follow, that in all regards, (for the purpoſe, in that the actions which they produce are momentany, the reward everlaſting, which is the conſideration S. Paul uſes Rom. VIII. 18. 1 Cor. VII. 17, 18.) the correſpondence will produce an equality of value. And, though the firſt principle of them be heavenly and ſupernaturall, (which [Page] is the help which God for Chriſts ſake allowes) yet, ſeeing that it comes not immediately to effect, but by the meanes of the faculties of mans ſoule infected with originall concupiſcence; it cannot be ſaid, that they can demand a re­ward correſpondent to heavenly grace, alone when earthly weakneſs concurres to imbaſe and allay the value of that which it produceth. But, as it cannot be denied, that the Church of Rome, in which, that Order which maintain [...]s this extremity hath ſo great credit, allowes this doctrine of merit to be taught; yet can it not be ſaid to injoine it: Becauſe there have not wanted, to this day, Doctors of eſteem, that have alwayes held otherwiſe. Among whom I may very well name Sylvius, now or lately Profeſſor of Divinity at Doway, who, in his Commentaries upon the ſecond part of Thomas Aquinas his Sum­me, expounds that meritum de condigno, which the Schoole attributes to the workes of Chriſtians, to be grounded in dignatione Dei, becauſe God vouch­ſafes and daignes, to accept them whoſe they are, as worthy of the reward; ex­preſſing alſo the promiſe of the Goſpell, whereby this condeſcenſion of God is declared. The Schoole Doctors found out the termes of meritum ex congruo & ex condigno; merit of cong [...]uity and condignity; Some of them, becauſe they thought, That the workes of meer nature deſerve ſupernaturall grace, in regard that it is fit, that God ſhould reward him that doth his beſt, with it; That works done in the ſtate of Grace are worth the Glory of the world to come. But, as the former part of the poſition which is planted upon theſe terms is rejected by many; So, they who onely acknowledge meritum congrui, in workes done in the ſtate of grace, (that is to ſay, that it is fit for God to reward them with his kingdome) ſay no more then, that it was fit for God to promiſe ſuch a reward; Which whoſo denieth▪ muſt ſay, that God hath promiſed that which it was un­fit for him to promiſe. And if the dignity of our works, in reſpect of the re­ward, may have this tolerable ſenſe, becauſe God daignes and vouchſafes it; The Councill of Trent, which hath inacted no reaſon why they are to be counted merits, can neither bear out theſe high opinions, nor be ſaid to preju­dice the Faith in this point. For, The kingdom of God is not in word but in pow­er, if S. Paul ſay true. And therefore, though I affect not the terme of me­rit, (which, divers of the Reformation do not reject) Yet can I not think it ſo far from the truth, ſo prejudiciall to the faith, as the peeviſh opinions of thoſe, that allow not good workes neceſſary to ſalvation, but as ſignes of Faith. For, that which neceſſarily comes in conſideration with God, in beſtowing the reward, (which, the condition he contracteth for muſt neceſſarily do) though it cannot have the nature of merit, (becauſe the Covenant it ſelf is granted meerly of Grace, in conſideration of Chriſts death) yet, it is of neceſſity to be reduced to the nature and kind of the meritorious cauſe. Nor can the glory of God, or the merit of Chriſt be obſcured, by any conſideration of our works, that is grounded upon the merit of our Lord Chriſt, and expreſſeth the tincture of his bloud.


The end of the Second Book.
Laus Deo.



OF THE LAWES OF The Church.
[Page]
The Third BOOK.
CHAP. I. The Society of the Church founded upon the duty of communicating in the Offices of Gods Service. The Sacrament of the Euchariſt, among thoſe Offices, pro­per to Chriſtianity. What opinions, concerning the preſence of Chriſts Body and Blood in the Euchariſt, are on foot.
IF God had onely appointed the Profeſſion of Chriſtia­nity to be the condition qualifying for the world to come, leaving to every mans judgment to determine, what that Chriſtianity is, and wherein it conſiſts, which, it is neceſ­ſary to ſalvation hee profeſſe, and, what that converſation is which his ſalvation requireth; There had been no cauſe, why I ſhould go any further in this Diſpute. But, having ſhowed, that God hath appointed the Sacrament of Ba­ptiſme to be a neceſſary means to ſalvation, limiting there­by, the profeſſion of Chriſtianity which hee requireth, to be depoſited and con­ſigned in the hands of his Church, whom hee hath truſted for the maintaining and propagating of it; I have thereby ſhowed, that hee hath appointed all Chriſtians to live in the Communion of the Church; The effect of Baptiſme being, to admit unto full Communion in thoſe Offices, wherewith God is ſerved by his Church. It is plain enough to all that have the uſe of reaſon, what that communion of the Church and the Society thereof is able to effect, and hath ef­fected, in preſerving the Rule of Chriſtianity, wherein the ſalvation of Chriſtians conſiſteth, free and intire from the infection of mens devices, expreſly or by con­ſequence deſtructive to it, as well as the converſation of Chriſtians from unchri­ſtian manners. But, if the Church be truſted, to exact the profeſſion of Chri­ſtianity, of all that require, by Baptiſme to be admitted unto the Communion of the Church; It muſt, by conſequence, be intruſted to exact of them alſo, the performance of that which they have profeſſed, that is, undertaken to pro­feſſe. For, the profeſſion being the condition upon which they are admitted to the Communion of the Church, the performance, or at leaſt a preſumption of the performance, muſt needs be the condition upon which they injoy it. Upon this ground, the Church becomes not onely a number of men, but a Society, Corporation, and Communion of Chriſtians in thoſe Offices, wherewith God [Page] hath declared that hee will be ſerved by Chriſtians. For, upon ſuppoſition of ſuch a Declaration, or ſuch a Law of God it is, that the Church becomes a Body or Corporation of all Chriſtians, though under ſeveral Common-wealths and Soveraignties of this world; As there are in all States ſeveral by Corporati­ons, ſubſiſting by ſome act or Law of the Soveraign Powers of the ſame. For, if God had not appo [...]ted, what Offices hee will be ſerved with by his people, at their common Aſſemblies, there could be no ground, why▪ the Church ſhould be ſuch a Society founded by God, there being nothing appointed by▪ God for the members of it to communicate in.
But, were there nothing but the Sacrament of the Euchariſt acknowledged, to have been delivered by God to his people, to be frequented and celebrated by them at their common Aſſemblies; that alone would be enough, to demon­ſtrate the foundation and inſtitution of the Communion and Corporation of the Church by God. For, of a truth, the reſt▪ of thoſe▪ Offices, wherewith God requires to be ſerved▪ by Chriſtians, are the ſame, by which hee required to be ſerved by his ancient people before Chriſtianity, ſetting aſide that difference, with the divers meaſure of the knowledge of God, in this and in that eſtate, muſt needs produce. Though there is no ſerving of God by the blood of bulls and goats, nor by other ceremonies and ſacrifices of Moſes Law, under Chriſti­anity; Yet were the praiſes of God, the hearing of his Word read, and the in­ſtructing and exhorting of his people in it and to it, together with the ſacrifice of Prayer, frequented by Gods people under the Law, as ſtill God is ſerved and is to be ſerved with them under Chriſtianity. And, upon this account, I have truly ſaid elſwhere, as I conceive it, that the Corporation of the Church is foun­ded, upon the privilege which God hath granted all Chriſtians, of aſſembling themſelves for the ſervice of God, though, ſuppoſing that the Powers of the world ſhould forbid them ſo to do. For, this privilege conſiſts in nothing elſe, but in that command which God hath given his Church, of ſerving him with theſe Offices. Whereupon it neceſſarily inſues, that, notwithſtanding whatſo­ever command of Secular Powers, they are forbidden to ſerve God, in the Com­munion of them that are not of the Church; Seeing they cannot be comman­ded to ſerve God in the Communion of the Church, but they muſt be forbid­den to ſerve God, in the Communion of them which are not of the Church. And, upon this ground ſtands all the Power which the Church can challenge, in limiting the circumſtances, and conditions upon which men may communicate in theſe Offices. Which, as it may juſtly ſeem, of it ſelf, inconſiderable to the world, and the Powers that govern it; So, when thoſe Powers take upon them to eſtabliſh the exerciſe of it by their Lawes; If they maintain not the Church in that Power, which, of right and of neceſſity it had from God, before they profeſſed to maintain Chriſtianity, they deſtroy indeed, that, which in word they profeſſe. But, if they take upon them to maintain it in the right, which originally it had, to limit the ſaid circumſtances, by ſuch Rules, as, by the act of Secular Powers become Lawes to their people; then muſt the Power of the Church become as conſiderable as it is indeed, in all States and Common­wealths, that retain the Chriſtianity which they had from the beginning, in this point. This being the ground, and this the mater of Eccleſiaſtical Lawes, and the Sacrament of the Euchariſt being that Office proper to Chriſtianity, in or­der to the Communion whereof, all Lawes, limiting the circumſtances and conditions of the ſaid Communion are deviſed and made; It ſeems requiſite to my deſigne, in the firſt place, to void thoſe Controverſies concerning the ſame, which, all men know, how much they have contributed to the pre­ſent diviſions of the Church. For, the determination of them will be, with­out doubt, of great conſequence, to determine the true and right intent of thoſe Lawes, which ſerve onely to limit thoſe circumſtances, which are onely the condition of communicating in this and thoſe other Offices; Concerning which, there is no other controverſie on foot, to divide the Church, but that which concerns the ſaid circumſtances.
Now, what differences concerning the Sacrament of the Euchariſt are mater [Page] of diviſion to the Church, I may ſuppoſe all the world knows, the opinion of Tranſubſtantiation being ſo famous as it is: Which importeth this; That, in ce­lebrating this Sacrament, upon pronouncing of the words with which our Lord delivered it to his Diſciples, This is my Body, this is my Bloud, the ſubſtance of the elements, Bread and Wine, ceaſeth and is aboliſhed, the ſubſtance of the Body and Bloud of Chriſt coming into their ſtead, though under the ſpecies of Bread and Wine; that is to ſay, thoſe accidents of them, which our ſenſes wit­neſſe that they remain. In oppoſition whereunto, ſome have proceeded ſo farr, as to teach, that this Sacrament is no more than a meer ſign, and the celebrati­on and communion thereof, barely, the renewing of our Chriſtian profeſſion, of believing in Chriſt crucified, whom it repreſenteth, importing no ſpiritual grace at all to be tendred by it from God; Which may juſtly ſeem to be the o­pinion of the Socinians, and properly to give the name of Sacramentaries, to all that profeſſe it. For, in reaſon and juſtice, wee are to difference it from the opinion of thoſe, that hold it for a ſign appointed by God, to tender the Body and Bloud of Chriſt, ſpiritually to be received by it, of▪ as many as with a lively faith communicate in it. Though theſe alſo cannot pretend to make it any more than a ſign, by virtue of that conſecration which makes it a Sacrament; Seeing it is the faith of him that receives it, as they ſay, which makes it the Body and Bloud of Chriſt ſpiritually, though truly and really, to him that ſo receives it. There is, beſides, another opinion, extremely diſtant from this laſt, in regard tha [...], whereas this aſcribes the preſence of the Body and Bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, to the faith of them that receive it, (which is after the conſecration of the Sacrament, in as much as it is exerciſed in receiving the ſame) the other extreme opinion, that I ſpeak of, attibutes it to the hypoſtatical Union of the two natures in the perſon of Chriſt, the conſequence whereof they will have to be this; That the perfections of the God-head are communicated to the hu­mane nature, in the perſon of Chriſt, exalted to the Power of gathering and conducting his Church, through this world to the world to come: Becauſe this Power, being to be exerciſed in our nature, requires and imports the attributes of the God-head, to the executing, and in the executing of it. For, ſeeing the Manhood of Chriſt cannot communicate with his God-head, in giving this ſpi­ritual aſſiſtance to his Church, but firſt it muſt be preſent; and, ſeeing this aſſi­ſtance is given by the Sacrament of the Euchariſt; of neceſſity, they think, the Body and Bloud of Chriſt muſt be preſent in the Euchariſt, to give this aſſiſtance, by virtue of the hypoſtatical Union ordained for that purpoſe. And ſo, this o­pinion becomes extremely oppoſite to the laſt, becauſe it attributes the pre­ſence, and ſo the receiving of the Body and Bloud of Chriſt in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, to that Faith, which takes effect after that conſecration which makes the Sacrament: Whereas this attributes the ſame to the hypoſtatical U­nion of the Manhood with the God-head in Chriſt, taking effect, without ex­ception, after his exaltation to glory, which, it is manifeſt, is ſo long ſince paſt and done, before the celebration of it.

CHAP. II. That the natural ſubſtance of the Elements remains in the Sacrament. That the Body and Bloud of Chriſt is nevertheleſſe preſent in the ſame, when it is recei­ved, not by the receiving of it. The eating of the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe neceſſarily requireth the ſame. This cauſes no contradiction nor impro­perty in the words of our Lord.
THis being the queſtion wherein I am now to give judgment, and no more required of a Divine, than to give ſuch a meaning to thoſe few Scriptures which depoſe in it, as may no way contradict the Rule of Faith; I ſhall, (with­out conſidering how to content thoſe factions which theſe opinions have made) content my ſelf, by delivering that opinion, which I conceive beſt ſatisfies the plain words of the Scripture; without trenching upon any ground of Chriſti­anity, [Page] within which the meaning of the Scriptures is to remain. I ſay then firſt, that, if wee will not offer open violence to the words of the Scripture, and to all conſideration of reaſon, that may deſerve to direct the meaning of it, wee muſt grant, in the firſt place; That the bodily ſubſtance of Bread and Wine is not aboliſhed, nor ceaſeth in this Sacrament, by virtue of the conſecration of it. And of this, I conceive, the manifeſt words of the Scripture, whereſoever there is mention of this Sacrament, are evidence enough, Mat. XXVI. 26-29. And, when they were eating, Jeſus took bread, and having bleſſed, brake and gave it to his Diſciples, ſaying; Take, eat, this is my Body. And, taking the cup, hee gave thanks, and gave it to them, ſaying; Drink yee all of it. For, this is that bloud of mine of the New Teſtament, which is ſhed for many, unto remiſſion of ſins. And I ſay unto you; I will not drink from henceforth of this production of the vine, till I drink it new with you in my Fathers Kingdome. In S. Mark, I can imagine no ma [...]er of difference but this, Mark XIV. 24, 25. This is my bloud of the New Teſtament, which is ſhed for many. Verily I ſay unto you, that I will not drink of that which the vine brings forth, till I drink it new in the kingdome of God. In S. Luke thus, XXII. 17-20. And taking the cup, hee ſaid; Take this and divide it amongſt you: For, I ſay unto you, that I will not drink of that which the Vine brings forth, till the kingdome of God come. And, hee took bread, and, having given thanks, brake it, and gave it to them ſaying; This is my Body which is given for you: Do this in remembrance of mee. Like­wiſe alſo the cup after having ſupped, ſaying; This cup is the New Teſtament in my bloud, which is ſhed for you. S. Paul, 1 Cor. XI. 23-32. For I have received of the Lord, that which I alſo delivered to you, that the Lord Jeſus, in the night that hee was betrayed, took bread, and having given thanks, brake it, ſaying; Take, eat, this is my body which is broken for you: This do in remembrance of mee. Likewiſe alſo the cup after having ſupped, ſaying; This cup is the New Teſtament in my bloud: This do, ſo often as yee drink it, in remembrance of mee. For ſo of­ten as you eat this bread and drink this cup, yee declare the Lords death, till hee come. Therefore, whoſo eateth this bread, or drinketh this cup unworthily, is guilty of the body and bloud of Chriſt. But let a man examine himſelf, and ſo eat of the bread, and drink of the cup. For, whoſo eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himſelf, not diſcerning the Lords Body. Therefore many a­mong you are ſick and weak, and many fall aſleep. For, if wee did diſcern our ſelves, wee ſhould not be condemned. But, when wee are judged, wee are chaſtiſed by the Lord, that wee be not condemned with the world. And again, 1 Cor. X. 16, 17, 18. The cup of bleſſing, which wee bleſſe, is it not the communion of the bloud of Chriſt? The bread which wee▪ break, is it not the communion of the Body of Chriſt? For as the bread is one, ſo wee many are one body: For wee all partake of the ſame bread.
Had not a man as good bid the Scripture be ſilent, (for hee will believe what hee liſt notwithſtanding the Scripture) as ſet all this evidence upon the rack, to make it deny that which it cries aloud? For, when S. Matthew tells us, that our Lord took bread, and, having bleſſed, brake and gave it, ſaying; This is my Bo­dy; that hee took the cup, and having given thanks, gave it to them, ſaying; This is my Bloud; Is it not as manifeſt, that hee ſayes, This bread is my Body, this wine is my Bloud, as, that hee ſayes, This is my Body, this is my Bloud? Un­leſſe wee think that This can demonſtrate any thing, but that which had been ſpoke of afore, in the proceſſe, without giving any mark to know, what it is that hee meant to demonſtrate. There is none of them that deny this, but will be puzzled, to ſay himſelf, what hee would have the Diſciples, to whom this is ſaid, underſtand by This, forbidding them to underſtand that which went before. In S. Mark, S. Luke, and S. Paul, the difficulty is the ſame. For is not This of which our Lord ſpeaks, the ſame that hee took? If you ſay, not ſo, becauſe hee gave thanks before hee ſaid; This is my Body, This is my Bloud; at leaſt it muſt be that which hee broke after hee had given thanks, and that, of neceſſity, is the ſame bread which hee took, as the ſame wine. For, to imagine, that This de­monſtrates bread and wine, which, when hee ſayes, is my Body and Bloud, are [Page] then aboliſhed, to make room for the Body and Bloud; is that, which his affir­mation is will by no means allow, requiring, that which it affirmeth to be veri­fied for that time which it demonſtrateth, or preſenteth to the underſtanding. So that, This muſt be the Body and Bloud of Chriſt, at ſuch time as it is This, that is, that Bread and that Wine which Gods word demonſtrateth. In fine, whatſoever it is which This may be ſaid to demonſtrate, beſides Bread and Wine, it will be unpoſſible to make appear, that the Diſciples underſtood that, which the Scriptures, whereby wee muſt learn what they underſtood, expreſſe not. But this is not all. When S. Matthew ſayes; I will drink no more of this pro­duction of the Vine—(which, S. Luke ſayes, that our Lord ſaid before the con­ſecration of the Sacrament) either wee muſt ſay, that hee repeated the ſame words, (which is nothing unlikely, ſeeing the tender of the cup, at which they were ſaid, is repeated by our Lord, as it is agreed upon, that the Jewes at the Supper of the Paſſeover, did cuſtomarily repeat the ſame; And this anſwer takes away all imputation of confuſion from the text of S. Matthew) But if any man ſtand upon it, that theſe words were ſaid onely before the conſecration, though they are repeated by S. Matthew after it, at the delivering of the cup; and therefore, that it is not called wine which is in the cup after the conſecra­tion; If hee conſider, how pertinently hee makes S. Matthew bring in this ſaying, upon the delivery of the cup, not ſuppoſing that to be wine which was in it, hee will finde himſelf never a whit eaſied by that eſcape. For, how groſſe were it for him, to put theſe ſayings together, This is my bloud of the New Te­ſtament, which is ſhed for many to the remiſſion of ſins: And, I ſay unto you, I will drink no more of this production of the Vine—had hee not taken that which was in the cup for wine? The ſame holds in the words of S. Mark▪ having fol­lowed S. Matthew in this. So, when S. Paul makes our Lord ſay; Take, eat, this is my Body which is broken for you; is it not manifeſt, that breaking is pro­perly ſaid of bread; of a body of fleſh, not without ſome impropriety, to be underſtood, by that which is common to bread and to a body of fleſh? And, would S. Paul have uſed a term, which neceſſarily referrs him that hears it to bread, were it not bread which our Lord brake, after the conſecration of the Sacrament, in reſemblance wherewith, this body is ſaid to be broken, becauſe it was wounded? But, when the ſame S. Paul, ſpeaking of that which they take, which they eat, which they drink, (which certainly they do after the conſecra­tion, when it is the Sacrament) ſaith; So oft as yee eat this bread, and drink this cup, yee declare the Lords death till hee come. Therefore, whoſo eateth this bread, and drinketh this cup unworthily, is guilty of the body and bloud of Chriſt; Is there then any reaſon left, why wee ſhould not believe bread to be bread, and wine to be wine, when the word of God ſayes it, but that, whatſoever the word of God ſay, wee are reſolved of our prejudice? And, when hee ſaith again, Let a man examine himſelf, and ſo eat of the bread and drink of the cup; ſpeaketh hee of eating and drinking any thing elſe, but that which all Chriſtians receive in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt? If any thing can poſſibly be more manifeſt than this, it is that which hee addeth, arguing; that all Chriſtians are one Bo­dy  [...]s the bread is one, (to wit, which they eat) becauſe they all partake of on [...] bread. And therefore, when hee ſaith further; The cup of bleſſing which we [...] bleſſe, is it not the communion of the bloud of Chriſt? The bread which wee break, is it not the communion of the body of Chriſt? I will not inſiſt upon this; that it is called bread after the bleſſing, though, S. Matthew obſerveth, that our Lord calleth it ſo after giving of thanks; becauſe the cup may be called, the cup of bleſſing which wee bleſſe, before the bleſſing be paſt and done; But, I ſay con­fidently, that; to make our Lord ſay, that the bread is the communion of the Body, and the cup▪ (that is, the wine that is in the cup which is bleſſed, for what elſe can be underſtood to be in the cup, with correſpondence to bread?) is the communion of the bloud of Chriſt; is to make him ſay that which hee did not mean, unleſſe hee did mean, that that is bread and wine, whereby Chriſtians communicate in the body and bloud of Chriſt, in the Sacrament of the Eucha­riſt.
[Page]
But, ſhall this evidence, of the nature and ſubſtance of Bread and Wine re­maining in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt even when it is a Sacrament, that is, when it is received, either deface or efface the evidence, which the ſame Scriptures yield us, of the truth of Chriſts body and blood, brought forth and made to be in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, by making it to be that Sacrament? Surely wee muſt not ſuffer ſuch a conceit to proſſeſſe us, unleſſe wee will offer the ſame violence to the manifeſt and expreſſe words of the Scripture. For, of neceſſity, when our Lord ſaith, This is my body, this is my blood, either wee muſt make is to ſtand for ſignifieth, and, This is my body, this is my bloud, to be more, than, this is a ſign of my body and bloud; Or elſe the word is will inforce, the elements to be called the body and bloud of Chriſt, at that time, and for that time when they are not yet received; That is to ſay, whether hee that receives them, who think it for their advantage to maintain, that This is my body and my bloud ſigni­fies no more, but, this is a ſign of my body and bloud; to adviſe, how they can ground the true & real participation of the body and bloud of Chriſt in & by the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, upon the Scripture, allowing, no more than the ſigni­fication of the body & bloud of Chriſt by that Sacrament, to be declared in thoſe words of the Scripture, that deſcribe the inſtitution of it. For, that a man receives the body and bloud of Chriſt ſpiritually, through faith, in receiving the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, is no more than hee does in not receiving the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, if, by the act of a living faith, wee do eat the fleſh of Chriſt and drink his bloud, as, underſtanding themſelves aright, all Chriſtians muſt needs do. Un­leſſe wee can maintain, that wee receive the body and blood of Chriſt, not one­ly when wee receive the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, but alſo by receiving it, there is no cauſe why our Lord ſhould ſay; This is my body, this is bloud; when hee delivered onely the ſign of it to good and bad, and therefore, not out of any conſideration of the quality of them that received it. And, what a groſſe thing were it to ſay, that our Savior took ſuch care to leave his Church, by the act of his laſt will, a legacy, which imports no more, than that which they might at all times beſtow upon themſelves? And, let mee know, whether the Church could not deviſe ſignes enow, to renew the memory of Chriſts death, or, (if that be likewiſe included) to expreſſe their profeſſion alſo of dying with Chriſt, by bearing his Croſſe, if our Lords intent had been no more, than to appoint a Ceremony that might ſerve to commemorate our Lords death, or to expreſſe our own profeſſion of conformity to the ſame? For, certainly, they who make no more of it, whom, I ſaid, wee may therefore properly call Sacramentaries, cannot aſſign any further effect of Gods grace, for which it may have been in­ſtituted, and yet make it a meer ſign of Chriſts death, or, of our own profeſſion to dy with Chriſt or for Chriſt. But, if I allow, them that make it more than ſuch a ſign to have departed from a peſſilent conceit, and utterly deſtructive to Chriſtianity, I cannot allow them to ſpeak things conſequent to their own po­ſition, when they will not have theſe words to ſignifie, that the elements are the body and bloud of Chriſt when they are received, but become ſo, upon being re­ceived with living faith, which will allow no more of the body and bloud of Chriſt to be in the Sacrament, than out of it. For the act of living faith im­porteth the eating and drinking of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, no leſſe with­out the Sacrament than in it. Certainly it is no ſuch abſtruſe conſequence, no ſuch farr fetched argument, to inferr; If this is my body this is my bloud, ſigni­fies no more than, this is the ſign of my body and bloud, then is the Sacrament of the Euchariſt a meer ſign of the body and bloud of Chriſt, without any pro­miſe of ſpiritual grace; Seeing that, being now a Sacrament, by being become a Sacrament, it is become no more than a ſign of the body and bloud of Chriſt, which though a living faith ſpiritually eateth and drinketh, when it receives the Sacrament, yet ſhould it have done no leſſe, without receiving the ſame.
I will here allege the diſcourſe of our Lord to▪ them that followed him to Ca­pernaum, John VI. 26-63. upon occaſion of having been fed by the miracle of five loaves and a few little fiſhes; Suppoſing that which any man of common ſenſe muſt grant, that it ſignifies no more, than they that heard it could under­ſtand [Page] by it and; that, the Sacrament of the Euchariſt not being then ordained, they could not underſtand that hee ſpake of it, but ought to underſtand him to ſpeak of believing the Goſpel and becoming Chriſtians, under the allegory of eating his fleſh and drinking his bloud. But, when the Euchariſt was inſtituted, the correſpondence of the ceremony thereof with the allegory which here hee diſcourſeth is evidence enough, that, as well the promiſe which hee tendreth, as the duty which hee requireth, have their effect and accompliſhment in and by the receiving of it. I muſt here call you to minde that which I ſaid of the Sa­crament of Baptiſme; that, when our Lord diſcourſed with Nicodemus of rege­neration by water and the Holy Ghoſt, John III. (not having yet inſtituted the Sacrament of Baptiſme in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, nor declared the promiſe of giving the Holy Ghoſt to them that ſhould receive the ſame) it muſt needs be thought, that hee made way thereby, to the introducing of that Ordinance, the condition and promiſe whereof, hee meant, by the pro­ceſſe of his own and his Apoſtles doctrine, further to limit and determine. In like maner I muſt here inſiſt, and ſuppoſe, that hee ſpeaks not here immediately of eating and drinking his fleſh and bloud in the Euchariſt, (which, his hearers could not then fore-tell that hee meant to ordain) but that, the action thereof being inſtituted, with ſuch correſpondence to this diſcourſe, the intent of it may be and is to be argued from the ſame. Now, I have ſhowed in due place, that the ſayings and doings of our Lord in the Goſpel are myſtical, to ſignifie his kingdome of Glory, to the which hee bringeth us through his kingdome of Grace. So that, when our Savior fed that great multitude with the loaves and the fiſhes, which hee multiplied by miracle, to the intent that they might not faint in following him and his doctrine; it is manifeſt, that hee intimateth thereby a promiſe of Grace, to ſuſtain us in our travail here, till wee come to our Coun­trey of the Land of Promiſe. When therefore hee propoſeth the theme of this diſcourſe, ſaying; Yee ſeek mee not becauſe yee have ſeen miracles, (which ſerve to recommend my doctrine) but becauſe yee have eaten of the loaves and were filled: Labor not for the meat that periſheth, but for that which indures to life everlaſting; hee ſhowes two things; Firſt, that his fleſh and bloud ſuſtain us in our pilgrimage here, becauſe hee ſhowes, the Manna which the Fathers lived on in the Wilderneſſe to be a figure of it; Secondly, that they bring us to im­mortality and everlaſting life in the world to come; by expounding the figure to conſiſt in this, that, as they were maintained by manna till they died, ſo his new Iſraelites, by his fleſh and bloud, by eating his fleſh and drinking his bloud which hee was giving for the life of the world, never to dye. Now, wherein the eating and drinking of his fleſh and bloud conſiſteth, hee ſhowes, by his anſwer to their queſtion upon this; Warning them, to work for the meat that laſts un­to everlaſting life, which hee tenders, and not for that which periſheth. The queſtion is; What ſhall wee do to work Gods works? And the anſwer; The work of God is this, to believe in him whom hee hath ſent. I have ſhowed in due place, that, the condition which makes the promiſes of the Goſpel due is o [...]r Chriſtia­nity, to wit, to profeſſe the faith of Chriſt faithfully, that is, not in vain. There­fore, when our Lord ſaith; The work of God is this; To believe on him whom hee hath ſent; hee means this fidelity in profeſſing Chriſtianity. For indeed, who can imagine, otherwiſe, that hee ſhould call the act of believing in Chriſt that work of God, which Chriſt came to teach Gods people? Hee then that conſiders the death of Chriſt, that is to ſay, the crucifying of his fleſh and the pouring out of his bloud, with that faith, which ſuppoſes all that to be true, and, by the conſideration of it, is induced to reſolve and undertake the profeſſion of Chriſtianity; hee it is that eats and drinks the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, till hee depart from the effect of it; For, no man can be thought to feed upon that which hee vomits up again. Neither can there be found a more exact correſpon­dence, than that which is ſeen, between the nouriſhment of the body, in the ſtrength whereof it moves, and thoſe reaſons, whereupon the minde frames the reſolutions, from which a mans converſation proceeds. And, becauſe God hath promiſed to give the Holy Ghoſt to them that faithfully reſolve this; and that, as [Page] many as have the Holy Ghoſt, their mortal bodies ſhall, by the Holy Ghoſt that dwelleth in them, be raiſed to life everlaſting, Rom. VIII. 11. therefore, they that thus eat the body and bloud of Chriſt ſhall not dy, but live unto everlaſt­ing. This being the eating and drinking of Chriſts fleſh and bloud ſpiritually by Faith; and that, when the Sacrament of the Euchariſt is inſtituted, the effect of it muſt needs be the ſame ſpiritual nouriſhment and ſuſtenance of the ſoul, but by a new means, to wit, the receiving of that Sacrament; As the eating and drinking of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt ſpiritually by faith preſuppoſes the fleſh of Chriſt crucified and his bloud poured forth; ſo muſt the eating of it in the Sacrament preſuppoſe the being of it in the Sacrament, to wit, by the be­ing and becoming of it a Sacrament. Unleſſe a man can ſpiritually eat and drink the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in and by the Sacrament, which is not in the Sacra­ment when hee eats and drinks it, but by his eating and drinking of it comes to be there. Hee therefore ſpiritually eats and drinks the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in the Sacrament, who, conſidering the profeſſion Chriſt calls us to, with that faith, which ſuppoſes him to have ſigned his calling by finiſhing his courſe u­pon the Croſſe, reſolves to undertake the ſame, and, in that reſolution partici­pates of the Euchariſt: But, if the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt be not there by the virtue of the conſecration of the elements into the Sacrament, then cannot the fleſh of Chriſt and his bloud be ſaid to be eaten and drunk in the Sacrament, which are not in the Sacrament by being a Sacrament, but in him that eats and drinks it. For, that which hee findes to eat and drink in the Sacrament, cannot be ſaid to be in the Sacrament, becauſe it is in him that ſpiritually eats and drinks it by faith. Either therefore, the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt cannot be eaten and drunk in the Euchariſt; or, it is neceſſarily in the Sacrament when it is eaten and drunk in it, in which if it were not, it could not be eaten and drunk in it.
This is further ſeen by the words of S. Paul, when, inferring his purpoſe, to wit, that Chriſtians ought not to communicate in things ſacrificed to Idols, upon that which hee had premiſed; The cup of bleſſing which wee bleſſe, is it not the communion of the bloud of Chriſt? The bread which wee break, is it not the com­munion of the body of Chriſt? hee addeth, 1 Cor. X. 18, 20, 21. Look upon Iſrael according to the fleſh, do not they which eat the Sacrifices partake with the Altar? What ſay I then? That an Idol is any thing? Or that a thing ſacrificed to an Idol is any thing? Rather, that, what the Gentiles ſacrifice they ſacrifice to Devils, and I would not have you partake with Devils. Yee cannot drink the cup of God, and the cup of Devils. Yee cannot partake of the Lords Table and the table of Devils. Theſe words manifeſtly ſuppoſe, the Euchariſt to be the communion of the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe. For as our Lord ſaith; This cup is the New Teſtament in my bloud, or, my bloud of the New Teſtament; ſo is it ma­nifeſt, that God, in inacting his Covenant, that is his Teſtament, proceeds, (ac­cording as the cuſtome was among the moſt ancient Nations of the world) to ſolemnize the eſtabliſhment thereof with ſacrifice. I have ſhowed you before, that the Law was covenanted for, with ſacrificing Holocauſts and Peace-offe­rings, the bloud whereof was ſprinkled on all the People: But the Elders, in the name of the people, feaſted upon the remaines, Exod. XXIV. 5-11. And, among the Sacrifices of the Law, thoſe ſin-offerings, wherein the Prieſts ſhared with the Altar, in behalf of them whoſe ſins they expiated by them; and the peace-offerings, wherein, thoſe that offered them, as well as the Prieſts that of­fered them, ſhared with the Altar, had their effect by virtue of the Law, and the Covenant which introduced it: And therefore they contained a new act, by which the Covenant was renewed, as to the particular purpoſe of thoſe Sacrifi­ces, and the effect of them, in them for whom they were made. Correſpon­dently, the Covenant of Grace being inacted by the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, as to Gods part, (that is to ſay, ſo farr as to oblige God, to grant re­miſſion of ſins and life everlaſting to all thoſe, that are baptized into the faith­full profeſſion of Chriſtianity) is renewed in the Conſecration and Communion of the Euchariſt, whereby that Sacrifice is renewed and revived unto the worlds end. So that, as thoſe who eat of the Sacrifices of the Altar, (whether by the [Page] Prieſts or by themſelves) did feaſt with God, whoſe Altar had received and con­ſumed a part of thoſe Sacrifices; So, thoſe that communicate in the Euchariſt, do feaſt upon the Sacrifice of our Lord Chriſt on the Croſſe, which God is ſo well pleaſed with, as to grant the Covenant of Grace, and the publication thereof, in conſideration of it. This, being evidently that correſpondence, which the diſcourſe of S. Paul requires, remains manifeſtly proved by the ſame. Though of a truth, the words of our Lord when hee ſaith; This is my bloud of the New Teſtament which is ſhed for you; Or, This cup is the New Teſtament in my bloud which is ſhed for you, cannot otherwiſe be underſtood, than by taking, This cup, or This which our Lord ſpeaks of, to ſtand for the action of giving and receiving the Sacrament, not for that which is given and received in it and by it. For otherwiſe, how ſhould a Cup, or that which is in it be a Teſtament? But, in as much as the Communion of the Euchariſt proceeds upon ſuppoſition of the Covenant of Grace, and therefore imports a profeſſion, both on Gods part, and on his that receives it, of performing the condition to which reſpectively they binde themſelves by the ſame; In that regard, nothing can be more pro­perly ſaid, than, that God tenders, by that Sacrament, all that the Goſpel pro­miſes, and man, by receiving it, the Condition which God covenants for at his hands. Which, whether you call the New Covenant or the New Teſtament it maters not, an heir, upon condition of performing the will of the dead, being in the ſame ſtate with him, that contracteth upon articles. But, there is as much ſaid, when our Lord ſaith onely; This is my body which is given for you; if it be rightly underſtood, that is, ſuppoſing the body of Chriſt to have been given to be ſacrificed for us upon the Croſſe. For hee that tenders this to eat, thereby declares, that hee incites to the profeſſion of that Covenant, which otherwiſe appears to have been inacted by that which hee tenders.
The ſame ſenſe is contained in S. Pauls words, 1 Cor. V. 8, 9. Chriſt your Paſſe­over is ſlain for you. Let us therefore feaſt, not with old loven, nor with the leven of malice and deceit, but with the unlevened bread of ſincerity and truth. For, if wee conſider the circumſtance of time and place, which our Lord took to inſtitute the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, juſt when the Paſchal Lamb was eaten, how ſhall wee deny, the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe to have been as preſently re­ceived there, as the Sacrifice of the Paſchal Lamb was the ſubject and occaſion of the Feaſt, at which hee ordained it? But the diſcourſe by which the Apoſtle perſwades Chriſtians to ſeparate themſelves from the Jewes, Ebr. XIII. 10-16. is moſt pertinent to this purpoſe, as that which is not to be underſtood other­wiſe. Though, when hee ſaith; Wee have an Altar whereof thoſe that ſerve the Tabernacle have no right to eat; I allow, that, by an Altar hee means metony­mically a Sacrifice. For, proving his intent, by inſtancing in thoſe Sacrifices for ſin, the bloud whereof was carried within the vail, being, by the Law, appointed to be burnt without the Camp, or City Jeruſalem, hee ſuppoſes them to figure our Lord Chriſt, who ſuffered without Jeruſalem; Inferring thereupon, that they ought to go forth of the communion of the Synagogue, though they were to ſuffer perſecution at the hands of their brethren for it. But when hee pro­ceedeth; By him therefore let us offer to God, the ſacrifice of praiſe continually, that is, the fruit of our lips giving thanks to his Name: And to do good and to communicate forget not, for with ſuch ſacrifices God is well pleaſed; Either wee muſt conceive him to return to his purpoſe, and to ſhow, what Sacrifice hee meant when hee ſaid; Wee have an Altar, of which, they that wait upon the Tabernacle have no right to eat; Or, wee can give no reaſon, what hee meant to argue, that the Jewes have no right to the Sacrifice of Chriſt on the Croſſe, which Chriſtians pretend not to eat of in any Sacrifice, but in the Euchariſt. And ſurely, if wee conſider but the name of Euchariſt, wee cannot think it could have been more properly ſignified, than by calling it the ſacrifice of praiſe, the fruit of the lips that confeſſe the Name of God; For, when hee proceeds to exhort, not to forget communicating their goods, do wee not know, and have wee not made it to appear, that this muſt be, by their oblations to the Altar, the firſt-fruits of their goods, whereof, the Euchariſt being firſt con­ſecrated, [Page] the reſt ſerved the neceſſities of the Church? Which, as hath been ſhowed, was the original of all Conſecrations, and Dedications, that have been made in Chriſtianity. If, therefore, the eating of the Sacrifice of the Croſſe, in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, mean no more but the ſignifying and the fi­guring of that eating of the Sacrifice of the Croſſe, which is done by a lively Faith, (that is, by every one, that conſiders the death of Chriſt with that Faith, which▪ ſuppoſing all that the Goſpel ſayes of it to be true, reſolves faith­fully to profeſſe Chriſtianity) the queſtion is, why the Sacrament of the Eucha­riſt was inſtituted by God, why in thoſe elements, and to what purpoſe, ſeeing, without Gods appointment, men could have done it of themſelves, to the ſame effect. But, if it be manifeſt, that, by the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, God pre­tends to tender us the communion of the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, then is there another preſence of the body and bloud of our Lord in the Sacra­ment, beſide that ſpiritual preſence in the ſoul, which that living faith effecteth, without the Sacrament, as well as in the receiving of it. Which kinde of pre­ſence, you may, if you pleaſe, call the repreſentation of the Sacrifice of Chriſt, ſo as you underſtand the word repreſentation to ſignifie, not the figuring or reſem­bling of that which is onely ſignified; But, as it ſignifies in the Romane Laws, when a man is ſaid, repraeſentare pecuniam, who payes ready money: Deriving the ſignification of it à re praeſenti, not from the prepoſition re; Which will import, not the preſenting of that againe to a mans ſenſes, which once is paſt, but, the tendring of that to a mans poſſeſſion, which is tendred him upon the place. That this is the intent of the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, one perem­ptory argument there remains, in the words of S. Paul, when hee ſayes; Whoſo eateth this bread and drinketh this cup unworthily, is guilty of the body and blood of Chriſt. For, neither can it be ſaid, that the Apoſtle, by way of hyperbole, calls the ſlighting of Gods ordinance, which hee hath appointed to ſignifie Chriſts death, the crucifying of our Lord again: Becauſe, it is manifeſt, that his menace is grounded upon a particular conſideration of the nature of the crime, not up­on that, which is ſeen in every ſin. Renouncing Chriſtianity indeed is truly the crucifying of Chriſt again, as the Apoſtle ſhewes Ebr. VI. 6. and unworthily re­ceiving the Euchariſt is, by juſt conſtruction, the renouncing of Chriſtianity, be­cauſe that is it, which renews the bond of obſerving it; But otherwiſe, it were too cold an expreſſion, to make S. Paul call it the crucifying of Chriſt, for that which is common to all ſins. Nor would it ſerve the turn. For, when it fol­lows; Hee that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himſelf, not diſcerning the Lords Body; Unleſſe a man diſcern the Lords Body where it is not, of neceſſity it muſt there be where it is diſcerned to be, not made to be there, by being diſcerned to be there.
It will now be objected, that I hold things inconſiſtent, and ſtate ſuch a ſenſe of our Lords words, as makes contradictories true. For, if bread and wine, re­maining bread and wine, can be alſo the body and bloud of Chriſt, (that is, un­leſſe, granting them to be that which they are, wee deny them to be that, which is not that, which wee grant them to be) there will be no cauſe why wee ſhould believe any thing to be that which it is, more than that which it is not; All dif­ference being a ſufficient ground of that contradiction, which denies any thing to be that which differs from it, that is, which it is not. The difficulty of an­ſwering this is the ſame which every man findes, when hee is put to prove that which is moſt evident, or to make that clear by words, which all mens common ſenſe admits. Suppoſing the bread and the wine to remain in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, as ſenſe informs, and the word of God inforces, if the ſame word of God aſſirm there to be alſo the body and bloud of Chriſt, what remaineth, but that bread and wine by nature, and bodily ſubſtance, be alſo the bodily fleſh and bloud of Chriſt by myſtical repreſentation, (in that ſenſe which I determined even now) and by ſpiritual grace? For, what reaſon can be imagined, why, the material preſence of bread and wine in bodily ſubſtance ſhould hinder the my­ſtical and ſpiritual preſence of the body and bloud of Chriſt, as in a Sacrament, whereby they are tendered of grace to them that receive? Shall they be ever a [Page] whit the more preſent in this ſenſe, if the ſubſtance of bread and wine be abo­liſhed than if it be not? Certainly, unleſſe wee believe the ſpiritual grace of Chriſts body and bloud in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt to poſſeſſe thoſe di­menſions, which the Elements hold, (and, if ſo, then are they not there Sacramen­tally and myſtically, but bodily and materially) wee can give no reaſon why the bodily preſence of the Elements ſhould hinder it. So farr is this from being ſtrange, to the nature and cuſtome of humane ſpeech, that, ſuppoſing the invi­ſible preſence of one thing in another, and with another, which is viſibly pre­ſent, it cannot otherwiſe be expreſſed, than by ſaying; this is that; though eve­ry man know, what diſtance there is between their natures. The Dove, in the which the Holy Ghoſt was ſeen to come down and reſt upon our Lord, the fiery Tongues, in which the Holy Ghoſt reſted upon the Apoſtles, the fire and the whirlewinde in the which Gods Angels attend upon him and upon his com­mands, (in regard whereof it is ſaid Pſalm CIV. 4. Hee maketh his An­gels Spirits, and his Miniſters a flaming fire) are they not as truly ſaid to be the Holy Ghoſt, or thoſe Angels, as the Holy Ghoſt, or thoſe Angels, is ſaid to come down, to reſt, or to move, becauſe thoſe things reſt and come down, or move, whereas the Holy Ghoſt otherwiſe can neither reſt nor come down, nor thoſe Angels move, as the fire or the winde moves, in which they are? I know it may be ſaid, that neither the Dove, nor thoſe Tongues are called the Holy Ghoſt in the Scriptures; Nor do I intend to build upon any ſuppoſition that they are. This I ſay, whoſoever underſtands the capacity of words, ſerving for inſtruments to ſignifie mens mindes, may firmly conclude, rhat they may as well be ſaid to be the Holy Ghoſt, as it may be ſaid, that the Holy Ghoſt came down, becauſe the Dove came down. For, can there be any occaſion for a man of ſenſe to conceive cloven Tongues of fire to be the God­head of the Holy Ghoſt, becauſe they are called the Holy Ghoſt, in regard they are uſed to demonſtrate the preſence of it; when no man complains, that any man of ſenſe hath occaſion to miſtake the God-head to move, becauſe the Holy Ghoſt is ſaid to come down in the bodily ſhape of a Dove? I know it may be ſaid, and is ſaid, that, in the Text of the Pſalm that I quoted, it is not to be tranſlated winds but ſpirits, or ſpiritual ſubſtances, becauſe the Apoſtle, having alleged it, to ſhow the difference between them and our Lord Chriſt, Ebr. I. 7, 14. inferreth, that they are miniſtring Spirits; ſignifying thereby, not winds, but that which Chriſtians ſignifie by the name of ſpiritual ſubſtances. And I yield, that they are ſo called, (not onely in the common language of Chriſtians, but in the Apoſtle alſo here, and by our Lord, ſpeaking in the common phraſe of Gods people, when hee ſaith; A ſpirit hath not fleſh and bones, as yee ſee mee have, Luke XXIV. 39.) upon occaſion of that appearance of Gods majeſty, which is either preſented to, or deſcribed by the Prophets in the Old Teſtament, with his Throne attended by Angels, the viſible ſigns of whoſe preſence are whirlewind and fire. So, in the place quoted, Pſalm CIV. 2. That puts on light for a robe; ſtretches the heavens as a curtain: laies the beams of his chambers in the waters, makes the clouds his chariot, and walks upon the wings of the winde. Whereupon followes; That makes his Angels Spirits, or Winds, and his Mi­niſters a flame of fire; which anſwers winds, not ſpiritual ſubſtances. Compare the deſcription of Gods appearance, Pſal. L. 3. Our God ſhall come and ſhall not keep ſilence, a conſuming fire ſhall go before him, and be very tempeſtuous round a­bout; either with the viſions of the Prophet Ezekiel I. and Daniel VII. or with the deſcription of the ſame laid down, Pſalm XVIII. 10-14. and you will have reaſon to ſay as I do: Eſpecially when you reade; Hee rode upon a Che­rub and did fly, hee came flying upon the wings of the wind; where, a Cherub in the firſt clauſe, is the wind in the ſecond; The ſame ſenſe being repeted, ac­cording to the perpetual cuſtome of the Pſalms. So, when Angels appeared in the ſhape of men, was it not true to ſay, this is an Angel, but wee muſt ſup­poſe the nature of man aboliſhed? If the Holy Ghoſt and Angels be of ſpiri­tual nature, the fleſh and the bloud of Chriſt bodily, then are they at as great diſtance, from the Dove, from the Tongues, from the Fire, from the Wind, from [Page] the men in which they appeared, as the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt from the ele­ments of the Euchariſt. Nor is the myſtical and Sacramental preſence, of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, ever a whit more deſtructive to the bodily preſence of the elements, then the inviſible preſence of the Holy Ghoſt or Angels, to the viſible preſence of thoſe things in which they were. Nay, if I may, without offenſe, allege that which is moſt pertinent to this purpoſe, not being uſually alleged in it; That maner of ſpeech which all orthodoxe Chriſti­ans uſe, in calling the perſon of our Lord Chriſt either God or Man, (according to the nature which they intend chiefly to ſignifie) or, in aſcribing the proper­ties of each nature to the ſaid perſon, reſpectively to the ſubject of their ſpeech, hath no other ground than this which I ſpeak of. For, all affirmatives, Philoſo­phers know, ſignifie, the ſubject that a man ſpeaks of to be the very ſame thing with that which is attributed to it. As, when this wall is ſaid to be white; this wall is the ſame ſubject with this white. Therefore, when a thing is ſaid to be that, which, in nature, wee ſee, it is not, (as, when a mans picture is ſaid to be hee) the ſaying, though extremely proper, if you regard what uſe & the elegance of ſpeech requires, is unproper to the right underſtanding of the nature of the things wee ſpeak of, though, a man would not be ſo well underſtood common­ly, if hee ſhould go about to explain his meaning by more, or other words: As I conceive, I am not ſo well underſtood in writing thus as our Lord was, when hee ſpoke the words that I indeavor to clear. When therefore, the properties of the divine nature are attributed to the Manhood of our Lord, ſuppoſing, as all good Chriſtians do, that neither natures nor properties are confounded, what can wee ſay but this; That, by ſuch attributions as theſe, in the Language of his Prophets the Apoſtles, God would have us underſtand a ſupernatural con­junction and union of two natures, in one perſon of our Lord? And, what ſhall wee then ſay, when the name of Chriſts body and bloud is attributed to the bread and wine of the Euchariſt, but, that God would have us underſtand a ſupernatural conjunction and union, between the body and bloud of Chriſt, and the ſaid bread and wine, whereby, they become as truly the inſtrument of con­veying Gods Spirit, to them who receive as they ought, as the ſame Spirit was alwaies in his natural body and bloud? For, it maters not, that the union of the two natures is indiſſoluble, that of Chriſts body and bloud onely in order to the uſe of the elements, that is, ſpeaking properly, from the conſecration to the receiving. The reaſon of both unions being the ſame, that makes both ſuper­natural, to wit, the will of God paſſed upon both, and, underſtood by the Scri­ptures to be paſſed upon both, though to ſeveral effects and purpoſes.
Therefore, I am no way ſingular in this ſenſe. All they of the Confeſſion of Auſpurg do maintain it before mee, and think it enough to ſay, that it is an un­uſual or extraordinary maner of ſpeech, when one thing is ſaid to be another, of a ſeveral kinde and nature, but which, the unuſual and extraordinary caſe that is ſignified, both expounds and juſtifies. They indeed maintain another reaſon of this preſence, and therefore another maner of it; For, if, by virtue of the hypoſtatical union, the omnipreſence of the God-head is communicated to the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, then is the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt there, not onely myſtically, but bodily. But if, ſuppoſing both the elements and the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt bodily preſent, it may nevertheleſſe truly be ſaid; This is my fleſh, This is my bloud; How much more, if, as I ſay, the elements onely be there bodily, but the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt onely myſtically and ſpiritually? And therefore I finde it reaſonable for mee to argue, that the ſenſe of ſo many men, both learned and others, underſtanding the words of our Lord in this ſenſe, ought to convince any man, that it is not againſt common ſenſe, and therefore, tending ſo much to make good the words of our Lord, and the holy Scripture, it not to be let go. I do not intend, nevertheleſſe, hereby to grant, that the ſenſe of theſe words; This is my body, this is my bloud; for, This is the ſigne of my body and bloud; is a true ſenſe, becauſe abundance of learned as well as ordinary people take it ſo to be. But, well and good, that it might have been maintained to be the true ſenſe of them, had no more been expreſſed by the [Page] Scripture in that buſineſſe. For then, I ſuppoſe the ſenſe of the Church (of which I ſay nothing as y [...]t) could not have evidenced ſo much more, as, I have deduced by conſequence from the reſt of the Scripture. But, the myſtical pre­ſence of the Body and Bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt being further deduced from the Scripture by good conſequence, I conceive, the common underſtanding of all thoſe men, who, granting that, do not gr [...]nt the Elements to be aboliſh­ed, ſufficient ground for mee, that the ſignification of theſe words, This is my body, this is my bloud, inforceth it not. Whereas, on the other ſide, the ſub­ſtance of the Elements is not diſtinguiſhable by common ſenſe, from their ac­cidents (for, whether the quantity and the mater be all one or not, whether, beſide the mater and accidents which the quantity is inveſted with, a ſubſtantial form berequiſite, is yet diſputable among Philoſophers) And therefore, no reaſon can preſume, that the Apoſtles, to whom theſe words were ſpoken, did underſtand This of which our Lord ſpeaks, to ſignifie the ſenſible accidents of bread an ſwine, ſevered from the material ſubſtance of the ſame. I may there­fore very well undertake to ſay, that this ſenſe of the words is more proper, than, conceiving the ſubſtance of bread and wine to be aboliſhed, the effect of grace to the Church remaining the ſame. For, the property of ſpeech is not to be judged by the ſignification of a ſingle word, but by the tenor of the ſpeech wherein it ſtands, and the intent of him that ſpeaks, declared by his actions, and the vi [...]ible circumſtances of the ſame. Now, our Lord, having taught thoſe to whom this was ſpoken, that the eating of his fleſh and drinking of his bloud is done by living faith; muſt be ſuppoſed, by appointing this Sacrament, tendring his fleſh to eat and his bloud to drink, to limit and determine an office, in the doing whereof, his fleſh and bloud is either eaten and drunk, or crucified, accor­ding to the premiſes. If then, the eating and drinking of his fleſh and bloud out of the Sacrament be meerly ſpiritual, by living faith, ſhall not the preſence thereof in the Sacrament be according? Shall it not be enough, that they are myſtically preſent in the Sacrament, to be ſpiritually eaten by them that re­ceive them with living faith, to be crucified of them that do not? Is it any way pertinent to the ſpiritual eating of them, that they are bodily preſent? Is it not far more proper to that which our Lord was about (tending, without que­ſtion, to the ſpiritual union which hee ſeeks with his Church) that hee ſhould be underſtood to promiſe the myſtical, than the bodily preſence of them in the Sacrament, which is nothing elſe than a Myſtery, by the proper ſignificati­on and intent of it? I grant an abatement of that, which the terms of body and bloud were originally impoſed to ſignifie, being, without queſtion, that which is viſible and ſubject to ſenſe. But if the nature of the action which our Lord was about, of the ſubject which his words expreſſe, be ſuch as requires this abatement, then cannot the original ſenſe of theſe words be ſo proper for this place, as this abatement. Here I will obſerve, that the Council of Trent it ſelf, Seſs. XIII. cap. I. ſpeaketh ſo warily in this mater, as not to exclude all maner of tropes from the right ſenſe of theſe words, ſaying; Indigniſſimum ſanè flagitium eſt, ea à quibuſdam contentioſis & pravis hominibus, ad ſictitia & imaginarios trapos, quibus veritas caernis & ſanguinis Chriſti negatur, contra uni­verſum Eccleſi [...] ſenſum detorqueri. It is indeed a very great indignity, that they are, by ſome contentious and perverſe perſons, wreſted aſide to contrived and imagi­nary tropes, whereby the truth of Chriſts fleſh and bloud is denied, contrary to the whole ſenſe of the Church. They were wiſer than to impoſe upon all their Di­vines a neceſſity to maintain, that there is no trope in the words; This is my cup of the New Teſtament; which ſo many of their Predeceſſors had granted, becauſe it could not be denied. Which being granted, muſt needs take place in This is my body; by neceſſary conſequence. And ſurely, the common prin­ciples of Grammar and Rhetorick will inforce it, when they inform us, that tropes are uſed as cloaths are, either for neceſſity, becauſe there are more things (much more conceptions) than words to ſignifie them; (For, thereupon, neceſſity conſtrains to turn a word to ſignifie that, which it was not at firſt intended to ſignifie, and that is a trope) Or for ornament, to expreſſe a mans mind, with [Page] more elegance. Compare then our ordinary way of expreſſing the conceptions of the mind by words, which is common to all Languages, which our ordi­nary way of expreſſing the objects thereof to our minds, by the ſaid concepti­ons; If a word be diverted to ſignifie that conception, which it was not firſt impoſed to ſignifie, becauſe there was no other at hand impoſed to ſignifie the preſent conceit, Logick and Grammar will make this a Trope, though Rheto­rick do not, becauſe it was not uſed for ornament, but for the neceſſary cloth­ing of a mans mind in terms intelligible. The trial whereof is, if, the ſubject you ſpeak of cannot truly be ſaid to be the thing which is attributed to it: As the bread and wine, which our Lord bleſſed, cannot be ſaid to be his body and bloud. For, if the ſubject mater, ſignified by the Scripture elſewhere, require, that the body and bloud of Chriſt be thought preſent, then is the property of the terms to be abated, ſo as they may ſerve to ſignifie that preſence; Voiding all diſpute concerning the ſignification of words (which thoſe that hold Tran­ſubſtantiation could never, nor never will agree upon among themſelves, becauſe it ſtands upon terms of art, the uſe whereof no mans conceit can over-rule) that which the neceſſity of our common Faith requireth, being once ſecured, as here. For, the reaſon being rendred, why the Euchariſt was inſtituted, and why it is to be frequented, notwithſtanding that the Body and Bloud of Chriſt may always be eaten and drunk by a living Faith; (to wit, becauſe the reviving of our Chriſtianity, by receiving the Sacrament, reviveth the promiſe of Chriſts body and bloud, being the means to convay his Spirit) it will not concern the purpoſe thereof, that it ſhould be preſent by Tranſubſtantiation, aboliſhing the nature of the Elements. For, though it hath been boldly ſaid, by thoſe who diſpute controverſies; That the body of Chriſt is really and ſubſtantially reſi­dent in, and united to our bodies; That Grace and Charity, cooled by ſinne, are inflamed in the Soul, by the body of Chriſt immediately touching our bo­dies; That the ſeed of our reſurrection is thereby ſowed in our mortal bodies: Firſt, none of this is true, unleſſe you underſtand it with the ſame abatement; That the body of Chriſt received in the Sacrament, by the body of him, whoſe Soul hath living Faith in Chriſt, is the ſeed of the life of grace and glory, both to his ſoul and body; Becauſe, otherwiſe a dead faith ſhould receive the ſame. Secondly, none of this would hold, if Tranſubſtantiation be true; becauſe rendring the body of Chriſt inviſibly preſent, no mans body whatſoever can immediately touch it. And therefore it is no marvel, that ſo many excellent School Doctors have acknowledged, that, ſetting the ſenſe of the Church aſide, (of which I will ſay what ſhall be requiſite by and by) Tranſubſtantiation can­not be concluded from the Scriptures. Whoſe judgements I carry along with mee, for the complement of that prejudice which I advance, toward the right underſtanding of the ſenſe of the Church; To wit, that, whatſoever the preſent Church may have determined, the Catholick Church did never underſtand that which the Scripture neceſſarily ſignifieth not.
Now let us ſee, what our Lord ſayes to his Diſciples, being ſcandalized at thoſe things which I ſhowed you that hee taught them in the Synagogue at Ca­pernaum, of attaining everlaſting life by eating his fleſh, John VI. 58-63. Is this it which ſcandalizeth you? ſaith hee, What, then, if you ſee the Son of man aſcend where hee was afore? It is the Spirit that quickeneth, the fleſh profiteth no­thing: The words that I ſpeak to you are Spirit and Life. The ſpiritual ſenſe, in which hee commandeth them to eat and drink his fleſh and bloud, is grounded upon that difference between the promiſes of the Law and the Goſpel, which I ſettled in the beginning. For, by virtue thereof, that Manna, which main­tained them in the Deſert till they died, is the figure of his body and bloud, that maintains us not to dye. Whereupon S. Paul ſaith, 1 Cor. III. 6. The Spirit quickeneth, but the Leter killeth. Not onely becauſe the Law covenants nor for the world to come; But alſo, becauſe it was no further the means to pro­cure that righteouſneſſe which giveth life, then the Spirit of Chriſt was intima­ted and furniſhed, under the diſpenſation of it; Whereupon S. Paul argues, that the Jews have as much need of Chriſt as the Gentiles, becauſe the Law is [Page] not able to bring corrupt nature to righteouſneſſe. Wherefore the reaſon, why they were ſcandalized at this doctrine of our Lords, was not meerly becauſe it was difficult to underſtand (hee having ſo plentifully expreſſed his meaning, and inculcated it, by often beating the ſame diſcourſe there, and otherwiſe made the condition of his Goſpel intelligible to his Diſciples) but becauſe it was hard to undergo, importing the taking up of his Croſſe, as I have ſaid. For, it is evident by common experience in the world, how men find, or how they plead, their minds to be obſtructed in the underſtanding of thoſe ſpiritual maters, which, if they ſhould grant their underſtandings to be convinced of, there were no plea left them, why they ſhould not conform their lives and converſations to that light, which themſelves confeſſe they have received. So that the ſcan­dal was the ſame, that the rich man in the Goſpel took, when hee was told, that, beſides keeping Gods Commandments, one thing was wanting, to part with all hee had, and take up Chriſts Croſſe, to wit, for the obſerving of his Commandments. And this ſcandal hee intends to take away, when hee referres them to his aſcenſion into Heaven, becauſe then, and from thence, they were to expect the Holy Ghoſt, to inable them to do that which the eating and drink­ing of his fleſh and bloud ſignifieth ſpiritually. And his words hee therefore calleth Spirit and Life, becauſe they are the means to bring unto the communi­on of his Spirit, wherein ſpiritual and everlaſting life conſiſteth. So that the fleſh of Chriſt being exalted to the right hand of God, and his Spirit, which firſt made it ſelf an habitation in his fleſh, being ſent down to make him an ha­bitation in the hearts of his people; thoſe who, upon faithful conſideration of his Croſſe, faithfully reſolve to undertake it, do, by the Spirit, eat his fleſh and drink his bloud. Therefore, when, in correſpondence hereunto, hee pretends to inſtitute the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, that they, who eat his fleſh and drink his bloud in that Sacrament, may eat and drink the ſame ſpiritually (as unleſſe they crucifie him again, they cannot chuſe but do) it behoves indeed, that hee procure the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt to be there, by the operation of that Spi­rit, which framed them for an habitation to it ſelf, in the womb of the Virgin; (that ſo, the receiving of his fleſh and bloud may be the means of conveying his Spirit) But, how is it requiſite, that they be there in bodily ſubſtance, as if the myſtical preſence of them were not a ſufficient means to convey his Spirit, which we ſee, is conveyed by the meer ſpiritual conſideration and reſolution of a live­ly and effectual faith? S. Paul writes thus to the Corinthians; I would not that you ſhould be ignorant, Brethren, how that all our Fathers did eat the ſame ſpiritu­al meat, and did all drink the ſame ſpiritual drink; For they drank of the ſpi­ritual rock that went with them: Now that rock was Chriſt. 1 Cor. X. 1, 3, 4. The meat and drink of the Fathers in the wilderneſs can no otherwiſe be underſtood to be ſpiritual, then, as I have proved the Law of Moſes to be ſpiritual; That is, as, intimating ſpiritual promiſes, it intimates a contract for ſpiritual obedience. So S. Pauls argument holds; If they, who were ſuſtained by God in their travel to the Land of Promiſe, not keeping their Covenant with God, fell in the wilderneſſe: Then ſhall it not ſerve our turn, that, being baptized, wee are fed by the Euchariſt to everlaſting life, if wee perform not that, which, by our Baptiſm, wee undertake. The Rock, then, and the M [...]nn [...] were ſpiritual meat and drink, becauſe they ſignified the fleſh and the bloud of Chriſt crucified for us: Which, who ſo believes, as, thereupon to undertake Chriſtianity, our Lord, when hee had not yet inſtituted the Euchariſt, promiſeth, that hee ſhall be nou­riſhed by his fleſh and bloud to life everlaſting. The effect of which promiſe all Chriſtians find, that, by the aſſiſtance of his Spirit, overcome the world in approving themſelves Chriſtians. When our Lord annexed the promiſe of his Spirit to his Baptiſme and Euchariſt, by inſtituting thoſe Sacraments, hee tied the ſpiritual eating and drinking of his body and bloud to the Sacramental, in reſpect of all them, whom, the affirmative Precepts of uſing thoſe Sacraments ſhould oblige. Chriſt, then, was the food and the drink of them, who attain­ed Salvation under Moſes Law; becauſe, by the faith of Chriſt to be crucified they were ſaved, as wee by the faith of Chriſt crucified: But, to follow God in [Page] hope of Salvation by Chriſt to come, is not the ſame, as, to undertake that Chri­ſtianity, which, by his coming hee hath taught us. The ſigns of good things to co [...]ed onely thoſe that were led by the promiſe of them; The reſt found by them onely the nouriſhment of their bodies, in their travel to the Land of pro­miſe. But when our Lord, having promiſed his fleſh and bloud, for food to thoſe Souls, that ſhould conform themſelves to his Croſſe, inſtituteth the Eu­chariſt, and confineth the ſpiritual eating and drinking of his fleſh and bloud to it, ſo far as the precept thereof obligeth; Shall hee not be underſtood to pro­miſe his body and bloud, by that Sacrament, without which, hee will not grant it to thoſe, that are tied to the Sacrament and neglect it? The preſence of his body and bloud in the Sacrament is that, which makes good the promiſe of his body and bloud, made before the inſtituting of the Sacrament, to them, who are obliged to uſe the Sacrament by the inſtitution of it.

CHAP. III. That the preſence of Chriſts body in the Euchariſt depends not upon the living Faith of him that receives, but upon the true profeſſion of Chriſtianity in the Church that celebrates. The Scriptures that are alleged for the dependence of it upon the communication of the properties. They conclude not the ſenſe of them by whom they are alleged. How the Scripture confineth the fleſh of Chriſt to the Heavens.
IF theſe things be true, it will be requiſite that wee acknowledge a change to be wrought in the Elements, by the conſecration of them into the Sacra­ment; For, how ſhould they come to be that which they were not before, to wit, the body and bloud of Chriſt, without any change? And in regard of this change, the Elements are no more called by the name of their nature and kind, after the conſecration, but by the name of that which they are become. Not as if the ſubſtance thereof were aboliſhed, but becauſe it remains no more con­ſiderable to Chriſtians, who do not, nor are to look upon this Sacrament, with any account of what it may be to the nouriſhment of their bodies, by the nature of the Elements, but, what it may be to the nouriſhment of their Souls, by the Spirit of God aſſiſting in and with his fleſh, myſtically preſent in it. But, this change conſiſting in the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, which makes the Ele­ments, in which it dwells, the body and bloud of Chriſt; it is not neceſſary that wee acknowledge, the bodily ſubſtance of them to be any way aboliſhed. Nay, as I am perſwaded, that the preſence of Chriſt in the Euchariſt cannot be bet­ter expreſſed, than by that term which the Council of Trent uſeth, calling it a Sacrament, and ſaying that the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt is Sacramentally there; So, there is nothing more demonſtrative to mee, that no ſuch thing as the abo­liſhing of the Elements is revealed by the Scriptures, than that the ſenſe of them is ſo fully ſatisfied by this term. So that, the anathema which it decreeth againſt them that do not believe them to be aboliſhed, can by no means be grounded upon the Scriptures. Nor do I think the term any leſſe fit or ſervice­able, becauſe it ſerves them to ſignifie the Local preſence of Chriſts body and bloud, under the dimenſions of the Elements, the ſubſtance of them being gone. For, I ſhall not be obliged to grant, that the Sacrament of Chriſts body and blood can properly be underſtood, ſuppoſing the ſign and the thing ſignified to be both the ſame ſubject; the dimenſions of the Elements being become the dimenſions of Chriſts body and bloud, and by the means of them, all the bodi­ly accidents of the Elements ſubſiſting in the ſame. And therefore, the Sacra­mental preſence of Chriſts body and bloud cannot properly be maintained, un­leſſe acknowledging the true being and preſence of the thing ſignified, wee acknowledge alſo the ſign to remain. But if a man demand further, how I un­derſtand the body and bloud of Chriſt to be preſent in or with or under the Ele­ments, when I ſay, they are in, and with, and under them, as in and with and under a Sacrament myſtically; I conceive I am excuſed of any further anſwer, [Page] and am not obliged to declare the maner of that which muſt be myſtical, when I have ſaid what I can ſay to declare it. Onely I will take leave to tell him, that hee will remain nevertheleſſe obliged to believe the truth, both of the ſign and of the thing ſignified (and that by virtue of the Sacrament, that is, of the conſecration that makes it a Sacrament; not of the faith of him that receives it) though I anſwer not all that hee demands, upon the queſtion; What the Sacramental preſence of the body and bloud of Chriſt, in or with or under the Elements of the Euchariſt, ſignifies.
I would now conſider wherein the Conſecration of the Euchariſt conſiſts, that I might thereupon inferre, what kind of preſence it inforceth. But I hold it fit, firſt to ſet aſide thoſe two opinions, the one whereof, I ſaid, aſcribeth it to the Faith of them that receive, being accidental to the Conſecration, and not included in it; The other, to the Hypoſtatical Union, and that communication which it inferreth between the properties of the united natures. That which I have already ſaid, I ſuppoſe, is enough to evidence the myſtical and ſpiritual preſence of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in the Elements, as the Sacrament of the ſame, before any man can ſuppoſe, that ſpiritual preſence of them to the ſoul, which the eating and drinking Chriſts fleſh and bloud ſpiritually, by living Faith, importeth. Onely, that I may once conclude, how faith effecteth the Sacramental preſence in the Elements, as well as the ſpiritual in the Soul; I will diſtinguiſh between the outward profeſſion of Chriſtianity, which maketh us Members of Gods viſible Church; and the inward performance, or faithful purpoſe of performing the ſame, which makes a man of that number, whom God owns for Heirs of his Kingdome, whether you call that number an inviſible Church or not. And then I ſay, that it is the viſible profeſſion of true Chriſti­anity which makes the Conſecration of the Euchariſt effectual, to make the bo­dy and bloud of Chriſt Sacramentally preſent in the Elements of it; But, that it is the inviſible faithfulneſſe of the heart, in making good, or in reſolving to make good the ſaid profeſſion, which makes the receiving of it effectual, to the ſpiri­tual eating and drinking of Chriſts body and bloud. For, ſuppoſing that God hath inſtituted and founded the Corporation of his Church, upon the precept, or the privilege, of aſſembling to communicate in the offices of his ſervice, accor­ding to Chriſtianity; Whenſoever this office is rendred to God, out of that pro­feſſion which makes men Members of Gods Church, there the effect followes, as ſure as Chriſtianity is true: Where otherwiſe, there can be no ſuch aſſurance. But, if eating and drinking the body and bloud of Chriſt, in this Sacrament, un­worthily, be the crucifying of Chriſt again, rendring a man guilty of his body and bloud; then is not his fleſh and bloud ſpiritually eaten and drunk, till living faith make them ſpiritually preſent to the Soul, which the Conſecration maketh Sacramentally preſent to the body. And, it is to be noted, that no man  [...]n ſay, that this Sacrament repreſents, or tenders and exhibites unto him that recei­veth, the body and bloud of Chriſt (as all muſt do, that abhorre the irreverence to ſo great an Ordinance, which the opinion that it is but a bare ſign of Chriſt crucified neceſſarily ingendreth) but hee muſt believe this; Unleſſe a man will ſay, that, that which is not preſent may be repreſented, that is to ſay,  [...]n [...]r [...]d and exhibited preſently down upon the place. It is not therefore that living faith, which, hee that receiveth the Euchariſt, and is preſent at the conſecrating of it, may have and may not have, that cauſeth the body and bloud of Chriſt to be Sacramentally preſent in the Elements of it: But, it is the profeſſion of that common Chriſtianity, which makes men Members of Gods Church; In the u­nity whereof, whereſoever this Sacrament is celebrated (without enquiring, whether thoſe that are aſſembled be of the number of thoſe, to whom the King­dome of Heaven belongs) thou haſt a Legal preſumption, even towards God, that thou receiveſt the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, in and with the Elements of bread and wine, and ſhalt receive the ſame ſpiritually, for the food of thy Soul, ſuppoſing that thou receiveſt the ſame with living faith. For, one part of our common Chriſtianity being this; That our Lord Chriſt inſtituted this Sacra­ment, with a promiſe, to make, by his Spirit, the Elements of bread and wine [Page] Sacramentally his body and bloud; ſo, that▪ his Spirit that made them ſo (dwell­ing in them, as in his natural body) ſhould feed them with Chriſts body and bloud, that receive the Sacrament of them with living faith; This inſtitution be­ing executed, that is, the Euchariſt being conſecrated according to it, ſo ſure as Chriſtianity is true, ſo ſure the effect follows. So that, the faith which brings it to effect, is the faith of them, who, believing Gods promiſes, proceed to exe­cute his Ordinances, that they may obtain the ſame. Whereas, thoſe that would have juſtifying faith to conſiſt in believing a mans own Salvation, or the decree of God peremp [...]orily paſſed upon it, and the Sacrament of the Euchariſt to be appointed for a ſign to confirm this faith (which is nothing elſe but the revela­tion of this decree) are not able to ſay, how the ſignifying of the eating of Chriſts body and bloud conduces to ſuch a revelation as this, or, why any ſuch thing is done, which conduceth not to the purpoſe. Beſides that, having ſhow­ed, wherein juſtifying faith indeed conſiſts, I have, by that means, made it ap­pear, that the Sacramental nouriſhment of the Soul, is the means of the ſpi­ritual nouriſhment of the Soul, as well as the reſemblance of it. Here, indeed, it will be requiſite to take notice of that which may be objected for an incon­venience; That God ſhould grant the operation of his Spirit, to make the Ele­ments Sacramentally the body and bloud of Chriſt, upon the dead faith of them who receive it to their condemnation in the Sacrament, and therefore cannot be ſaid to eat the body and bloud of Chriſt (which is onely the act of living faith) without that abatement which the premiſes have eſtabliſhed; To wit, in the Sacrament. But all this, if the effect of my ſaying be throughly conſidered, will appear to be no inconvenience. For, that the body and bloud of Chriſt ſhould be Sacramentally preſent, in and under the Elements (to be ſpiritually received, of all that meet it with a living faith, to condemn thoſe for crucifying Chriſt again, that receive it with a dead faith) can it ſeem any way inconſequent to the Conſecration thereof, by virtue of the common faith of Chriſtians, pro­feſſing that which is requiſite to make true Chriſtians, whether by a living o [...] a dead faith? Rather muſt wee be to ſeek for a reaſon, why, hee that  [...]ateth this bread and drinketh this cup unmorthily, ſhould be guilty of the body and bloud of Chriſt, as not diſcer [...]ing it, according to S. Paul, 1 Cor. XI. 27, 28. unleſſe wee ſuppoſe the ſame Sacramentally preſent, by virtue of that true Chriſtianity, which the Church profeſſing, and celebrating the Sacrament, tend [...]eth it for ſpiritual nouriſhment to a living faith, for mater of damnation to a dead faith. For, if the profeſſion of true Chriſtianity be, as of neceſſity it muſt be, mater of condemnation to him that profeſſeth it not truly, (that is to ſay, who, pro­feſſing it, doth not perform it) ſhall not his aſſiſting the celebration and conſe­cration of the Euchariſt produce the effect of rendring him condemned by him­ſelf (eating the body and bloud of Chriſt in the Sacrament out of a profeſſion of Chriſtianity, which ſpiritually hee deſpiſeth) for not fulfilling what hee pro­feſſeth? Or that living faith, which concurreth to the ſame as a good Chriſtian ſhould do, be left deſtitute of that grace, which the tender of the Sacrament promiſeth, becauſe the faith of thoſe who joyn in the ſame action is undiſcerna­ble? Certainly, if the Sacramental preſence of Chriſts body and bloud, tendring the ſame ſpiritually, be a bleſſing or a curſe, according to the faith which it meets with; it can by no means ſeem unreaſonable, that it ſhould be attributed to that profeſſion of Chriſtianity, which makes it reſpectively a bleſſing or a curſe, according to the faith of them for whom it is intended.
As for that opinion▪ that makes this preſence to proceed from the Hypoſta­tical Union paſſed ſo long before, it ſtands upon thoſe Scriptures, which ſeem to ſignifie, that thoſe properties, wherein the Majeſty of Chriſts God-head conſiſts, are really communicated to this Manhood, in the doing, and for the effecting of thoſe works, wherein that aſſiſtance▪ and grace, and protection, which hee hath promiſed his Church upon his Exaltation, conſiſteth. S. Paul writeth to the Co­loſſians, that; It pleaſed▪ that all fulneſſe ſhould dwell in Chriſt, (in whom dwell­eth all the fulneſſe of the God-head bodily, as hee expreſſeth himſelf more at large, Col. II. 9. that they by him might be filled) and by him to reconcile all things t [...][Page]himſelf, making peace by the bloud of his Croſſe, by him I ſay, whether things on earth or in the Heavens. And you, being once eſtranged, and enemies in your mind, through evil works, yet now hath hee reconciled through the body of his fleſh, by death, to preſent you holy and without ſpot, and blameleſſe before him. Here, it is plain enough, that our Reconciliation is aſcribed to the fleſh of Chriſts body, (as to his bloud after, in whom wee have Redemption, even the remiſſion of ſins by his bloud, Col. I. 14, 19-92.) to wit, for the fulneſſe of the God-head, dwelling bodily in Chriſt. When our Lord ſaith; all things are delivered mee by my Fa­ther, Mat. XI. 27. in order to the revealing of his Goſpel, that is, to the making of it effectual; When hee ſaith; All power in heaven and earth is given mee; Mat. XXVIII. 18. a queſtion is made, how given, if a neceſſary con [...]equence of the Hypoſtatical Union? I anſwer; Becauſe the exerciſe thereof was limited by the appointment of God, and the purpoſe for which hee cauſed the Word to dwell in our fleſh; which, though of force to do all things, ſhould not have had right, in our fleſh, to execute that which God had not appointed. And therefore is our Lord Chriſt juſtly ſaid, to receive that power of God, which, by degrees hee receiveth commiſſion to exerciſe. The ſitting of Chriſt at the right hand of God, I have ſhowed, that the Apoſtle makes an argument of divine power and authority, dwelling in our fleſh, in the perſon of Chriſt, Heb. I. 3. Acts II. 33. V. 31. Eph. I. 20-22. where S. Paul aſcrbies the filling of the Church, a work of God alone, to it. And, as hee ſits on Gods own Throne, ſo he ſhall judge all as man, ſaith our Lord, John V. 21, 22, 23, 26-30. and raiſe them up, and quicken them, to that purpoſe. For, the Throne of God, on which Chriſt is ſet down, is the Seat of his Judgement. And therefore, as I live ſaith the Lord (God in the Prophet Eſ. XLV. 23. Chriſt in the Apoſtle Rom. XIV. 11.) to mee ſhall every knee  [...]ow, and every tongue ſhall give glory t [...] God. To the ſame purpoſe is all that you read of anointing our Lord Chriſt with the Holy Ghoſt, given him by God without meaſure, ſaith the Baptiſt, John III. 34. if you underſtand it, not of the habitual graces poured forth upon the Manhood of Chriſt, from the fulneſſe of the God-head dwelling bodily in it, (of the truth whereof, nevertheleſſe, there is no diſputes) but of the very Ma­jeſty of the God-head, communicated unto it in the perſon of Chriſt, as, of a truth, I have ſaid that they are to be underſtood. In fine, not onely the  [...]erit, but the appl [...]cation thereof, that is, the effecting of the cleanſing of our conſci­ences from ſin, is aſcribed unto the bloud of Chriſt, Ebr. IX. 14. 1 John I. 7. How, or in what regard, but becauſe, by the eternal Spirit hee offered up himſelf blameleſſe to God, as the Apoſtle ſaith? In which regard onely it is, that our na­ture in Chriſt is honoured with the worſhip due to God, becauſe, being for ever inſeparable from the God-head of the Word, it is not to be apprehe [...]ded, or figured ſo much as in the imagination, but as the fleſh of the Word.
This is a brief of the Scriptures which they allege, to inferre that▪ ſeeing hee hath promiſed to feed his Church with his fleſh and his bloud in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, which cannot be unleſſe they be there; And, ſeeing the like works are performed and executed by the fleſh, that is the Manhood of Chriſt, through the virtue of the God-head united unto it; Therefore it is to be believ­ed, that, by communication of the Majeſty of the God-head to the fleſh of Chriſt, it becomes preſent, whereſoever his promiſe, and the comfort and ſtrengthen­ing of his Diſciples (which is the work of his Mediators Office, whereunto, by ſitting down at Gods right hand he [...] is inſtalled) requires the preſence of it. If it be ſaid, that, by this poſition, the attributes and properties of the God-head are placed in the Manhood, as their own proper Subject, into which they are transferred by the operation of the God-head; (not deveſting it ſelf of them, but communicating them to the Manhood, to be thenceforth properties really reſiding in it, and therefore truly to be attributed to it) I muſt do them right, and acknowledge that they utterly diſclaim this to be their meaning; Confeſ­ſing thereby, that if it were, they could not avoid the imputation of Eutyches his Hereſie, condemned by the great Council of Chalc [...]don; the confuſion of the natures remaining unavoidable, when the properties of the God-head, being [Page] communicated to the Manhood, in this ſenſe, can be no more ſaid to remain the properties of it. I undertake not thus much for the reſt of their Divines, who are commonly called Ubiquitaries, becauſe they are ſuppoſed to teach; That the o [...]ni-preſence of Chriſts God-head is communicated to his fleſh, by virtue of the Hypoſtatical Union, ſo that, the body and bloud of Chriſt, being every where preſent, neceſſarily ſubſiſteth in the dimenſions of bread and wine in the Euch [...]riſt. This opinion I hold not my ſelf any way obliged here to  [...]pute, further than by barring it with this exception; that it taketh away that ſuppoſi­tion, upon which the whole queſtion, concerning the conſecration of the Eucha­riſt,  [...]ndeth; To wit, that, ſeeing the preſence of Chriſts body and bloud in the Sacrament cannot be attributed to the inviſible faith of him that receives, it is neceſſarily to be attributed to the vi [...]ble faith of the Church that celebrateth. For, according to this o [...]inion, it is manifeſt, that the ſaid preſence can no way depend upon any thing done by the Church in celebrating the Euchariſt, being al [...]eady brought to paſſe, and in being, when the Church goes about it. And this is all the argument that I will uſe againſt this conceit, that all the premi [...]es require (and ſo will alſo all that which followeth) the preſence of the body and bloud in the Euchariſt to be of an other nature, and otherwiſe effected,  [...]an can be underſtood to belong to the Elements, by virtue of the Hypoſta [...]ical  [...]nion; Though wee ſuppoſe, that which cannot be granted, that by virtue thereof  [...]hey are every where. Which therefore, whether their Divines do really bel [...]eve, or onely in words, I will not here diſpute. Thus much I can ſay, that, by the a­greement of the Churches pretending the Confeſſion of Ausburg, con [...]ern [...]ng the Articles once in difference among them, contained in the Bo [...] kno [...]n by the name of Liber Concordiae, they are not tied to maintain ſo much. For, it is there openly proteſted, not onely in the Preface, but chiefly, in the eighth Ar­ticle, concerning this point, p. 769, 787. that they do not believe the properties of the God-head to be transfu [...]ed into the Manhood, nor that the Manhood of Chriſt is locally extended all over heaven and earth, but that Chriſt by his Omni­potence, is able to render his fleſh and bloud preſent where hee pleaſe; Eſpe­cially, where hee hath promiſed the preſence thereof, by in [...]ituting the Sacra­ment of the Euchariſt. And Chemnitius therefore, one of the be [...] learned of their Divines, in a Book writ on purpoſe to ſet forth the grounds of their opini­on, concerning the communication of attributes, expreſly  [...]on [...]neth himſelf to theſe terms, as you may ſee, cap. XXX. p. 205, 206. declaring his meaning, by the compariſon of iron red hot, which, though the fire be ſo in it that they are not diſcernable, much leſſe ſeperable, and though they may do the act of both natures at once upon the ſame ſubject, by burning and cutting the ſame thing, remain notwithſtanding diſtinct in their natures. What then would they have? Why, this being ſet aſide, they ſay nevertheleſſe, moſt truly, that, in the whole work of the Mediators office, the divine nature communicateth with the humane; Which, underſtanding the neceſſities of Chriſts Members, both intercedes with God for ſupply, and ſupplies the ſame by the proper will of it, which, his divine will, alwayes concurring, brings to effect. In which regard, it is alſo moſt tru­ly ſaid, that the properties of the God-head do communicate with the Man­hood, in regard of the concurrence of them, to execute that which it reſolveth, being alwayes conformable to the will and decree of the God-head. This in­deed is no more than the faith of the Catholick Church importeth, nor infe [...]th the Ubiquity or Omni-preſence of Chriſts fleſh, as an indowment communicated to reſide in it, by virtue of the Hypoſtatical Union, as thenceforth the proper ſubject of it; But, the concurrence of both natures to the effecting of thoſe works, wherein the Mediators Office is ſeen, whereupon depends that ho­nour and worſhip, which the M [...]nhood challenges in the perſon of Chriſt, as in [...]eparable from the God-head, to which originally that honour is due. And therefore, I ſhall never go about to return any maner of anſwer, to any of tho [...]e Scriptures which have been alleged for it, but onely this, that they inferre no­thing to the purpoſe in hand. For, if it could be ſaid, that, by virtue of the Hy­poſtatical Union (that is, by the will of God effecting it) the immenſity of [Page] the God-head were ſo transfuſed into the Manhood, as to make it preſent where­ſoever this Sacrament is celebrated (and ſo, in the Elements of it) then were this an anſwer to the difficulty in hand; But ſuch a one, as would ingage him that affirms it in the Hereſie of Eutyches. But, ſaying no more than this; That the will of the man Chriſt concurres with his Divine Power, to do all that his pro­miſes to his Church imports; And that (the effect of this Sacrament importing the preſence of his fleſh and bloud) it is neceſſary, that the will of the man Chriſt, by the Divine Power concurring to the works of it, ſhould make the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt preſent, whereſoever his Ordinance requires; they cannot ſay, that Chriſts fleſh is preſent in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, by virtue of the Hypoſtatical Union, upon thoſe grounds; But, that, by virtue of the Hypo­ſtatical Union, the will and promiſe of Chriſt is executed, by the power of the God-head concurring with it, and which it acteth with. Which is to ſay, that, not immediately by the Hypoſtatical Union, but, by means of Chriſts promiſe, which muſt come to effect by the power of the God-head, which the humane will of Chriſt communicateth with. And truly, I conceive, no man ever was ſo impertinent, as not to ſuppoſe the Hypoſtatical Union, when there was que­ſtion, how the promiſe of the preſence of Chriſts body and bloud in the Eucha­riſt ſhould come to effect. But, that being ſuppoſed, and not ſerving the turn alone, it remains that wee judge it by the inſtitution of the Euchariſt, and the promiſe which it contains; that is to ſay, by thoſe Scriptures, out of which the in­tent of them is to be had, and not by the Hypoſtatical Union, which being ſup­poſed, the queſtion remains nevertheleſſe. And, by the Hypoſtatical Union, wee doubt not but our Lord Chriſt hath power, to repreſent his body and bloud, that is, to make it preſent, where hee pleaſe; but that muſt be, not meerly by virtue of the Hypoſtatical Union, but by doing the ſame miracle which Tran­ſubſtantiation imports, though it be the Hypoſtatical Union, that inableth our Lord Chriſt to do it. For, though there be a difference between the being of Chriſts fleſh and bloud under the dimenſions of the Elements, the ſubſtance of them remaining, & being reduced, by the power of God, under thoſe dimenſions; And, the ſubſtance of them being aboliſhed; Yet, I ſuppoſe, all men of reaſon will ſay, that the Hypoſtatical Union contributes no more to that than to this. And therefore, not doubting, that the Sacramental preſence of the body and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt is a very great miracle, (taking that to be miracu­lous which requires the infinite power of God to effect it, not that, which con­tains a viſible effect thereof, apt to bear witneſſe to that truth, which it is done to confirm) I muſt remit you to that which hath been already ſaid, to judge, whether the miracle conſiſt in aboliſhing the ſubſtance of the Elements, and ſubſtituting the body and bloud of Chriſt in their ſtead; Or, in placing the ſub­ſtance of Chriſts body and bloud under the ſame dimenſions, in which the ſub­ſtance of the Elements ſubſiſteth; Or, rather then either of both, that it be e­nough to ingage the infinite power of God, that, by his Spirit, hee tendreth the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, ſo Sacramentally preſent in the Elements, that who­ſo receiveth them faithfully, thereby communicates as truly in the Spirit of God, according to his Spirit, as, according to his body, hee communicates Sacrament­ally in his body and bloud.
Here is the place for mee to allege thoſe Scriptures, which inform us of the true nature and properties of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, remaining in his bo­dy, even now that it is glorified. For, if, in the proper dimenſions thereof, hee parted from his Diſciples, and went, was carried, or lifted and taken up into hea­ven, Acts I. 2, 9, 10. 1 Pet. III. 22. Luke XXIV. 50, 51. Mark XVI. 19. If, in the ſame viſible form and dimenſions, hee ſhall come again to judgement, Acts I. 11. 1 Theſ. IV. 16. if the Heavens muſt receive him till that time, (for ſure no man will be much tempted with that frivolous conceit, that S. Peters words, Acts III. 21.  [...] are to be conſtrued; whom it behoveth to contain the Heavens; but, whom it behoveth that the Heavens contain; Unleſſe it could appear, how S. Peter ſhould underſtand, the body of Chriſt to contain the heavens, not the heavens it) ſitting at Gods right han [...] till his Enemies be [Page] made his foot-ſtool, Pſal. CX. 1. if, to that purpoſe, hee leave the world, John XVI. 28. no more to be in it, XVII. 11. ſo that wee ſhall have him no more with us, Mat. XXVI. 11. it behoveth us to underſtand, how wee are informed, that the promiſe of his body and bloud in the Euchariſt imports an exception to ſo, many declarations, before wee believe it. Indeed, there is no place of Gods right hand, by ſitting down at which, wee may ſay, that our Lords body becomes confined to the ſaid place; But, ſeeing the fleſh of Chriſt is taken up into Hea­ven to ſit down at Gods right hand; Though, by his ſitting down at Gods right hand, wee underſtand, the man Chriſt to be put into the exerciſe of that divine power and command which his Mediators Office requires; Yet his body wee muſt underſtand to be confined to that place, where the Majeſty of God appears to thoſe that attend upon his Throne. Neither ſhall the appearing of Chriſt to S. Paul, Acts XXIII. 11. be any exception to this appointment. Hee that would inſiſt, indeed, that the body of Chriſt ſtood over Paul, in the Caſtle where then hee lodged, muſt ſay, that it left Heaven for that purpoſe. For, that is the miracle which the Text expreſſeth, that hee was there, whoſe aſcent into Hea­ven it had reported afore. But, ſeeing the very body of Chriſt might, in a viſion of Propheſie, appear to Paul in the Spirit, without any contravention to that determination, which the Scripture otherwiſe had expreſſed; Were it not mad­neſſe to go about to limit the ſenſe and effect of it, upon pretenſe of a promiſe altogether impertinent to the occaſion in hand, and every whit as properly to be underſtood without ſo limiting the ſenſe of it? This is all the argument that I pretend to maintain upon this conſideration: Knowing well enough, that, it is ſaid indeed, that, the fleſh of Chriſt remaining in Heaven in the proper dimen­ſions thereof, which the Exaltation allowes, nothing hinders the ſame to be preſent under the dimenſions of the Elements, whether the ſubſtance of them be there, which Conſubſtantiation allowes, or whether they be aboliſhed, as Tranſubſtantiation requires. Which hee that would contradict, muſt enter here into a Philoſophical diſpute, whether or no, the infinite power of God can bring to paſſe either or neither of theſe effects; That is to ſay, whether it imply a contradiction, that the body and bloud of Chriſt, (which is as ſure in Heaven as the faith of Chriſt is ſure) ſhould at the ſame time be preſent in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, under the dimenſions of the Elements, whether wee ſuppoſe the ſubſtance of them to be aboliſhed, or to remain preſent. This diſpute I am re­ſolved not to touch at this time: Partly for that reaſon which I have alleged up­on other occaſions; Becauſe, I deſire to diſcharge this Book, being written in our mother tongue, of all Philoſophical diſputes, tending rather to puzzle, than to edifie the main of thoſe that ſpeak Engliſh; Partly, for a reaſon peculiar to this point, becauſe it hath been argued, that, if wee deny Tranſubſtantiation or Con­ſubſtantiation as contradictory to reaſon, there can be no cauſe, why wee ſhould cleave to the Faith of the Trinity, which every man ſees to be no leſſe contra­dictory to humane reaſon, than either of both. For, though I do no ways ad­mit this conſequence, becauſe it is evident, that the nature of bodily ſubſtance is far better comprehended by mans underſtanding, than the incomprehenſible nature of God, which, it is impoſſible to apprehend any thing of, but under the reſemblance of ſomething belonging to ſenſible ſubſtance; yet, I am willing to go to iſſue, without drawing this diſpute into conſequence, referring to judg­ment, whether the evidence for Conſubſtantiation or Tranſubſtantiation be ſuch, as for the holy Trinity, out of the Scriptures. That is to ſay, whether the preſence of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt is ſo to be underſtood, as to void the confining of them to thoſe dimenſions, which the Scripture allowes them in Heaven; (And this as neceſſarily, by the Scripture, as the Scripture ne­ceſſarily obligeth to believe the Holy Trinity) When as it may be, more pro­perly to the nature of the buſineſſe, underſtood myſtically, as in a Sacrament, in­tended to convey the communion of his Spirit. In the mean time, allowing any man that ſubmits his reaſon to all that Chriſtianity imports, the ſober uſe of it, in diſputing, whether the preſence of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt as Conſubſtantiation, or as Tranſubſtantiation requires, be contradictory to the evidence of reaſon or not.

CHAP. IV. The opinion which maketh the Conſecration to be done by rehearſing the operative words. That our Lord conſecrated by Thanksgiving. The Form of it in all Liturgies, together with the conſent of the Fathers. Evidence, that there is no Tradition of the Church for the aboliſhing of the Elements.
[Page]
COming now to conſider, wherein the Conſecration of the Euchariſt con­ſiſts, I find no opinion on foot, but that which hath taken poſſeſſion by the authority of the School-Doctors, that it is performed by the recital of theſe words; This is my body, This is my bloud; in the Canon (that is, the Canoni­cal or Regular Prayer for the Conſecration of the Euchariſt) of the Maſſe. For, thoſe that have ſet aſide this Prayer, and do not allow the opinion, that theſe words are operative to the effecting of that, which the inſtitution of the Eucha­riſt promiſes, though they retain the recital of them in the action, yet have not declared any common agreement, wherein they intend to maintain the Conſe­cration of the Euchariſt to ſtand. And is it not then free for mee to declare, that I could never reſt ſatisfied with this opinion of the School-Doctors, as find­ing it to offer violence to common ſenſe, and the trueſt intention of that which wee may ſee done, in conſecrating the Euchariſt? For, when our Lord takes the Elements in his hands, and bleſſes them, (or gives God thanks, over them) then, breaks the bread, and, delivering them, bids his Diſciples take and eat them, becauſe they are his body and bloud; is it not manifeſt, that they are ſo called, in regard of ſomething which hee had already done about them, when, delivering them, hee calls them, at that preſent time of delivering them, that which hee could not call them afore, his body and bloud? No, ſay they, that is eaſily underſtood otherwiſe, from the common cuſtomes which men uſe in ci­vil conveyances; Nothing being more uſual, by ſeveral cuſtomes of ſeveral na­tions, then, to convey the right and poſſeſſion of houſe or land by delivering writings, teſtifying certain deeds done to that effect; to put in poſſeſſion of a houſe, by delivering the key, or the poſt to be held, or putting into the houſe; by delivering a turf of the land to be conveyed, to put into rightful poſſeſſion of the ſame, adding the like words to theſe; Here is this houſe or this land, take it for thine own. But in vain.
Thoſe that uſe this eſcape conſider not, that our Lord ſaid theſe words; Take, eat, drink, this is my body, this is my bloud, when hee delivered them; So that, if, by ſaying theſe words, hee made them that which the words ſignifie, then, by delivering them hee made them that which they ſignifie. For ſo the like words ſerve, in delivering poſſeſſion, to expreſſe the intent of him that delivers it; To which overt act of delivering, the right of poſſeſſion, and the conveying of it, is as much to be aſcribed, as to the words which animate it by expreſſing the intent of it. Which if it be true, then were the Elements, which our Lord delivered to his Diſciples, conſecrated by delivering them: And therefore, by conſequence, the Euchariſt is never conſecrated but by delivering of it; Seeing, of neceſſity, the Euchariſt is conſecrated by the ſame means, as the firſt, which Chriſt communicated to his Diſciples, was conſecrated. But this can by no means ſtand with the intent of them that maintain this opinion, ſuppoſing, as they do, that the Sacrament is conſecrated before it be delivered to them that receive it. And hence ſtarts another argument. For theſe words, as they are uſed in conſecrating the Euchariſt, are part of the reherſal of that which ou [...] Lord Chriſt did, when hee conſecrated that Euchariſt which hee gave his Diſci­ples. And will any reaſon endure this, that the Euchariſt be thought to be con­ſecrated, by reci [...]ing what Chriſt ſaid, when hee delivered that Euchariſt which hee had conſecrated; And not by doing what Chriſt commanded to be done, when hee appointed it to be celebrated? Certainly, hee that ſayes, Chriſt took bread, and bleſſed it, and brake it, ſaying; Take, eat, this is my body; ſayes what Chriſt did and ſaid, before, and when hee delivered it. Hee [Page] that ſayes further, that hee ſaid; do this in remembrance of mee, ſayes that Chriſt inſtituted this Sacrament. But to ſay that Chriſt inſtituted this Sacrament, is not to conſecrate that Sacrament which Chriſt inſtituted. That is not done, but by doing that which Chriſt is ſaid to have done. And is not Chriſt ſaid to have bleſſed the Elements? Is it not ſaid, that, having taken and bleſſed and bro­ken the bread, delivering it to his Diſciples, hee affirmed it to be his body at the preſent when hee delivered it? Can the becoming of it his body be impu­ted to the taking, or breaking, or delivering of it? Doth it not remain then, that it be imputed to the bleſſing of it?
Here, finding it evident, by comparing the Evangeliſts one with another and with S. Paul, that bleſſing and giving of thanks, in this caſe, are both one and the ſame thing ſignified by two words; I muſt needs inferre, that bleſſing the Ele­ments, is nothing elſe, but giving God thanks over them (which at the preſent our Lord had in hand) with intent to make them the Sacrament of his body and bloud. The people of God, in our Lords time, were wont to take nothing for meat or for drink, without firſt giving God thanks ſolemnly for it, as they had it in hand. You may ſee how ſcrupulous they were in this point, by the title of Bleſſings, the firſt of the Talmud, where you have thoſe forms of thanks-gi­ving recorded, and the circumſtances at which they were to be uſed, in receiv­ing ſeveral kinds, which were, ſome of them, doubtleſſe, more ancient than our Lords time. A practice fitting for Chriſtianity to continue, ſetting aſide that ſuperſtitious ſcrupuloſity of forms and circumſtances, wherein the righteouſneſſe of the Scribes and Phariſees conſiſted. Therefore S. Paul, withſtanding thoſe Hereticks, that taught to abſtain from meats which God hath made to be partici­pated with thanks-giving, by the faithful, and ſuch as have known the truth, 1 Tim. IV. 3, 4, 5. addes for his reaſon; Becauſe every creature of God is good, and none to be rejected, received with thanks-giving. For it is ſanctified by the word of God and prayer. The word of God inabling Chriſtians to receive it with a good conſcience, ſo as they may expect Gods bleſſing, which they have deſired by their prayers. For, is it not manifeſt, that, having ſaid, that every creature is good which a Chriſtian receives with thanks-giving; when hee addes, that it is ſanctified by prayer grounded on Gods words; hee includes in that thanks­giving which hee means, prayer to God for a bleſſing upon it? The creatures of God then are ſanctified to the nouriſhment of our bodies by Thanks-gving, with prayer for Gods bleſſing; And ſhall wee think, that that Thanks-giving, wherewith they are ſanctified to the nouriſhment of our Souls, doth not include prayer to the effect intended, that they may become the body and bloud of Chriſt, which God by this Sacrament pretends to feed our Souls with? And, doth not the execution of our Saviours Inſtitution, when hee ſayes, Do this; con­ſiſt in giving God thanks for the redemption of Mankind, with prayer, that wee may be fed by the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt? Certainly, the word Do this, is that which the whole action is grounded upon, as pretending to exe­cute it; and therefore the effect of it, ſo far as conſecrating the Euchariſt, is al­ready come to paſſe when the Church may ſay; This is our Lords Body, this is his bloud; as our Lord ſaid; This is my body, this is my bloud. But, the ſtrength of this reſolution, I confeſſe, lies in the conſent of the Church, and thoſe cir­cumſtances viſible in the practice thereof, which, to them that obſerve them with reaſon, are manifeſt evidences of this ſenſe. I have obſerved, in a Book of the Service of God at the Aſſemblies of the Church. p. 347-370. the paſſ [...]ges of divers of the moſt ancient Writers of the Church, in which  [...], or giving thanks, is put for conſecrating the Euchariſt; Unto which adde the words of Ire­naeus in Euſebius, Eccleſ. Hiſt. V. 20. concerning the then Biſhop of Rome, Ani­cetus, when Polycarpus was there,  [...] that is, hee gave way to Polycarpus to celebrate the Euchariſt; For, ſeeing that this Sacra­ment, that is, the Elements conſecrated are called the Euchariſt all over the Church from this thanks-giving, the act thereof paſſing upon them, to give them, by way of Metonymie, this name; What can be more reaſonable, than to grant, that it is this act (and not the reherſal of the words of the Goſpel, which relate [Page] what our Lord did and ſaid, in inſtituting as well as celebrating it) by which the conſec [...]ation is performed; Though, on the o [...]her ſide, I inſiſt, that theſe words have alwayes been rehearſed by the Church in conſecrating the Euchariſt, and ought ſtill to be frequented, and among them, thoſe which our Lord ſaid when hee delivered it; This is my body, This is my bloud; which now the whole School thinks to be the onely oper [...]tive words in that change, which the making of the Elem [...]nts to become the Sacrament imports. I have alſo ſhowed in the ſame place, that S. Paul, when hee ſaith, 1 Cor. XIV. 16, 17. For, if thou bleſſe by the Spirit, hee that fills the place of an Id [...]ot, or private per [...]on, how ſhall hee ſay the Amen upon this thanks-giving? For hee knoweth not what thou ſayeſt. For, thou indeed giveſt thanks well, but the other is not edified; by bleſſing and giving thanks, means the conſecrating of the Euchariſt: (which, tho [...]e that h [...]d the gr [...]ce of Languages among the Corinthians, undertook then to do in unknown tongues, and are therefore reproved by the Apoſtle) Becauſe it may appear, by the conſtant practice of the whole Church, that it ended with an Amen of the people, which S. Paul therefore calls the Amen,  [...], to wit, that was uſed in that caſe. And alſo, that, when hee writeth to Timothy; I exhort there­fore, firſt of all, to make ſupplications, prayers, interceſſions, thanks-givings for all men; For Kings, and all that are in eminence, that wee may lead a peaceable and quiet life, in all piety and gravity; hee intends to ch [...]rge, that, at the celebrati­on of the Euchariſt, (which here hee calleth Thanks-givings) prayers be made, as for all ſtates of men, ſo eſpecially for publick Powers and Princes: Becauſe S. Auguſtine, S. Ambroſe, and the Author de Vocatione Gentium, I. 12. do ex­preſly teſtifie unto us, that the cuſtome which the Church then, and always afore and ſince hath had to do this, came from this Ordinance of S. Paul, and containeth the fulfilling of it. And, becauſe it is manifeſt, by all the forms of Liturgie, in all Churches, that are yet extant, and by the mention made of the maner of it, upon occaſion, in the writings of the Fathers, that the Euchariſt was never to be celebrated, without prayer for all ſtates of Chriſts Church. And this indeed is a great part of the evidence which I pretend. There are extant yet, in ſeve­ral Languages, ſeveral Liturgies, (that is, forms of that complete Service of God, by Pſalmes, and Leſſons, and Sermons and Prayers) the Crown whereof was the Euchariſt, as that of S. Mark of S. James, of S. Peter, S. Baſil, S. Chryſoſtome, which are the forms that were uſed in their Churches of Alexandria, Jeruſalem, Rome, Caeſarea, Conſtantinople; though not as they had from the beginning appointed, but as Prelates of authority and credit had thought fit to adde to, or take fro [...], or ch [...]nge that which they from the beginning had appointed. There is beſides, the Canon of the Roman Maſſe, (that is, the Canonical or Regular Pray [...]r which the Euchariſt is conſecrated with) which is the ſame in Latine, with that of S. Peter in Greek, upon the mater (as of a truth, the Greek is but the Tranſlati­on of the Latine, it ſeems, for the uſe of theſe Greeks in Italy that follow the Church of Rome) and that of S. Ambroſe at Milane, three tranſlated out of Ar [...]bi [...]k by the M [...]ronites at Rome, the Ethiopick tranſlated  [...]into Latine, many Canons (called by them Anaphora) in the Maronites Miſſal lately printed at Rome in the Syriack, one of the Chriſtians of S. Thomas in the Eaſt-Indies in Latine. In all theſe, you ſhall obſerve a Prayer to begin, where, the Deacon formerly ſaying; Surſum corda; Lift up your hearts; the people anſwered; Habemus ad Dominum; Wee lift them up unto the Lord. The ſubject of it is, (at leaſt where any length is allowed it) to praiſe God for creating the world, and maintaining Man-kind, through his providence, with the fruits of the earth: Then, (after acknowledgement of Adams Fall) for uſing, firſt, thoſe means of reclaiming Man-kind unto God, which wee find by the Scriptures, that it plea­ſed God to uſe; under the Law of Nature firſt, by the Patriarches; then, under the Law of Moſes, by the Prophets; then ſending our Lord Chriſt to redeem the world. Upon which occaſion, rehearſing, how hee inſtituted the Euchariſt at his laſt Supper, prayer is made, that the Holy Ghoſt, coming down upon the preſent Elements, may ſanctifie them, to become the body and bloud of Chriſt, ſo that they which receive them, may be filled with his Grace. This being ſo vi­ſible [Page] in ſo many of theſe Liturgies; ſhall wee ſay, that all that followes after the Deacons warning; let us give thanks; makes up that which the ancient Church, after S. Paul, by a peculiar term of art, as it were, calls the Euchariſt or Thanks­giving? Or, that, the Sacrament, which taketh the name from it, is conſecrated, onely by rehearſing thoſe words which our Lord ſaid, when hee delivered it; This is my body, this is my bloud? Eſpecially, all reaſon in the world inforcing, that the preſence of the body and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, (being that which God promiſeth, upon the obſervation and performance of his inſtitution and appointment) cannot be aſcribed to any thing elſe.
In the Latine Maſſe, before the reherſal of the Inſtitution, they pray thus; Quam oblationem, tu Deus, in omnibus, quaeſumus, benedictam, aſcriptam, ratam, rationabilem, acceptabilemque facere digneris: Ʋt nobis corpus & ſanguis fiat di­lectiſſimi filii tui, Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti. Which oblation, thou, O God, wee pray thee, vouchſafe to make, in all reſpects, bleſſed, imputable, accountable, rea­ſonable, and acceptable; That it may become to us, the body and bloud of thy well­beloved Son our Lord Chriſt Jeſus. Then after the Inſtitution; Jube haec perfer­ri per manus ſancti Angeli tui in ſublime altare tuum, in conspectu divinae Ma­jeſtatis tuae; Ut quotquot ex hoc altaris participatione ſacroſanctum filii tui corpus & ſanguinem ſump [...]erimus, omni benedictione coeleſti & gratia repleamur. Com­mand them to be carried, by the hands of thy holy Angel, unto thine Altar that is above, before thy divine Majeſty; that, as many of us as ſhall receive the holy bo­dy and bloud of thy Son, by this communion of the Altar, may be filled with all heavenly benediction and grace. Theſe two parts of this Prayer are joyned into one, in moſt of thoſe Forms which I have named, whether before the reherſal of the inſtitution or after it. Onely, in thoſe many Forms which the Maronites Miſſal containeth, the reherſal of the inſtitution comes immediately after the Peace: Which was, in the Apoſtles time, that Kiſſe of Peace which they com­mand, going immediately before the Deacons warning, to lift up hearts to the Conſecrating of the Euchariſt; Though thoſe words are not now found in any of theſe Syriack forms. For, after the inſtitution is rehearſed, it is eaſie to obſerve, that there followes conſtantly (though not immediately, but interpoſing ſome other Prayers) a Prayer to the ſame effect with theſe two; But in two ſeve­ral formes: For, in all of them, ſaving two or three, (which pray, that the E­lements may become the body and bloud of Chriſt, to the Salvation of thoſe that receive, by the Holy Ghoſt coming down upon them) Prayer is made, that this body and this bloud of Chriſt may be to the Salvation of the Receivers. Which may be underſtood, to ſignifie the effect of both theſe Prayers, in ſo few words: But it may alſo be underſtood to ſignifie, that, whoſoever framed them, conceived the conſecration to be made by the reherſal of the inſtitution premi­ſed. Which if I did believe, I ſhould not think them ancient, but contrived at Rome, where they are printed, upon the doctrine of the School now in vogue. For, in all formes beſides, the effect of theſe prayers is to be found, without ex­cepting any of thoſe, which, wee may have any confidence of, that they are come intire to our hands. I demand then, whether I have reaſon to attribute the force of conſecrating the Euchariſt (upon which the Sacramental preſence of the body and bloud of Chriſt depends) to the recital of what Chriſt ſaid or did, at his celebrating the Euchariſt, or inſtituting it for the future; Or, to the Prayer which all Chriſtians have made, and all either do make or ſhould make, to the expreſſe purpoſe of obtaining this Sacramental as well as ſpiritual pre­ſence. Hear how Juſtine deſcribes the action, Apolog. II.  [...]. Having done our Prayers, wee ſalute one another with a kiſſe. Then, (as I ſaid, that the Peace was next before the Con­ſecration) is offered to the cheif of the Brethren bread, and a cup of water and wine mixed. Which hee takes, and ſends up praiſe and glory to the Father of all, [Page]through the name of the Son and Holy Ghoſt; Giving thanks at large, that wee are vouchſafed theſe things at his hands (To wit, the means which God uſed to reclame Man-kind, under the Law of nature and Moſes, and laſtly, the coming of Chriſt, and his death, and the inſtitution of the Euchariſt) Who having fini­ſhed his Thanks-giving and Prayers (for the making of the Elements the body and bloud of Chriſt by the Holy Ghoſt) all the people preſent follow with an accla­mation, ſaying, Amen. Afterwards, hee calls the Sacrament,  [...]. The food which thanks hath been given for, by the prayer of that word which came from him. That is, which our Lord Chriſt appointed the Euchariſt to be conſecrated with; when hee commanded his Diſ­ciples to do that which hee had done. So Origen in Mat. XV. calls the Eucha­riſt, Panem verbo Dei & per obſecrationem ſanctificatum; Bread ſanctified by the Word of God and Prayer. And contra Celſum VIII. Oblatos panes edimus, cor­pus ſanctum quoddam per preces factos. Wee eat the bread that was offered, made a kinde of holy body by prayer. Not that which is grounded upon that Word of God, by which his creatures are our nouriſhment, (as Juſtine ſaith afterwards, that Chriſtians bleſſe God, by the Son and Holy Ghoſt, for all the food they take) but that Word of Chriſt, whereby hee commanded to do that which hee had done. S. Cyril of Jeruſalem, Catech. Myſtag. III. ſaith; That the bread is no more common bread, after the calling of the Holy Ghoſt upon it; Becauſe hee ſaith afterwards, Cat. Myſt. V. that the Church prayes God, to ſend the Ho­ly Ghoſt upon the Elements, to make them the body and bloud of Chriſt; As I ſaid. So S. Baſil calls the form of Conſecration, (which, I ſhowed you, hee affirms to come by Tradition from the Apoſtles, as here I maintaiu it doth)  [...] The words of invocation; To wit, whereby wee call for the Holy Ghoſt to come upon the elements and conſecrate them, de Spiritu Sancto cap. XXVII. S. Gregory Nyſſene de vitâ Moſis, ſaith, the bread is ſancti­fied by the Word of God, which is his Son; But, to ſay further by what means, hee adds; in virtue of the bleſſing. To wit; which the Church conſecrates the Euchariſt with, as our Lord did. Optatus deſcribes the Altars or Communion Tables which the Donatiſts broke; (For they were of wood, not of ſtone) Quo Deus omnipotens invocatus ſit, quo poſtulatus deſcendit Spiritus Sanctus. On which almighty God was called to come down. On which the Holy Ghoſt, upon demand, did come down. S. Jerome deſcribes the dignity of Prieſts, Epiſt. LXXXV. Ad quorum preces corpus Chriſti ſanguiſ (que) conficitur. At whoſe prayers the Body and Bloud of Chriſt is made: To wit, by God. And, in Sophoniae III. Impiè agunt in legem, putantes Euchariſtiam imprecantis facere verba non vitam: Et neceſſa­riam eſſe tantùm ſolennem Orationem, non Sacerdotum merita. They tranſgreſſe the Law of Chriſt, thinking that the Euchariſt is made by the words, not the life of him that prayes over it: And that, only the cuſtomary prayer, not the works of the Prieſt are requiſite. In fine, as often as you reade myſticam precem, or myſti­cam benedictionem, when there is ſpeech of the Euchariſt in the Fathers, be aſſu­red, that which here I maintain is there underſtood. True it is, Irenaeus V. 2. af­firmeth, that the Bread and the Wine, receiving or admitting the Word of God (accipientia) become the Euchariſt of the Body and Bloud of Chriſt. But what word this is, hee declares himſelf further, when hee ſaith, IV. 34. Panis percipi­  [...]ns invocationem Dei, jam non communis eſt. The bread that hath admitted the in­vocation of God, is no more common bread. To wit, that word of inſtitu­ion, in virtue whereof, the Church calleth upon God, to make the elements his body and bloud. Some of them ſay it is done by Gods word, as the world was made by it. But, the world was made by the word of Gods command; And in theſe words, This is my body, this is my bloud; command there is none: In theſe; Do this in remembrance of mee; there is a command, which includes a warrant or promiſe; Though the effect of it depend upon the execution of the com­mand, by the Church; whereas, immediately upon Gods word the world was made. And this is that word S. Auguſtine meant when hee ſaid; Accedat ver­bum ad elementum, & ſit Sacramentum; The word being applyed to the element, the Sacrament is made: But this application is the execution of Chriſts Ordinance▪ [Page] not, ſaying that hee ſaid; This is my body, this is my bloud. For hee ſaith, the body and bloud of Chriſt is onely that; quod ex fructibus terrae ſuſceptum, ac prece myſticá conſecratum, rite ſumimus; Which wee duly receive, being taken out of the fruits of the earth, and conſecrated by the myſtical prayer; which I ſpeak of. De Trinit. III. 4. To the ſame purpoſe Epiſt. LIX. A ſaying or two of S. Chryſoſtomes indeed I remember, that name thoſe words, ſpeaking of the con­ſecration, as by which the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt became preſent in the Eu­chariſt. In II ad Tim. Hom. II. that, as the words which our Saviour then ſpoke are the ſame which the Prieſt now uſes, ſo is the Sacrament the ſame, and conſe­crated by Chriſt as that was. And Hom. de Jud [...] hee ſaith, to inferre the ſame; The words are pronounced by the mouth of the Prieſt, but the elements are conſe­crated by the Power and Grace of God. This is, ſaith hee, my body; By this word the bread and wine are conſecrated. Not by the rehearſing of theſe words, but by virtue of his command; Do this; And by virtue of that bleſſing or thanks­giving, upon which, our Lord affirms the elements which hee had conſecrated to be his body and bloud. For, the meaning may well be referred to the inſtitu­tion of Chriſt, and the execution thereof by the Church; which S. Chryſoſtom ſuppoſing, may well ſay, that, upon this affirmative of our Lord; This is my body, this is my bloud; depends the Conſecration of the Euchariſt; Not as that which effecteth it, but, as that which evidenceth and aſſureth it, in as much as it was ſaid by our Lord Chriſt, upon ſuppoſition of that bleſſing or prayer which hee appointeth it to be conſecrated with. So the Author de Caenâ Domini in S. Cyprian; that ſince our Lord ſaid, Do this in remembrance of mee; This is my body, this is my bloud; the bread and the cup, being conſecrated by theſe words, be­come profitable to the ſalvation of man. True it is indeed, in as much as the ap­pointment of our Lord Chriſt is not completely executed by conſecrating the Euchariſt, but by reſpectively delivering and receiving it; you may truly ſay, that, by virtue of theſe words, Take, eat, this is my body, this is my bloud; that which every man receives becomes the body and bloud to him that receives it. For, as I have ſaid, that it becomes the ſacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, in order to our feaſting upon it; ſo is that which I receive, completely and finally, the body and bloud of Chriſt to mee, when I receive it. But this ſenſe, ſuppoſing it al­ready to be the body and bloud of Chriſt, to all that communicate in it accord­ing to Chriſts ordinance, cannot be to the purpoſe of them that would have it become ſuch to all that receive it, by virtue of theſe words, by which it becomes ſo finally to him that finally receives it.
An Objection indeed there is, (but which lies againſt the other opinion as much as againſt this) out of S. Gregory, Epiſt. VII. 64. Indict. II. Orationem verò Dominicam idcirco mox poſt precem dicimus, quia mos Apoſtolorum fuit, ut ad ipſam ſolummodo orationem oblationis hoſtiam conſecrarent. Et valdè mihi in­conveniens viſum eſt, ut precem quam Scholaſticus compoſuerat ſuper oblationem diceremus; Et ipſam traditionem quam Redemp [...]or noſter compoſuit ſuper e [...]us corpus & ſanguinem taceremus. But the Lords Prayer wee therefore ſay ſtraight after the Prayer, becauſe the cuſtome of the Apoſtles was to conſecate the ſacrifice of oblation, with that alone. And it ſeemed to mee very inconvenient, that wee ſhould ſay over the oblation, the Prayer which a School Doctor had compoſed; And ſilence the Tradition which our Redeemer compoſed, over his body and bloud. For, if the Apoſtles conſecrated the Euchariſt by ſaying the Lords Prayer, as S. Gregory here ſeems to affirm, th [...]n can there be no Tradition of the Apoſtles, whereby a certain Prayer is preſcribed, as that wherein the conſecration of the Euchariſt conſiſteth. Therefore, if it ſhould appear, that S. Gregory did indeed believe, that the Apoſtles uſed the Lords Prayer in celebrating the Euchariſt, with an in­tent to conſecrate the Sacrament by the ſame; I confeſſe, I ſhould rather adhere to S. Baſil, affirming, the Apoſtles to have delivered certain words, (that is, the meaning of certain words) to call upon God, for the conſecrating of the ele­ments into the body and bloud with. For, in ſo doing, I ſhould not prefer [...] S. Baſil, but the whole Church, (the practice whereof, ſo general, and ſo original as hath been declared, could have no beginning, but that which our common [Page] Chriſtianity pretendeth, from the Apoſtles) before S. Gregory. And truly, that the Conſecration ſhould end with the Lords Prayer, I do eaſily believe to come from the practice of the Apoſtles, ſo ancient and ſo general I finde that cuſtom, which S. Gregory maintains. Nor is it any more that S. Jerome hath ſaid in his third book againſt the Pelagians; though hee is ſometimes alleged for that which S. Gregory ſaith; Sic docuit Apoſtolos ſuos, ut quotidie in corporis illius ſacrificio credentes audeant loqui; Pater noſter qui es in coelis. So taught hee his Diſciples, that believers dare ſay every day, at the ſacrifice of his Body; Our Father which art in heaven. By  [...]nd by; Pa [...]em quotidianum, ſive ſuper omnes ſubſtantias, ven­turum Apoſtoli deprecantur, ut digni ſint aſſumptione Corporis Chriſti. The Apo­ſtles pray for daily bread (or, above all ſubſtances) to come, that they may be worthy to receive the Body of Chriſt. All this concerns the concluding of the Conſe­cration with the Lords Prayer, as it did alwaies conclude. For  [...]r  [...]ight hee alle­geth, that, as ſoon as a man is baptized, coming to the Communion, hee is to ſay; Forgive us our Treſpaſſes. But, before that form was made which S. Gregory ſaith Scholaſticus compoſed, (whether hee mean a man of that name, or, as I con­ceive, ſome Doctor that profeſſed the Scriptures) if S. Gregory ſhould tell mee, that ſome other form, to the ſame effect, was not in uſe, I could not believe him, believing the premiſes. The ſubſtance and effect whereof, under the name of Euchariſtia, or the Thanks-giving) is that which the Church, from the beginning, conſecrated the Euchariſt with, by the appointment of our Lord, and according to the practice of his Apoſtles. So Rabanus de Inſtitutione Clericorum I. 32. af­firms, that the whole Church conſecrates with Bleſſing and Thankſgiving, the Apoſtles having taught them to do that which our Lord had done. Walafridus Strabus de Rebus Eccleſiaſticis cap. XXII. relates two ſeveral opinions concerning this buſineſſe, as it appears by his diſcourſe: Et relatio majorum eſt, ità primis temporibus Miſſas fieri ſolitas, ſicut modò in Paraſceve Paſchae (in quo die apud Romanos Miſſae non aguntur) communicationem facere ſolemus; Id eſt, praemiſs [...] Oratione Dominicà, &, ſicut ipſe Dominus noſter praecepti, commemoratione paſſi­onis adhibitâ, eos Corpori Dominico communicâſſe & Sanguini, quos ratio permit­tebat. And there is a relation of our Predeceſſors, that in the firſt times Maſſe was done, as now on Good Friday, (on which day Maſſe is not ſaid at Rome) the com­munion is wont to be made; That is, that, the Lords Prayer premiſed, and, the com­memoration of his death applyed, thoſe whom reaſon allowed did communicate in the Body and Bloud of our Lord. The practice of the Church of Rome here men­tioned is that which ſtill continues, not to conſecrate the Euchariſt either on Good Friday, or the Saturday following. For then, Maſſe is ſaid ſo late, that it belongs to Eaſter day. And, on Maundy Thurſday, the Euchariſt is conſecrated and reſerved to be received on Good Friday. That any commemoration of Chriſts death is made at the receiving of it, as Rabanus ſaith, I finde not. This is certain, that no man imagines, that the Euchariſt is conſecrated by any thing that is ſaid or done at the receiving of it, but at the Maſſe on the day before. And this, in the Greek Church, is called  [...], The Liturgy of the elements that were conſecrated afore; Which they uſe on other days beſides. There­fore this opinion, that the Apoſtles ſhould celebrate ſo, would import, that they celebrated the Euchariſt without conſecrating of it; That is, that they never ap­pointed how it ſhould be conſecrated: Which neither Rabanus, nor any of theſe whoſe opinion he relates can maintain, Nor, ſuppoſing the premiſes, is it tenable. And therefore, I take the true meaning of S. Gregories words to be laid down in another opinion, related afore by Rabanus; Quod nunc agimus, multiplici oratio­num, cantilenarum, & conſecrationum officio, totum hoc Apoſtoli, & poſt eos proximi, ut creditur, orationibus, & commemoratione paſſionis dominica faciebant ſimpliciter. That which wee act by an Office compounded of many and divers Prayers, Pſalms, and Conſecrations: all that the Apoſtles, and the next after them did plainly, with prayers, and the commemoration of our Lords paſſion, as it is thought. For, the conſecration may well be underſtood to be made plainly, by prayer, with com­memoration of our Lords paſſion; in oppoſition to that ſolemnity of Leſſons, Pſalms, and Prayers, which, at the more ſolemn occaſions of the Church, it was [Page] afterwards celebrated with; Though wee ſuppoſe it to conclude alwaies with the Lords Prayer, as S. Gregory requires. And herewith the words of S. Gregory ſee [...] to agree, when hee  [...]aith; Ʋt ad ipſam  [...]ſolumm [...]do orationem: To conſe­crate at or with it alone; not by it alone. But if this opinion cannot paſſe, (ha­ving, indeed, no conſtraining evidence) but that S. Gregories words will needs require, that they con [...]ecrated the Euchariſt by the Lords Prayer alone; I will will then  [...]ay, that the Apoſtles underſtood the petition of our dayly bread; as S. Cyprian upon the Lords Prayer doth; To wit, of the bre [...]d and drink of the Euchariſt, daily celebrated and received. For, ſuppoſing this intent and meaning, there is nothing pretended to be done by the conſecration, which that Petition ſignifieth not; Praying, that God will give us this day, the dayly food of our  [...]ouls, by the elements preſently provided for that purpoſe. And all this will no way prejudice that which hath been ſaid, of the mater and form of the con­ſecration, derived by Tradition from the Apoſtles, to be frequented at more ſo­lemn occa [...]ons of Chriſtian Aſſemblies. For that Aſſembly, which, believing that Chriſtians are juſtified by undertaking to profeſſe the Faith, and to live ac­cording to it, and, that our Lord hath left us his body and bloud of the Euchariſt, to convey the Holy Ghoſt to our  [...]ouls, that they may be able to perform what they undertake; ſhould pray the Lords Prayer over the Elements propoſed, with that intent; I cannot doubt of their receiving the Body and bloud of Chriſt. Provided, that, where the occaſion will bear more ſolemnity, the Order of the Church received from the Apoſtles be not neglected. Whereas, ſuppo­ſing Chriſtians to believe, that they are juſtified, by believing that they are juſti­fied, or predeſtinate, in conſideration onely of Chriſts ſufferings, and that the Euchariſt is inſtituted onely for a ſigne, to confirm this Faith; Though they ſhould regularly uſe that form of conſecration, which, I maintain, to come by Tradition from the Apoſtles; I would not therefore grant, that they ſhould either conſecrate the Euchariſt, or could receive the Body and bloud of Chriſt by it: Sacrilege they muſt commit, in abuſing Gods ordinances to that intent, for which hee never appointed it, but Sacrament there would be none, further then their own imagination.
And upon theſe premiſes, I am content to go to iſſue, as concerning the ſenſe of the Catholick Church, in this point. If it can any way be ſhowed, that the Church did ever pray, that the fleſh and bloud might be ſubſtituted inſtead of the elements, under the accidents of them, then I am content, that this be coun­ted henceforth the Sacramental preſence of them in the Euchariſt. But, if the Church onely pray, that the Spirit of God, coming down upon the Elements, may make them the body and bloud of Chriſt, ſo that, they which received them may be filled with the grace of his Spirit; Then is it not the ſenſe of the Catho­lick Church that can oblige any man to believe the aboliſhing of the Elements, in their bodily ſubſtance; becauſe, ſuppoſing that they remain, they may never­thel [...]ſſe become the Inſtrument of Gods Spirit, to convey the operation there­of to them that are diſpoſed to receive it, no otherwiſe than his fleſh and bloud conveyed the efficacy thereof upon earth. And that, I ſuppoſe, is reaſon enough, to call it the body and bloud of Chriſt Sacramentally, that is to ſay, as in the Sa­crament of the Euchariſt. It is not here to be denied, that all Eccleſiaſtical Writers do, with one mouth, bear witneſſe to the preſence of the Body and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt. Neither will any one of them be found to aſ­ſcribe it to any thing but the Conſecration, or that to any Faith, but that, upon which the Church profeſſeth to proceed to the celebrating of it. And upon this account, when they ſpeak of the Elements, ſuppoſing the Conſecration to have paſſed upon them, they alwaies call them by the name, not of their bodily ſub­ſtance, but of the body and bloud of Chriſt which they are become. Juſtine in the place afore quoted;  [...]. For wee take them not as common bread [Page]and drink; but, as our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, being incarnate by the Word of God, hath both fleſh and bloud for our ſalvation, ſo are wee taught, that this food, which thanks have been given for by the prayer of that Word which came from him, by the change whereof are our bloud and fleſh nouriſhed, is both the fleſh and bloud of that incarnate Jeſus. Where, by comparing the Euchariſt with the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt incarnate, (wherein divers of the Fathers have followed him) hee juſtifies that reaſon of expounding This is my body this is my bloud; which I have drawn from the communication of the properties of the ſeveral natures in our Lord Chriſt incarnate. But chiefly, you ſee, the Elements are made the body and bloud of Chriſt, by virtue of the Conſecration, as, by the Incarnation, humane fleſh became the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt. So Iren [...]us IV. 34. Quemadmodum qui à terr [...] panis, percipiens invocationem Dei, jam non communis panis eſt, ſed Eu­chariſtia ex duabus rebus conſtans, terrenà & coeleſti: Sic & corpora noſtra, per­cipientia Euchariſtiam,  [...]am non ſunt corruptibilia, ſpem reſurrectionis  [...]bentia. As the bread that comes from the earth, receiving the invocation of God upon it, is not now common bread, but the Euchariſt, conſiſting of two things, the  [...]ar [...]ly and the heavenly; So alſo our bodies, receiving the Euchariſt, are not now corrupti­ble, having the hope of riſing again. For hee had argued afore, that, becauſe our fleſh is nouriſhed by the body and bloud of Chriſt, (which, if they were not in the Euchariſt, it could not be) therefore they ſhall riſe again. By virtue therefore of the con [...]ecration they are there, not by the faith of him th [...]t receives, accor­ding to henaeus. Tertul. de Reſur. cap. VIII. Caro corpore & ſanguine Chriſti ve­ſcitur, ut anima de Deo ſaginetur. The fleſh feeds on the body and bloud of Chriſt, that the ſoul may be fatned with God. Origen, in diver. loc. Hom. V. is the  [...]rſt that advi [...]es to ſay with the Cen [...]u [...]ion, (when thou receive [...] the Euchariſt) Lord I am not worthy that thou ſhouldeſt come under my roof; For then the Lord comes under thy roof, ſaith Origen. S. Cyprian upon the Lords Prayer, having ſaid, that Chriſt is our bread, makes that the daily bread which wee pray for, to wit, in the Euchariſt: And in his book de lapſis, makes it to be invading and laying violent hands upon the body of Chriſt, for them who had fallen away in perſecution, to preſſe upon the Communion, without Penance going afore. The Council of Nic [...]a in Gelaſius Cyzicenus II. 30.  [...]—Let us not baſely conſider the bread and the cup ſet before us, but lifting up our mindes, let us conceive by faith, that there lies upon that holy Table, the Lamb of God that takes away the ſin of the world, ſacrificed without ſacrificing by Prieſts▪ And that wee receiving truly his precious body and bloud—S. Hilary de Trin. VIII. cenſuring the Arians, who would have the Son to be one with the Father as wee are, maintains, that wee are, not onely by obedience of will, but naturally uni­ted to Chriſt, becauſe, as hee truly took our nature, ſo wee truly take the fleſh of his body in the Sacrament; Our Lord having ſaid, My fleſh is truly meat, and my bloud truly drink; And, Hee that cats my fleſh, and drink▪ my bloud, dwells in mee, and I in him. And much more to the ſame purpoſe; which could ſigni­fie nothing, did not our bodies, feeding upon the Elements, feed upon that which is truly the body and bloud of Chriſt in the Sacrament, or myſtically, not by virtue of our feeding which follows, but by virtue of the Conſecration which goes before. For, this natural union of the body with that which feeds it▪ ſerves S. Hilary, for the argument of that unity, which the Son hath with the Father by nature; being the union of our fleſh with the fleſh of Chriſt▪ by virtue of our fleſh united to the Word incarnate. S. Cyril of Jeruſalem, Catech. Myſtag. IV. & V. argueth, that Chriſt, having ſaid of the bread and of the cup, This is my body, this is my bloud; who otherwhiles changed water into wine; wee are not to doubt, that wee receive his body and bloud, under the form of bread and wine. And therefore, wee are not to look on them as plain bread and wine, but as the body and bloud of Chriſt, hee having declared it. All this, by Sanctification of the Holy Ghoſt, according to the Prayer of the Church. But I will go no fur­ther [Page] in reh [...]arſing the texts of the Fathers, which are to be found in all books of Controverſies, concerning this; for the examination of them requires a volume on purpoſe. It ſhall be enough, that they all acknowledg the Elements to be changed, tranſlated, and turned into the ſubſtance of Chriſts body and bloud; though as in a Sacrament, that is, myſtically; Yet, therefore, by virtue of the Conſecration, not of his faith that receives.
On the other ſide, that this change is to be underſtood with that abatement, which the nature and ſubſtance of the Elements requires, ſuppoſing it to remain the ſame as it was; I will firſt preſume, from thoſe very Authors which I have quoted. For, would not Juſtine have us take that for bread, which, hee ſaith, wee are not to take for common bread, when hee ſaith further, that our bodies are nouriſhed by it, which, by the fleſh of our Lord they are not? Would not Irenaeus have us think the Bread to be the earthly thing, as well as the Body the heavenly, when hee ſaies the Euchariſt conſiſts of both? Tertullian, ad Ʋxo­rem II. 5. perſwades his wife, not to marry a Gentile when hee is dead, becauſe, when hee perceives her to receive the Euchariſt, and knows it to be bread, hee believes it not to be that which Chriſtians call it. Origen, when hee tells, up­on Mat. XV. 11. that it was called the bread of our Lor [...], gives no man, in his wits, occaſion to think that the Elements vaniſh. When hee ſaith further, that it is not the bread, but that which was ſaid upon it, which profits him that wor­thily receives it, hee would have us take it for what it was, whatſoever it is be­come. S. Cyprian ſaith expreſly, that it was wine which our Lord calls his bloud: And that the wine of the Chalice, (to wit, already conſecrated) de­monſtrates his bloud; In his Epiſtle againſt thoſe who conſecrated in water a­lone. The Council of Nicaea calls it Bread, which the eye of Faith diſcerns to be the Lamb of God: S. Hilary will have us truly to receive the body and bloud of Chriſt, as Juſtine ſaith, that our bodies are nouriſhed by it; but hee adds in Sacramento, to ſignifie the abatement which I ſpeak of, that is, myſtically, and as in a Sacrament. S. Cyril, when hee ſaith, wee are not to look upon the Elements as plain, or bare, or ſimple bread and wine, ſaith, that wee may look upon it as Bread and wine, though that is not it which profits him that worthily receives it, as Origen ſaid. There are a great many more, that have named and deſcribed the Elements, after conſecration, by the name of their nature and ſubſtance; and ſay, that the bread and the wine become and are the body and bloud of Chriſt; Ignatius Epiſt. ad Philadelph. Iren [...]us V. 2. Clemens Strom. I. Paedag. II. 2. Ta­tian before Irenaeus in Diateſſaron. Conſtitutiones Apoſtol. VIII. 12. Tertullian de Oratione cap. VI. contra Marcionem IV. 40. III. 19. Gregory Nyſſene de Bapti­ſmo. Origen contra Celſum VIII. Athanaſius in Synopſi. Euſebius in Paralle­lis Damaſceni. S. Cyril Catech. Myſtag. I. & III. Macarius Hom. XXVII. Gau­dentius Brixienſis in Exodum Serm. II. S. Auſtine de Civitate Dei XVII. 5. de diverſis Serm. XLIV. cap. XXVIII. Sermone LXXXIIII. Sermone LXXXVII. Sermone ad Baptizatos. S. Jer. in Eſaiae LXVI. lib. ult. in Jeremiae XXXI. lib. VI. Iſidore de Offic. Eccleſ. I. 18. In fine, the Canon of the Maſſe it ſelf prayes, that the Holy Ghoſts coming down, may make this Bread and this Cup the Body and Bloud of Chriſt. And certainly, the Romane Maſſe expreſſes a manifeſt abate­ment, of the common and uſual ſenſe of the body and bloud of Chriſt, unto that ſenſe, which is proper to the intent and ſubject of them who ſpeak of this Sacrament, when the Church, in the conſecration prayes; ut nobis corpus fiat Di­lectiſſimi Filii tui Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti. That they may become the Body and bloud of thy moſt dearly beloved Son, our Lord Chriſt Jeſus, to us. No man that underſtands Latine, and ſenſe, will ſay, it is the ſame thing, for the Elements to become the body and bloud of Chriſt, as to become the body and bloud of Chriſt to thoſe that receive, which imports no more than tha [...] which I have ſaid. And yet there is no more ſaid in thoſe Liturgies, which pray, that the Spirit of God may make them the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, to this intent and effect that thoſe which received them may be filled with the grace of his Spirit. For the ex­preſſion of this effect and intent limits the common ſignification of the words to that which is proper to this action of the Euchariſt, as I have delivered it. In [Page] the words of S. Ambroſe, de iis qui initiantur myſt. cap. XI. ante conſecrationem alia ſpecies nominatur, poſt conſecrationem, caro & ſanguis Chriſti appellatur; Be­fore the conſecration, it is named another kinde: After the conſecration▪ it is called the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt. No man that underſtands Latine can conceive, the word ſpecies to ſignifie the outward appearance, but the ſubſtance and nature of thoſe kindes. For ſo wee call outlandiſh kindes ſpices, not the appearance of their outward accidents. And, in the Romane Laws, ſpecies an non are the kindes that are ſtored up; for men cannot live upon the outward accidents of them. Therefore when S. Auſtine ſaith; That the Euchariſt conſiſts of two things, viſibili elementorum ſpecie, & inviſibili D. N. J. C. carne & ſanguine; hee means, that it conſiſts of the nature and ſubſtance of the elements, which is viſible, as of the body and bloud of our Lord Chriſt which are inviſible. Again, when S. Ambroſe ſayes, that they are called the Body and Bloud of Chriſt, hee ſig­nifies that abatement, in the property of his words, that requires not the ab­ſence of the elements. As when S. Auſtine ſayes, (in Gratian de Conſecratione diſtinct. II. Can. Hoc eſt) Coeleſtis panis, qui eſt caro Chriſti, ſuo modo vocatur corpus Chriſti, cùm reverà ſit Sacramentum corporis Chriſti. That heavenly bread which is the fleſh of Chriſt, is, after the maner of it, called the body of Chriſt, where­as it is indeed the Sacrament of the body of Chriſt. The ſame abatement it is that S. Cyril afore, Catech. Myſt. IV. the Council of Nic [...]a, Victor Antioch. in Marci XIV. 22. and Theodoret Dial. III. ſignifie, when they will us, not to con­ſider the elements, but the things which they ſignifie. For, does hee that wills us not to conſider the bread and wine intend to ſay, that there is no ſuch thing there? Or, that our intereſt lies not in them, but, in the body and bloud of Chriſt which they  [...]ender us, well and good; So ſaid Origen afore. The ſame abatement is ſignified evidently, by abundance of their ſayings, importing them to be called the body and bloud of Chriſt, as types or antitypes (for type and anti­type differ not, but as relative and correlative) that is, figures, ſymboles, images, ſimilitudes, repreſentations, paterns, pledges, and riddles, in fine, as figures or ſa­craments of the ſame; Not as if they contained not the thing ſignified, (which I have already ſettled) but becauſe the heavenly grace hinders not, nor deſtroyes the earthly nature. This language then is uſed by S. Gregory Nazianzene Orat. XLII. calling the Paſſeover a more obſcure Type of a Type. By Ephrem de in­ſcrutabili naturâ Dei. By Theodoret Dial. I. & II. & III. By the Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles V. 13. VI. 29. VII. 26. By S. Baſils Liturgy. By Gregory Na­zianzene again, in Gorgoniam. By Euſebius de demonſtrat. Evang. I. 10. V. 3. VIII. 1. By S. Chryſoſtome in Mat. Homil. LXXXII. By Palladius in the life of S. Chryſoſtome, Chap. VII, VIII, IX. By Victor in Marci XIV. By Dionyſius Ec­cleſ. Hierarch. cap. III. By Origen in Mat. Hom. XXXV. By Pope Gelaſius de du­abus naturis Chriſti. By S. Ambroſe de iis qui initiantur myſteriis. cap. IX. de Sacramentis IV. 4. VI. 1. By Tertulliane contra Marc. III. 19. IV. 14, 40. By S. Auſtine contra Adimantum cap. XII. in Pſalmum III. Epiſt. CLXIII. de Tri­nitate III. 4. By Facundus Biſhop of Hermiana in Africk pro tribus capitulis IX. ult. And truly, the ancient Chriſtians, when they made a ſcr [...]ple of receiving the Euchariſt when they were to faſt, leaſt they ſhould break their faſt by recei­ving it, (as wee underſtand by Tertullian de Oratione cap. XIV.) muſt needs un­derſtand the nature of bread and wine to remain, unleſſe they thought they could break their faſt upon the accidents of them. Nor would it have been a cuſtome, in ſome places, to burn the remains of the Sacrament, as Heſychiu [...] in Levit. VIII. witneſſeth; or at Conſtantinople to give them to School-boies, had they not conceived, the change of the elements to be in order to the uſe of them, and that this uſe, and that which is done in order thereunto, expireth, when the occaſion of giving them to thoſe, for whom the Church interideth them, ceaſeth. And upon theſe premiſes, I conclude, that, as it is by no means to be denied, that the elements are really changed, tranſlated, turned, and con­verted into the body and bloud of Chriſt; (ſo that, whoſo receiveth them with a living faith, is ſpiritually nouriſhed by the ſame, hee that with a dead faith, is guilty of crucifying Chriſt) Yet is not this change deſtructive to the bodily ſub­ſtance [Page] of the elements, but cumulative of them, with the ſpiritual grace of Chriſts body and bloud; So that, the body and bloud of Chriſt in the Sacrament turns to the nouriſhment of the body, whether the body and bloud in the truth, turn to the nouriſhment or the damnation of the ſoul. And, upon theſe terms, if I reade in S. Cyril of Jeruſalem, where afore, that the elements in the Euchariſt are not bread and wine, I ſhould think my ſelf very ſimple to imagine, that, therefore, S. Cyril believed Tranſubſtantiation; Knowing, (as any man that pre­tends to underſtand the nature and uſe of language ought to know) that any thing may be abſolutely denied to be that, which in ſome ſort it is not, when a man intends to conteſt, that, in ſome ſort it is not. For ſo S. Cyril ſaith; that the elements are not bread and wine, to ſignifie, that they are not bare bread and wine, but myſtically the body and bloud of Chriſt, that is, as in the Sacrament of it. And, to ſpeak properly, whoſo believes Tranſubſtantiation, ought not to believe, that the elements are changed into the body and bloud of Chriſt, in the Euchariſt. For, whereſoever there is a change, there, ſomething of the ſub­ject that is changed ought to remain, though it be not ſenſible. Whereas, in Tranſubſtantiation, the whole ſubject of Chriſts body and bloud is imagined to be ſubſtitured in ſtead of bread and wine, under their dimenſions and accidents; Which is, the abſolute ceaſing of them to be, and the beginning of the thing ſignified, not abſolutely to be, but to be under thoſe dimen [...]ions. So that, there remains no ſubject for that change, which the Fathers underſtand; the accidents remaining unchanged, the ſubſtance of the terms having nothing common, to bear the paſſion of that change which muſt be attributed to it. But what can be ſaid to them that affirm, in expreſſe terms, that the ſubſtance of the elements remains unchanged? Who are ſo many, as may very well ſerve, to interrupt and defeat any pretenſe of Tradition, for the ceaſing of them. For there can be no pretenſe, that any thing ſhould belong to the common Faith of the Church, the contrary whereof, it hath been free for men of note and rank in the Church to profeſſe. The Author de Sacramentis in S. Ambroſe IV. 4. Si ergò tanta vis eſt in ſermone Domini Jeſu, ut incipiant eſſe quae non  [...]rant▪ quantò magis operatorius eſt, ut ſint quae erant, & in aliud commutentur? If then there is that force in the word of the Lord Jeſus, that thoſe things ſhould begin to be which were not; How much more is it ſo operative, that, remaining what they were, they be changed into what they were not? Lan [...]ranck, I ſee, contra Berengarium, hath queſtion­ed the reading of theſe words, by ſaying, that other Copies reade, ut quae erant in aliud commutentur. But I ſee alſo, that hee had ſo little confidence in thoſe Copies, that  [...]ee held himſelf obliged to expound the other reading, and ſay, that they remain what they were, in their accidents; (Which, whether it ſerve the turn, let common reaſon judge.) I ſee alſo that Guitmund Biſhop of Averſa hath owned Berengarius his reading, de Sacram. III. and therefore have no rea­ſon to diſtruſt thoſe who affirm that it is owned by Algerus, Paſchaſius, Ber [...]ram, Ives of Chartres, Gratiane, and P. Lombard in their quotations of it. The words of S. Chryſoſtome, Epiſtolâ ad Caeſarium contra Apollin. are theſe; Sicut, ante­tequam ſanctificetur panis, panem nominamus; divinâ autem ſanctificante gratiâ, mediante Sacerdote, liberatus quidem eſt ab appellatione panis, dignus autem habitus eſt Demini corporis appellatione, etſi natura panis in ipſo permanſit, divinâ mundante naturâ. As, before the bread be conſecrated, wee call it bread; But, when the grace of God hath ſanctified, by the means of the Prieſt, it quitteth the name of bread, and is held worthy of the title of the Lords Body, though the nature of bread remain in it. So alſo here, the divine nature cleanſing—Cardinal Bellarmine de Euchar. 22. allegeth, that there is no ſuch Epiſtle of S. Chryſoſtomes, neither is it found in his works. P. Martyr reports it, as hee found it in a written Copy of the Library at Florence. And it is found in the Bibliotheca Patrum, and in ſeve­ral pieces collected by Caniſius. What would it, then, avail that it were not S. Chryſoſtomes, but ſome other ancient Church Writers? For, neither the mater of the compariſon between the in [...]amation and the Euchariſt, nor the terms in which it is delivered, will ever render it ſuſpicious to any man, that obſerves thoſe conceptions and expreſſions of the Fathers, which I have reported in the [Page] premiſes. Gelaſius de d [...]abus naturis in Chriſto; Certè, ſacramenta qu [...] ſumimus corporis & ſanguinis Chriſti divina res eſt: pr [...]ter quod, &, per eadem divinae efficimur conſortes naturae; Et tamen eſſe non de [...]init ſubſtantia vel natura panis & vini. Certainly, the myſteries of the body and bloud of Chriſt which wee receive, is a thing divine: Therefore, by the means of them, wee become alſo partakers of the divine nature. And yet ceaſeth not to be the na [...]u [...]e and ſubſtance of bread and wine. By and by; Sicut in hanc tranſeunt, ſcilicet divinam, Spiritu Sancto per­ficiente ſubſtantiam, permanent tamen in ſuâ proprietate naturae; As, by the o­peration of the Holy Ghoſt, they paſſe into this, to wit, a divine ſubſtance, and yet remain in the property of their own nature; Ephrem Patriarch of Antiochia, in Photius Cod. CCXXIX.  [...]. So alſo the Body of Chriſt which be­lievers receive, neither departs from the ſenſible ſubſtance, nor is divided from the intelligible grate. And ſpiritual baptiſme, which becometh and is one whole, pre­ſerves the property of the ſenſible ſubſtance: the water I mean; yet looſes not that which it is become. This co [...]pariſon makes mee adde here that paſſage of thoſe extractions, out of Theodotus, which is found at the end of Clemens Alexandri­nus;  [...]. And the bread (of the Euchariſt) and the oile (of the Chr [...]ne, which compariſon, S. Cyril of Jeruſalem uſes, in this caſe) is ſanctified by virtue of the Name, (of Chriſt) remaining the ſame for ſenſible ſubſtance, (for I confi­dently maintain, that the negative  [...] deſtroyes the ſenſe, as the compariſon ju­ſtifies; for, who ſayes, that the oile of the Chriſme, or the water of Baptiſme is changed for ſubſtance?) but, for force, changed into a ſpiritual virtue. So alſo the water, both, that is ex [...]rcized, and that which Baptiſme is done with, not onely retains the worſe, but alſo receiveth ſanctification. Theodoret Dial. I.  [...]. Our Lord would have thoſe that receive the di­vine myſteries, not regard the nature of the things they ſee, but, upon the change of their names, believe the change which grace effecteth. For, hee who called his natural body corn and bread, and again named himſelf the Vine, honours the viſible Symboles with the name of his body and bloud, not changing the nature, but adding his grace to it. And Dial. II.  [...]. For neither do the myſtical ſignes, after conſecration, depart from their own nature, but remain in the ſame ſubſtance, and fi­gure, and form, and may be ſeen and touched, as afore. The P [...]eface to the Ro­mane Edition of theſe Dialogues,  [...]aith, that Theodoret uſes this language, be­cauſe the Church had as yet decreed nothing in this point. An excuſe, much like the cenſure of the Epiſtles of Iſidore of P [...]luſium, printed at Anwerpe, which are licenced, as containing nothing contrary to faith o [...] good manners. For, if the Church is able to make new Articles of Faith, then may whoſoever licenſes books paſſe this cenſure, becauſe, by the act of the Church, making that Faith, which was not ſo afore, the dead might incurr the contrary cenſure. But, ſup­poſing that the Church is not able to do ſuch an act, that which was not contra­ry to the Faith, when Theodoret writ it, can never be contrary to it. I will end with Facundus, becauſe the formal terms of my opinion are contained in his words; Sicut Sacramentum corporis & ſanguinis ejus, quod eſt in pane & poculo conſecrato, corpus ejus & ſanguinem dicimus; non quòd propriè corpus ejus ſit pa­nis, & poculum ſanguis: ſed quod in ſe myſterium corporis ejus ſanguiniſ (que) conti­neant. Hinc & ipſe Dominus, benedictum panem & calicem, quem diſcipulis tra­didit▪[Page]corpus & ſanguinem ſuum vocavit. As wee call the Sacrament of his body and bloud, which is in the conſecrated bread and cup, his body and bloud; Not be­cauſe the bread is properly his body, and the cup his bloud, but becauſe they contain in them the myſtery of his body and bloud. Whereupon our Lord himſelf alſo called the bread and cup, which, having bleſſed, hee delivered to his diſciples, his body and bloud. This is, in few words, the ſenſe of the whole Church concerning this buſineſſe. Ignatius, in his Epiſtle to the Church of Smyrna, ſaith that the Gnoſticks forbore the Euchariſt, becauſe they believed not the Euchariſt to be the fleſh of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, which ſuffered for our ſins, which the Lord raiſed again by his goodneſſe. But why believed they not this? becauſe they would not believe Tranſubſtantiation, or becauſe they would not believe that our Lord Chriſt had fleſh? Let Tertullian [...] ſpeak; contra Marc. IV. Acceptum panem & diſtributum diſcipulis, corpus ſuum illum fecit, Hoc eſt corpus meum, di­cendo; id eſt, figura corporis mei. Figura autem non fuiſſet, niſi veritatis eſſet cor­pus. Caeterùm vacua res, quod eſt phantaſma, figuram capere non poſſet. That bread which hee took, and diſtributed to his diſciples, hee made his body, ſaying; This is my body; That is, the figure of my body. But the figure it had not been, if the truth of his body were not. Otherwiſe, an empty thing, ſuch as an apparition is,  [...]ad not been capable of a figure. For, as Maximus ſaith, (in the third of thoſe Dialogues againſt the Marcioniſts, that go under Origens name) what body and bloud was that, whereof, hee miniſtred the bread and the cup, for ſigns and ima­ges, commanding the Diſciples to renew the remembrance of them by the  [...]ame? As for that which is alleged out of Irenaeus I. 9. of Marcus the Magician and Heretick; Pro calice enim vino mixto  [...]ingens ſe gratias agere, & in multum extendens ſerm [...]nem invocationis, purpureum & rubicundum apparere facit, u [...] putetur ea Gratia, ab eis quae ſunt ſuper omnia, ſuum ſanguinem ſtillare, in illius cali [...]em, (l. illum) per invocationem ejus. Making as though hee would give thanks for the cup mixed with wine, and inlarging the word of invocation (by which I ſaid the Euchariſt is conſecrated) to much length, hee makes it to appear purple and red; That men may think, that Grace drops the bloud thereof, from the Powers over all, into that cup, by the means of his invocation. For, had Ire­naeus ſaid, that this Magician turned the wine into the ſubſtance of bloud, (in truth or in appearance) it might have been alleged, that the Chriſtians, (whoſe Sacrament this Magician counterfeited, though other Gnoſticks, as Ignatius ſaith, quite balked the Euchariſt, and uſed it not) believed that to be bodily bloud which is in the chalice, and that, therefore hee did it. But when hee ſaith onely, that hee made it appear purple and red; perhaps hee uſed white wine, which by juggling hee made ſeem red; However, there is no appearance, that, becauſe hee made that look red which was in the cup, therefore, thoſe Chriſtians whom hee labored thereby to ſeduce, did believe, the bodily ſubſtance of Chriſts bloud to be in the Euchariſt, in ſtead of the ſubſtance of wine, and, under the dimenſions of it.
It remains that I take notice, (in as few words as is poſſible) of thoſe conten­tions that have paſſed about this preſence, and the diſſiculties which Tranſubſtan­hath found, in getting the footing which it hath in the Weſtern Church. The book which Paſchaſius Radbertus, Abbot of Corby near Arniens writ, under the Sons of Charles the Great, to prove, that the Body of Chriſt in the Euchariſt is that ſame which was born of the Virgin, is yet extant. Though, the more curi­ous finde no ſuch thing as Tranſubſtantiation in it, but rather a conceit of the impanation of Chriſts body, (if ſuch a hideous term may paſſe) that is, that, the God-head of our Lord Chriſt being, by the operation of the Holy Ghoſt, united to the elements; the body and bloud of Chriſt is, by the ſame means, united to the fame. A conceit not farr wide of that which Rupertus, Abbot of Duitſh near Cullen, about the year MCX teacheth, that the bread is aſſumed by the Word of God to be his body, as that is his body, which was formed of the fleſh of the Virgin. Nor is there, in effect, much difference between this conceit, and that of Conſubſtantiation, (at leaſt according to thoſe that ground it not upon the Ubiquity of our Lords body, but upon his will, executed by celebrating [Page] the Sacrament) or that of ſome later Greeks. Damaſc. de  [...]ide Orth [...]d. IV. 14. to contradict the Council of Conſtantinople againſt images under Copronymus (which had recommended the Euchariſt for the true image of our Lord) maintaineth, that it is not to be called, no [...] is called in S. Baſils Liturgy, after the conſecrati­on, the type, figure, image, or antitype of the body and bloud of Chriſt. Which nevertheleſſe, Cardinal Bellarmine, de Euchar. II. 15. judgeth not tenable. The II Council of Nicaea that decreed for Images, taking up this mans doctrine, ſee­meth to have obliged thoſe that follow to the ſame terms. That is, as hee there expreſſeth himſelf; That God joyns his God-head to the elements, to make them his body and bloud: and that, by the operation of the Holy Ghoſt, which took him fleſh of the Virgin; ſo that, they are no more two, but one and the ſame. Thus hee expreſſeth the change hee pretendeth, which Tranſubſtantiation admits not. The Greeks at Venice, in their anſwer to the firſt of XII queſtions propoſed them by the Cardinal of Guiſe, publiſhed by Lionclavavius, will, hereupon, have neither the ſubſtance nor the accidents of the elements to remain the ſame as they were, but to be tranſelemented, ſay they, into the divine ſubſtance. It would be great skill to reconcile this with Tranſubſtantiation. But, for the oppoſition made to Paſchaſius at the time, the book of Bertram (or Ratran) yet extant, the remembrance of John the Iriſh Scot, one of the learned men of that time, (who is thought, for the hatred of his opinion, to have died by the hands of his Scholars the Monks of Malmesbury) the oppoſition of Amalarius of Triers, and Rabanus of Mence, (expreſſed by their ſenſe, in the works extant, de Officiis Eccleſiaſticis, and de Inſtitutione Clericorum are ſufficient witneſſes. The recan­tation of Berengarius, indited by Cardinal Humbertus, at Rome MLIX. comes not yet home to the buſineſſe, as it lies in the Canon Ego Berengarius. For the Gloſſe of the Canon Law is fain to adviſe, that, if it be not well underſtood, it creates as great an Hereſie as that of Berengarius, in that it ſayes; That the bo­dy and bloud of Chriſt are man [...]ged by the hands and broken by the teeth of be­lievers, not onely in the Sacrament, but in the truth. Which, Mirandula, in his Apology, ſaith; cannot be clearly underſtood, but in the way of Damaſcen [...] and Paſchaſius. And yet, underſtanding the Sacrament to conſiſt as well of the thing ſignified, as of the ſigne; though the body of Chriſt is not touched no [...] broke, becauſe the Sacrament is not the body of Chriſt according to the ſenſible ſubſtance which wee touch and break, yet is it truly touched and truly broken as in the Sacrament, becauſe the Euchariſt is truly the body and bloud of Chriſt, as the Sacrament is, and out ought to be truly that which it ſignifies and conveyes. But, as it is hereupon, no mervail, that hee was brought to a ſecond recantation, in a Council at Rome under Gregory VII. ſo is that a pre [...]mption, that Tranſubſtantiation was not yet formed. And truely, for England, the Pa­ſchal Homily of Alfrick Archbiſhop of Canterbury, together with thoſe Ex­tractions which you reade out of him, in the annotations upon Bede, p. 332-335. are ſufficient evidence of a difference between the ſenſe of that time, and, after that Lanfranck, Berengarius his adverſary, was Archbiſhop of Canterbury. And, Pope Innocent III having in [...]erted the word Tranſubſtantiation in the LXX Articles, which hee propoſed to the Council of Lateran in MCCXV. what is the reaſon why they paſt not the Council, as Mathew Paris with others teſtifie, but that they were found burthenſom? And, Gregory IX, the nephew of Innocent cent, having contrived theſe Articles into his decretals, (though under the name of the Council, but of Innocent III in the General Council) though the School Doctors, depending on the Pope for the moſt part, not on the Council, were content to own them, yet have wee no decree of any Council for them, till that of MDLV under Leo X. For, as for the inſtitution of the A [...]enians in the Council of Florence, (which, though it uſe not the term of Tranſubſtanciation, ſeemeth to come up to the ſenſe) being advanced after the departure of the Greeks, and not voted by the Council, but onely publiſhed as the act of the Pope in the Council, it cannot be called the decree of the Council, though done in a publick Seſſion of the Council, in the great Church at Florence. Certainly, ad­ding to the opinions of the School Doctors, Scotus, Durandus, Ockam, Camera­cenſis,[Page]Baſſolis, and Gabriel, (beſides thoſe, who, living ſince Luther, have ac­knowledged the ſame; Ca [...]etane, Fiſher, Canus, Suarez, Vaſquez, and Bellar­mine) that it is not to be proved by expreſſe text of Scripture, nor by reaſon grounded upon the ſame; that which hath been alleged; If this be not enough, to evidence all interruption of Tradition, which is pretended for Tranſubſtan­tiation, nothing is. For, that which Church Writers declare, that they did not believe when they writ, that they cannot declare, that they received of their Predeceſſors for mater of faith. And, that which at any time was not mater of faith; how farr ſoever the decree of the Church may oblige particular ſons of the Church not to contradict it, for the peace of the Church; yet, at no time can ever become of force, to oblige a man to believe or to profeſſe it for mater of faith.

CHAP. V. It cannot be proved by the Old Teſtament that the Euchariſt is a Sacrifice. How, by the New Teſtament it may be ſo accounted. Four reaſons thereof, depending upon the nature of Juſtifying Faith premiſed. The conſent of the Catholick Church. The concurrence of the Church of England to the premiſes.
I Come now to the queſtion of the Sacrifice, the reſolution whereof muſt needs proceed according to that which hath been determined in the point now diſpatched. For, having ſhowed the preſence of the body and bloud of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, becauſe it is appointed, that, in it, the faithfull may feaſt upon the Sacrifice of the Croſſe; Wee have already ſhowed, by the Scriptures, that it is the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, in the ſame ſenſe, and to the ſame effect, as it containeth the body and bloud of Chriſt, which it repreſenteth; that is, myſtically and ſpiritually, and ſacramentally, (that is, as in and by a Sa­crament) tendereth and exhibiteth, For, ſeeing the Euchariſt not onely tender­eth the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, but ſeparated one from the other, under and by ſeveral elements, as his bloud was parted from his body by the  [...]olence of the Croſſe; it muſt of neceſſity be as well the Sacrifice, as the Sacrament of Chriſt upon the Croſſe. And, without all doubt, it is againſt all the reaſon of the world to think, that any more can be proved, by any Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, that are, or can be produced, to depoſe for the Sacrifice of the Euchariſt, than the ſenſe of thoſe Scriptures of the New Teſtament already handled, (which are in a maner all that have any mention of it) will inferr and allow. There is much noiſe made with the Prieſthood of Melchiſedeck, of whom wee reade, Gen. XIV. 19, 24. And Melchiſedeck King of Salem brought forth bread and wine, for hee was the Prieſt of the moſt High God: And hee bleſſed him, ſaying; Bleſſed be Abraham of the moſt High God, which owneth heaven and earth; In refe­rence whereunto the Pſalmiſt, ſpeaking of Chriſt, Pſal. CX. 4. The Lord ſware and will not repent, thou art a Prieſt for ever after the order of Melchiſedeck; And the Apoſtle, taking for granted, that hee is a figure of Chriſt, in the myſtical ſenſe, Ebr. VII. 13. argueth the voiding of the Levitical Law, from the purpoſe of ſetting up another Prieſthood, declared by the Pſalm; But no where, in all that Chapter, which is all ſpent about the Expoſition of it, ſo much as intima­teth the Prieſthood of Chriſt to conſiſt in any thing, but in offering up to God in heaven, his own body and bloud ſacrificed upon the Croſſe, to make expiati­on for the ſins of his people, and to obtain of God, that grace and aſſiſtance, that comfort and deliverance, which their neceſſities from time to time may re­quire. Be it granted nevertheleſſe, that, ſeeing of neceſſity Melchiſedeck is the figure of Chriſt, thoſe things which Melchiſedeck is related to have done are alſo neceſſarily figures of things done by our Lord Chriſt. For, otherwiſe, were not the myſtical ſenſe of the Old Teſtament a laughing ſtock to unbelie­vers, if it ſhould hold in nothing, but that which the Spirit of God hath expoun­ded in the New Teſtament, by our Lord and his Apoſtles? I have therefore, to the beſt advantage, tranſlated the words of Moſes; For (not and) hee was the [Page]Prieſt of the living God: That whoſo will may argue thereupon, that his bring­ing forth bread and wine was an act of his Prieſthood; Which, if I would deny, no man can conſtrain mee by virtue of theſe words to acknowledg. But I can­not therefore allow that Tranſlation which ſayes; Obtulit panem & vinum; that, as Prieſt, hee offered bread and wine in ſacrifice to God: The Hebrew word  [...] ſo evidently ſignifying protulit not obtulit; hee brought forth, not that hee offered; that hee brought forth bread and wine, to refr [...]ſh Abraham  [...]nd his people, returning weary from the ſlaughter of the Kings, (not, that hee offe­red them in ſacrifice to God as his Prieſt; the mention of his Prieſthood r [...]ther advancing the reaſon why hee bleſſed them, than why hee fed them) As, both Moſes in the words next afore, and the Apoſtle alſo Ebr. VII. 1. intimateth or declareth the intent why hee brought them forth. Though if I ſhould gr [...]nt, that cuſtome which was common to all Idolaters, to have been in for [...]e under the Law of nature, (becauſe wee ſee it retained and in [...]cted by the Law of Moſes) not to taſte of any thing, till ſome part of it had been dedicated to God, in the na­ture of firſt-fruits, to the ſanctifying of the whole, till when it was not to be touched; I ſay, though I ſhould grant this, for a re [...]ſon why hee may be thought to have offered bread and wine to God, not why  [...] ſhould be tranſlated protulit, hee brought forth, no man would have cauſe to thank mee for any ad­vantage, from thence. For ſtill, the correſpondence between Melchiſedeck  [...]nd our Lord Chriſt would lye in this; that our Lord, by appointing this Sacr [...]ment, brings forth bread and wine, to ſtrengthen the peo [...]l [...] of Abraham, in their warfare againſt the powers of darkneſſe; as, in the dayes of his fl [...]ſh, hee fed thoſe that attended upon his doctrine, leaſt they ſhould faint in their travail. Now, this will firſt inferr, that it is bread and wine which our Lord feeds us with, in the Euchariſt; And again, that it hath the virtue of ſuſtaining us, by being made the body and bloud of Chriſt, as in a Sacrament, by virtue of the conſecra­tion paſt upon it: Which is all that which I ſay to a hair; that, by being made a Sacrament, it becomes the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, to be feaſted up­on by Chriſtians. In like maner, be it granted, that the words of the Prophet Malachy I. 11. From the riſing of the Sun, to his going down, my name ſhall be great among the Gentiles, and in every place incenſe ſhall be offered to my name, and a pure meat offering; For my name ſhall be great among the Gentiles, ſaith the Lord of Hoſts; is a Propheſie of the inſtitution of this Sacr [...]ment, becauſe it is contained in thoſe kindes of bre [...]d and wine, which ſerved for meat and drink offerings in the Law of Moſes. But, this being granted; what ſhall wee do with the incenſe and the meat offering which the Prophet ſpeaks of, unl [...]ſſe wee ſay, that they ſignifie that which correſponds to the me [...]t and drink offerings of the Law, and their incenſe, under the Goſpel? And will not th [...]t prove to be the ſpiritual ſacrifice of praiſe and thankſgiving, which God, under the Goſpel, is ſerved with by all Nations? Though, thoſe prayers and pr [...]es of God being, by the inſtitution of the Euchariſt, limited and determined to be ſuch as the ce­lebration thereof requires; it is no inconvenience, nay, it will be neceſſ [...]ry to grant, that the ſacrifice thereof is fore-told by theſe words, not ſignifying, ne­vertheleſſe, the nature of it to require any thing more, th [...]n is expr [...]ſſed by the premiſes. Be the ſame therefore ſaid, if you pleaſe, of all the Sacrifices of the Old Law, of all the Propheſies, in which, the ſervice to be rendred to God in the New Teſtament is deſcribed by the offering of Sacrifices. As for the words of our Lord to the woman of Samaria, John IV. 23. The hour cometh and now is, when the true worſhippers ſhall worſhip the Father in ſpirit and truth; For the Father ſeeketh ſuch to worſhip him. God is a Spirit, and thoſe that worſhip him, muſt worſhip him in ſpirit and truth; Though I grant, as afore, that this is fulfilled by the celebration of the Euchariſt, when once wee ſuppoſe our Lord to have li­mited the worſhip of God under the Goſpel to the form of it; yet, there can be no conſideration of a ſacrifice ſignified by theſe words, which neither ſup­poſe nor expreſſe the ſacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, the Euchariſt no way bearing the nature of a ſacrifice, but, as it is the ſame with it.
But, for the ſame reaſon, and, by the ſame correſpondence between the ſa­crifices [Page] of the Law and that of Chriſts Croſſe, it may be evident, that it is not, nor can be any diſparagement to the Sacrifice of our Lord Chriſt upon the Croſſe, to the full and perfect ſatisfaction and propitiation for the ſins of the world which it hath made, that the Euchariſt ſhould be counted the Sacrifice of Chriſt crucified, myſtically, and, as in a Sacrament, repreſented to, & feaſted upon by his people. The Apoſtle ſaith; that Chriſt is gone into no holy place made with hands, figurative of the true, but into heaven it ſelf, to be preſented before God for us; Nor to offer himſelf many times, as the High Prieſt goes once a year into the Holy places, with that bloud which is not his own; For then muſt hee many times have ſuffered ſince the foundation of the world. But now once, in the end of times is hee manifeſted, by the ſacrifice of himſelf, to the voiding of ſin. And, as it is ap­pointed for men once to dye, and after that judgment; So Chriſt, once offered to take away the ſins of many, ſhall appear the ſecond time without ſin, to thoſe that look for him to ſalvation, Ebr. IX. 24-28. But have I ſaid any thing, to cauſe any man to imagine, that I ſuppoſe Chriſt to be crucified again, as often as the Euchariſt is celebrated? Do I ſay, thoſe that celebrate it are thoſe Jewes that crucified him once? Or do I, or can I imagine them to be Jewes at all, that would have the ſacrifice of our Lord Chriſt upon the Croſſe repeated again and again, as legal ſacrifices are? Certainly, I will ſpeak freely, neither can they that hold Tranſub­ſtantion be truly ſaid to ſtand obliged to any ſuch conſequence, ſo long as they acknowledg with all Chriſtians, that the Covenant of Grace is for once ſettled, by the one Sacrifice of our Lord upon the Croſſe. Why? becauſe, though they believe the natural fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, as crucified, to be there, yet not naturally but ſacramentally; (that is, in their ſenſe, under the accidents of bread and wine, which is, indeed, and in the ſenſe of the Church, under the ſpecies or kinds) which difference is ſo great an abatement of that common and uſual ſenſe, in which, all Chriſtians underſtand that Chriſt was ſacrificed upon the Croſſe, that, all that know it to be their profeſſion, (which all muſt know, that will not ſpeak of they know not what) muſt acknowledg, that the repeating of the Sacri­fice of Chriſt crucified by the Euchariſt, is not the repeating of that Sacrifice by which mankinde was redeemed, otherwiſe than, as a Sacrament is ſaid to be that whereof it is a Sacrament. What ground and advantage this gives mee, and any man of my opinion, to argue, from thoſe things which themſelves acknow­ledg, that there is no cauſe why they ſhould inſiſt upon the aboliſhing of the ſubſtance of the Elements in the Euchariſt, I leave to them that ſhall think fit to conſider the premiſes, to judg. But, for mee, who demand no more than this; That, in as much as the body and bloud of Chriſt is in the Euchariſt, in ſo much it is the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe; I cannot foreſee, what occaſion ſlan­der can have, to pick any ſuch conſequence out of my ſayings. Certainly, the Sacrifices of the Old Law ceaſed not to be Sacrifices, becauſe they were figures and Propheſies of that one Sacrifice upon the Croſſe, which mankinde was re­deemed with. And, why ſhould the commemoration and repreſentation (in that ſenſe of this word repraeſentation which I determined afore) of that one Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, which mankinde was redeemed with, be leſſe pro­perly a Sacrifice, in dependance upon & denomination from that one, which, the name of Sacrifice upon the Croſſe was firſt uſed to ſignifie? For, all conceit of legal Sacrifice is quite ſhut out, by ſuppoſing that Sacrifice paſt, which the Sacri­fice of the Euchariſt repreſents and commemorates; Whereas, all Sacrifices of the Old Law, are eſſentially, (at leaſt to Chriſtians) figurative of the Sacrifice of Chriſt to come.
Indeed, by that which I have ſaid, concerning the nature of a Sacrifice in the Euchariſt, as it is intended for Chriſtians to feaſt upon, it is evident, that this comme [...]orative and repreſentative Sacrifice is of the nature and kinde of Peace-Offerings, which, by the Law, thoſe that offered were to feaſt upon. I will take the Cup of ſalvation, and call upon the Name of the Lord. I will pay my vowes now in the preſence of all his people: Right dear in the ſight of the Lord is the death of his Saints; ſaith the Pſalm CXVI. 12, 13. And that, in anſwer to the queſtion made; What reward ſhall I give unto the Lord for all the benefits that hee [Page]hath done unto mee? At feaſting upon the parts, or remains of Peace-Offerings, the Maſter of the Sacrifice began the Cup of Thankſgiving for deliverance recei­ved, in conſideration whereof, hee payes his vowes; And the Sacrifices which hee payes are called  [...], or Sacrifice of Thanks-giving for deliverance recei­ved. Is not this the  [...]ame that Chriſtians do, in celebrating the Eu [...]hariſt, ſetting aſide the difference between Jews and Chriſtians? Wherefore, I have ſhowed, that it is celebrated, and is to be celebrated, with commemoration of, and thankſgiving for the benefits of God, eſpecially that of Chriſt crucified. Which thank [...]giving, as it tends to the conſecrating thereof; ſo, in as much as the con­ſecration tends to the receiving of it, another thankſgiving, at the receiving of it, becomes alſo due, as at feaſting upon Peace-Offerings. And hereupon, I have ſhowed, that it is called by the Apoſtle, the ſacrifice of Praiſe, the fruit of our lips giving thanks to God: And that, h [...]ving ſhowed, that Jewes have no right to it as a Propitiatory Sacrifice, that is, not to it, becauſe not to the Propitiato­ry Sacrifice which it repreſenteth; But therefore, that Chriſti [...]ns have right to feaſt upon it, as the Jews upon their Peace-Offerings. But if it be true, as I have ſhowed, that the celebr [...]tion of the Euchariſt is the renewing of the Covenant of Grace, which ſuppoſeth propit [...]ation made for the ſins of mankinde, by that one ſacrifice which it commemor [...]teth and repreſenteth; the celebration there­of being commanded, as a condition to be performed on our part, to qualifie us for the promiſe, which it tendreth to thoſe that are qualified as it requireth; Shall it be a brea [...]h upon Chriſtianity, to ſay alſo, that it is ſuch a Sacrifice, where­by wee make God propitious to us, and obtain at his hands the bleſſings of Grace, which the Covenant of Grace tendreth?
This indeed requireth yet further conſideration, for what reaſons the Sa­crament of the Euchariſt may be accounted and called a Sacrifice, that wee may be able to judge, in what ſenſe, and for what reaſon it may be accounted Propi­tiatory and Impetratory, without prejudice to Chriſtianity. Firſt then, let it be remembred, that, by the inſtitution and ordinance of God, thoſe that dedicate themſelves to the ſervice of God, in the faith of Chriſt, by Baptiſm, are to dedi­cate their goods to the maintenance of the Communion of the Church in the ſaid ſervice, the chief Office whereof is the celebration of the Euchariſt, proper to Chriſtianity, as I ſhowed a little afore. Then, be it obſerved, that there were two ſorts of Oblations commanded by the Law, and practiſed by Gods ancient people. For, Firſt-fruits, Tithes, and accurſed things (that is, things dedicated to God, under a curſe upon them that ſhould convert them to any other uſe, Levi [...] ▪ XXVIII.) were not dedicated to be ſpent upon the Altar in Sacrifices, but, to the maintenance of the Temple, or of them that attended upon the ſer­vice of it. But, ſeeing wee have now ſhowed, that the Euchariſt is a Sacrifice, it followeth, that thoſe Oblations which are ded [...]cated to God to be ſpent in the cel [...]bration of the Euchariſt, (in reference whereunto, I have already ſhowed, that all Oblations of Chriſtians are conſecrated to God, becauſe dedicated to maintain the Communion of his Church, whereof the Euchariſt is that Office which is peculiar to Chriſtianity) are not barely conſecrated to God, but to the ſervice of God by Sacrifice. For thoſe things, which, under the Law, were con­ſecrated to God to be ſacrificed upon the Altar, were not then firſt offered to God when they were killed, and the parts of them burnt upon the Altar; But, from the time that they were declared Gods goods for that purpoſe: as by the Law it ſelf may appear, in the precept of the ſecond Tithe, which, for two years belonging to the poor, the third year was to be ſpent in ſacrificing at Jeruſalem, and ſo by Law, and by no mans act, conſecrate to the Altar, Deut. XIV. 22-29. In as much then as I have ſhowed, that the Euchariſt is a Sacri [...]i [...]e, in ſo much, and for that very reaſon, that which Chriſtians offer to God for the celebration of the Euchariſt is no otherwiſe a Sacrifice, than thoſe things which were ap­propriated to the Altar under the Law were Sacrifices, from the time that they were dedicated to that purpoſe; Saving alwaies the difference between Sacrifi­ces figurative of the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, (ſuch as Chriſtianity ſuppoſeth all the Sacrifices of the Old Law to be) and the commemoration and [Page] repreſentation of the ſame paſt, which, I have ſhowed that the Euchariſt pre­tendeth. And truly, having ſhowed, that this repreſentative and commemora­tive Sacrifice is of the nature and kinde of Peace-Offerings, in as much as it is celebrated on purpoſe, to communicate with the Altar, in feaſting upon it; And knowing, that every beaſt that was ſacrificed for a Peace-Offering was attended with a Meat-Offering of floure and a Drink-Offering of wine, which are the kindes in which the Euchariſt is appointed to be celebrated; I muſt needs ſay; that thoſe ſpecies, ſet apart for the celebration of the Euchariſt, are as properly to be called Sacrifices of that nature which the Euchariſt is of; (to wit, comme­morative and repreſentative) as the ſame are to be counted figurative under the Law, from the time that they were deputed to that uſe. This is then the firſt act of Oblation by the Church, that is, by any Chriſtian that conſecrates his goods, not at large, to the ſervice of God, but peculiarly, to the ſervice of God by Sacrifice, in regard whereof, the Elemen [...]s of the Euchariſt, before they be conſecrated, are truly counted Oblations or Sacrifices.
After the Conſecration is paſt, having ſhowed you, that S. Paul hath appoin­ted, that, at the celebration of the Euchariſt, prayers, ſupplications and interceſ­ſions be made for all eſtates of the world, and of the Church; And, that the Jews have no right to the Euchariſt, (according to the Epiſtle to the Hebrews) becauſe, though Euchariſtical, yet, it is of that kinde, the bloud whereof is offered to God within the Vail, with prayers for all eſtates of the world, as Philo and Joſephus inform us; Seeing the ſame Apoſtle hath ſo plainly expounded us the accompliſhment of that figure, in the offering of the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe to the Father in the higheſt heavens, to obtain the benefits of his paſſion for us; And that the Euchariſt is nothing elſe but the repreſentation here upon earth, of that which is done there; Theſe things, I ſay, conſidered, neceſ­ſarily it follows, that, whoſo believes, the prayers of the Church, made in our Lords name, do render God propitious to them for whom they are made, and ob­tain for them the benefits of Chriſts death, (which hee that believes not is no Chriſtian) cannot queſtion, that thoſe which are made by S. Pauls appointment, at the celebration of the Euchariſt, offering up unto God the merits and ſuffer­ings of Chriſt there repreſented, muſt be peculiarly and eſpecially effectual to the ſame purpoſes. And, that the Euchariſt may very properly be accounted a Sacrifice propitiatory and impetratory both, in this regard; becauſe the offering of it up unto God, with and by the ſaid prayers, doth render God propitious, and obtain at his hands the benefits of Chriſts death which it repreſenteth; there can be no cauſe to refuſe, being no more than the ſimplicity of plain Chriſtianity inforceth.
But whether the Euchariſt, as in regard of this Oblation, ſo, in regard of the Conſecration may be called a propitiatory Sacrifice, this, I perceive, is yet a que­ſtion even among thoſe of the Church of Rome. For it is acknowledged, that there is yet among them a party, even ſince the Decree of the Council of Trent, who, acknowledging the nature of a Sacrifice propitiatory in the Euchariſt, in regard of the offering of it already conſecrated, (according to the order of the Latine Maſſe) to God, for the neceſſities of the Church, utterly deny any na­ture of ſuch a Sacrifice in it, by virtue of the Conſecration otherwiſe. True it is, theſe men are looked upon as bordering upon Hereticks, in regard they ac­knowledg no other nature of a Sacrifice, but that, which thoſe who acknowledg no Tranſubſtantiation may grant, without prejudice to their poſitions. And, if my aim were onely to hold a mean opinion between  [...]wo extreams, and not freely to declare what may be affirmed with truth, it might ſeem very conveni­ent, to take up that poſition, for which I may allege a party at preſent extant, in the Communion of the Church of Rome. But, having reſolved to ſet all regard of faction behinde the conſideration of truth manifeſted by the Scri­ptures; I ſtick not to yield, and to maintain, that the conſecration of the Eu­chariſt, in order to the participation of it, is indeed a Sacrifice, whereby God is rendred propitious to, and the benefits of Chriſts death obtained for them that worthily receive it; But this, perhaps, neither in the ſenſe, nor to the intereſt of [Page] them, who make it their buſineſſe to maintain the preſent abuſes of the Church of Rome, by diſguiſing the true intentions and expreſſions of the Catholick Church.
That I may be underſtood without prejudice in this point, I will lay down the difference of opinion that remains in the Church of Rome  [...]nce the Council of Trent, as I finde it reported by Jacobus Bayus, de Euchariſtiâ III. 15-18. Hee complains of an opinion, that the nature of a Sacrifice is not ſeen in con [...]ecra­ting the Elements to become the body and bloud of Chriſt; but, that they are thereby made fit to be offered, and therefore, there muſt be ſome other act, whereby they are offered in Sacrifice. And this they finde in the Canon of the Maſſe. For, having reherſed the Inſtitution, (whereby the parties agree that conſecration is done) it follows; Ʋnde & memores Domine, nos ſervi tui, ſed & plebs tua ſancta, ejuſdem Chriſti filii tui Domini noſtri, tam beatae paſſionis, & ab inferis reſurrectionis, ſed & in coelis glorioſae aſcenſionis; Offerimus praeclarae Ma­jeſtati tuae, de tuis donis ac datis hoſtiam puram, hoſtiam ſanctam, hoſtiam immacu­latam, Panem ſanctum vitae aeternae, & Calicem ſalutis perpetuae. Supra quae propi­tio ac ſereno vultu reſpicere digneris: Et accepta habere, ſicut accepta habere dig­natus os munera pueri tui juſti Abel, & ſacriſicium Patriarchae noſtrî Abrahae, & quod tibi obtulit ſummus Sacerdos tuus Melchiſedech ſanctum ſacrificium, imma­culatam hoſtiam. Whereupon wee alſo thy ſervants O Lord, and holy people, (mindefull, as well of the bleſſed paſſion and reſurrection from the dead, as the glorious aſcenſion into heaven, of the ſame thy Son Chriſt our Lord) Offer to thy excellent Majeſty, of thy own free gifts, a pure ſacrifice, a holy ſacrifice, a ſpotleſſe ſacri­fice, the holy Bread of everlaſting life, and Cup of eternal ſalvation. Ʋpon which vouchſafe to look with a gracious and clear countenance, and accept them, as thou deignedſt to accept the gifts of thy juſt childe Abel, and the ſacrifice of our Patri­arch Abraham, and that holy ſacrifice, that ſpotleſſe oblation, which thy High Prieſt Melchiſedech offered thee. Then follows that which I quoted afore; Supplices te rogamus Domine, jube haec perferri—And this they think to be the offer­ing of the Sacrifice, which the conſecration exhibiteth onely to be offered, at the elevation, by theſe words. But the common opinion is offended at this, for placing the Sacrifice in that act of the Church, which ſayes; Wee offer to thee; in which there is onely a general reaſon of ſacrificing, by offering, without chan­ging that which is offered. And therefore, as offering is nothing but dedicating and preſenting to the worſhip of God, ſo that, if the ſubſtance of the thing be changed in offering it, then is it Sacrificing; Suppoſing the ſubſtance of the E­lements to ceaſe, and the body and bloud of Chriſt to ſucceed; in this doing, this opinion places the nature of the Sacrifice. For, the change of the Elements, ſaith mine Author, acknowledgeth Gods power, and the dependance u [...]on him, of his creature. And, the body of Chriſt being under the dimenſions of the bread, his bloud of the wine, Chriſt is preſent as ſacrificed, his fleſh and bloud being divided. Wherefore that change, whereby the Sacrifice is produced, ſuf­ficeth to the offering of it, which is produced as ſacrificed; The power of God being ſufficiently teſtified by the change, though, in ſacrificing living creatures, it is teſtified, by deſtroying them for Gods ſervice. And this, hee thinks, our Lord ſignifies, when hee ſaith; This is my body which is given for you; This is my bloud which ſhall be poured out for you; For, to whom, but to God? ſeeing hee ſaith not, that is given you; But, for you. And, immediately hereupon there is no doubt but it hath the nature of a Sacrifice. The offering whereof muſt conſiſt in that action which is done in the perſon of Chriſt, as the Conſecration, they agree, is done, by uſing the words of Chriſt. And thus, though this Sacri­fice by typical, and repreſentative of the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, which the parting of his body and bloud ſignifieth, yet is it nevertheleſſe a true Sacri­fice, as the Sacrifices which figured Chriſt to come, ceaſe not therefore to be true Sacrifices. And from this nature of a Sacrifice hee deriveth the rea­ſon why the Table is an Altar, the Church a Temple, the Miniſter Sa­cerdos, or one that offereth Sacrifice. I have made choice of this Au­tho [...], becauſe I meet not this difference of opinion among them reported [Page] any where elſe. That which I ſhall ſay to him will ſhow what wee are to think of others.
For, having maintained, that the elements are really changed, from ordinary bread and wine, into the body and bloud of Chriſt myſtically preſent, as in a Sacrament; And that, in virtue of the Conſecration, not by the faith of him that receives; I am to admit and maintain, whatſoever appears duly conſequent to this truth; Namely, that the Elements ſo conſecrate, are truly the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, in as much as the body and bloud of Chriſt crucified are contained in them, not as in a bare ſign, which a man may take up at his plea­ſure, but as in the means by which God hath promiſed his Spirit. But not pro­perly the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, becauſe that is a thing that conſiſts in action, and motion, and ſucceſſion, and therefore, once done, can never be done again, becauſe it is a contradiction, that that which is done ſhould ever be undone. It is therefore enough, that the Euchariſt is the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, as the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe is repreſented, re­newed, revived, and reſtored by it, and as every repreſentation is ſaid to be the ſame thing, with that which it repreſenteth; Taking repreſenting here, not for barely ſignifying, but for tendring and exhibiting thereby that which it ſignifieth. On the other ſide I inſiſt, that, if ſacrificing ſignifie killing and deſtroying, in the Sacrifices of the Old Teſtament, and the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe; it is not enough to make the Euchariſt properly a Sacrifice, that the Elements are deputed to be worſhip of God, by that change which Tranſubſtantiation importeth, and therefore much leſſe, not ſuppoſing any change in their bodily ſubſtance. For, this difference will ab [...]te the property of a Sacrifice, the truth of it remaining. I grant, that Gods Power is ſeen in this change according to the terms already ſettled; For, what Power but Gods can make good the pro­miſe of tendring the Body and Bloud of Chriſt, as a viſible mean to convey his Spirit? And hee that goes about to make this change, by conſecrating the Eu­chariſt, muſt needs be underſtood to acknowledg this Power of Gods; But this is not that acknowledgment which ſacrificing importeth, but that which every act of Religion implyeth. Hee that Sacrificeth, acknowledging that which hee ſacrificeth, with all that hee hath, to God, to teſtifie this acknowledgment, aban­doneth that which hee ſacrificeth to be deſtroyed in teſtimony of it. And therefore the Power of God is not teſtified in this change, as the nature of a Sa­crifice requires that it be teſtified: For certainly, hee intends not to abandon his intereſt in Chriſt, that conſecrates the Elements into his body and bloud. And therefore, the conſideration of dedicating the Elements to the ſervice of God in this Sacrament, makes them properly oblations: But the conſideration of their being changed into the Body and Bloud of Chriſt, repreſented, ſacrifi­ced upon the Croſſe, makes them properly no Sacrifice. In the former conſide­ration, being properly Oblations, let them be improperly Sacrifices. For in this ſenſe, in the Canon of the Maſſe; Te igitur, Clementiſſime Pater, per Je­ſum Chriſtum filium tuum Dominum noſtrum, ſupplices rogamus ac petimus, uti accepta habeas ac benedic as h [...]c dona, haec munera, haec ſancta ſacrificia illibata. Wee therefore, humbly beſeech and deſire thee, moſt mercifull Father, through Je­ſus Chriſt thy Son our Lord, to accept and bleſſe theſe gifts, theſe preſents, theſe holy unſtained Sacrifices. And not onely here before the Conſecration, but juſt before the Lords Prayer and the Communion; Per Chriſtum Dominum no­ſtrum: Per quem haec omnia ſemper Domine bona creas, ſanctificas, vivificas, bene­dicis, & praeſtas nobis. Through Chriſt our Lord: Through whom, thou, O Lord, alwaies createſt, ſanctifieſt, quickeneſt, and furniſheſt us with all theſe good things. The repetition of which conſideration ſhows, that they are preſented to God, to be conſecrated and made the Euchariſt, as Oblations out of believers goods: According to the form uſed in divers Greek Liturgies, from the words of Da­vid,  [...]. Wee give thee thire own of thine own. But, when our Lord ſayes; This is my body which is given for you; This is my bloud which is poured out for you; Will any man of ſenſe underſtand; That is now, by that which here I do, offered up to God for you, and the bloud as poured forth? Or [Page] rather, this is that body and bloud that is given to be crucified, and poured forth for you ſhortly, upon the Croſſe? Let it therefore have the nature of a Sacri­fice, ſo ſoon as the Conſecration is paſt. It ſhall have that nature improperly, ſo long as it is not the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe; Though truly, ſo long as the Sacrament is not empty of that which it ſignifieth. And, accor [...]ing to this truth, true Altars they are, true Temples, true Sacrifices, though improper­ly, where, and by whom it is miniſtred. But I will not therefore grant, that this Sacrificing, (that is, this conſecrating the Elements into the Sacrifice) is an action done in the perſon of Chriſt: Though they are agreed, that it is done by the reherſing of the words of Chriſt. For, the reherſing of Chriſts words is not an act done in the perſon of Chriſt; Nor do I take upon mee his perſon whoſe words I recite. And, I have ſhowed, that the Conſecration is done by the Prayers of the Church immediately, though theſe Prayers are made in virtue of Chriſts order, commanding to do what hee did, and thereby promiſing, that the Elements ſhall become that, which, hee ſaith, thoſe which hee con [...]e­crated are.
As for the other opinion, (which I am not to be the more in love with, be­cauſe I am not ſatisfied with this) it is to be conſidered, that the Elements are offered thrice in the Canon of the Maſſe. The firſt is that offering which I reherſed laſt, beginning; Te igitur—going before the Conſecration, as  [...] agree. The ſecond is that which this opinion intendeth, agreeing with the o­ther, that the Conſecration is paſt by reherſing the words of inſtitution. But mine opinion allows not this. For, I conceive the Conſecration is yet in doing, till that Prayer be paſt; Ʋt quotquot ex hâc Altaris participatione Sacro-Sanctum filii tui corpus & ſanguinem ſumpſerimus, omni benedictione coeleſti & gratiâ re­pleamur. That as many of us as ſhall have received the Holy body and bloud of thy Son, by this communion of the Altar, may be filled with every heavenly bleſ­ſing and grace. Which is the later of the two, in which I conceive the Conſe­cration to conſiſt, as, in all other Liturgies, in ſomething correſpondent to it. And truly, the very words of the ſecond offering do bear, that the Elements are by it offered to God, not as conſecrated, but, as to be conſecrated, ſuppoſing the bleſſing of them to be the conſecrating of them, as I proved afore. There­fore the offering, and the preſenting of them to God as conſecrated, is that which is done by the Prayer which follows; Memento Domine famulorum fa­mularum (que) tuarum—And, nobis quoque peccatoribus famulis tuis—whereby, the ſeveral eſtates of Chriſts Church are recommended to God, in virtue and conſideration of Chriſts paſſion here repreſented and commemora­ted. Not that I intend here to juſtifie that Prayer for the dead, which this containeth; but becauſe (referring that to conſideration in due time) all Litur­gies have a place, where, according to S. Paul, interceſſion is made for all States of Chriſts Church, in conſideration of the Sacrifice of Chriſts Croſſe repre­ſented by this Sacrament: And becauſe this interceſſion is properly, the offer­ing up of the the ſaid Sacrifice to God, for their neceſſities. And there­fore, this opinion ſaith well, that the Conſecration exhibiteth onely the Sacri­fice, to be offered up to God by the Prayers of the Church: But, not by the Prayer which deſireth the bleſſing of the Elements, wherein the conſecating of them is contained, (which is that of the elevation, in the Canon of the Maſſe) but by thoſe Prayers, whereby the effects of Chriſts Croſſe are prayed for, in behalf of his Church. According to which opinion, the conſecrating of the Elements will be the Sacrificing of Chriſt no further, than, as the body and bloud of Chriſt are thereby repreſented as Sacrificed. But, there will be no further cauſe of complaint in this, then there is cauſe to complain, that there is not ſuch ground for diviſion as the parties would have.
For, though there be onely a general reaſon of offering, no particular conſi­deration of deſtroying, ſeen in the act of the Church, offering, either the Ele­ments to be conſecrated, or the conſideration of Chriſts Croſſe repreſented, to render God propitious to his Church; Yet are the conſecrated Elements no leſſe the Sacrifice of Chriſts Croſſe, than the preſence of Chriſts body and bloud [Page] in them will allow; though in order to that Evangelical banquet upon them, at which, and by which, the Covenant of Grace is renewed. For, the Apoſtles having made the Euchariſt a Sacrifice in this regard, I muſt not count the making of it one offenſive. I ſay then, that, having proved, the conſecration of the Euchariſt to be the production of the body and bloud of Chriſt crucified, or the cauſing of them to be myſtically pre­ſent in the elements thereof, as in a Sacrament repreſenting them ſepa­rated by the crucifying of Chriſt; And, the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe being neceſſarily propitiatory and impetratory both; it cannot be de­nied, that the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, in as much as it is the ſame Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, (as, that which repreſenteth is truly ſaid to be the thing which it repreſenteth) is alſo both propitiatory and impe [...]ratory by virtue of the conſecration of it, whereby it becometh the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe. For, is it not all the rea [...]on in the world, that, if the Euchariſt be the Sacrifice of Chriſt crucified, the conſecrating of the Euchariſt, that is, the cau­ſing of the Elements to become this Sacrifice, ſhould be, and be accounted and called the ſacrificing of Chriſt? And, if the participation of the Euchariſt be, as I have ſhowed it to be, the renewing of the Covenant of Grace, (by virtue whereof, the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe becomes propitiatory and im­petratory in behalf of Chriſtians) ſhall not the Sacrifice of the Euchariſt, whereof they participate, be counted propitiatory and impetratory, by virtue of the conſecration indeed, though in order to the participation of it? For, if the profeſſion of Chriſtianity be the condition that renders God propitious to us, and obtains for us the benefits of Chriſts paſſion; And, that the receiving of the Euchariſt is the renewing of that profeſſion, by virtue whereof, the Faults whereby wee have failed of that profeſſion, for that which is paſt, are blot­ted out, and wee, for the future, are qualified for the bleſſings which Chriſts paſ­ſion tendereth; Then is the Euchariſt a Sacrifice propitiatory and impetratory, by virtue of the Conſecration, though in order to the participation of it. Which, whether thoſe that are ſo much for the Sacrifice, in the Church of Rome, reſt con­  [...]ent with it or not, ſeemeth to mee ſo natively proper to the ſimplicity and ho­lineſſe of Chriſtianity, that nothing can be held forth more pertinent to advance the zeal of frequenting, together with the devotion and reverence of communi­cating in this moſt precious of Gods Ordinances to Chriſtians. For, what can more oblige a Chriſtian to the frequent and worthy communion of this Sacra­ment, then to conſider, that, by receiving it, hee is re-eſtated in his right to thoſe promiſes which the Goſpel  [...]endreth; provided, that hee, on his part, re­eſtabliſh in his own heart that reſolution to Chriſtianity, by profeſſing which, hee was at the firſt eſtated in Gods Kingdom? Hereupon ariſes a fourth reaſon, why this Sacrament is a Sacrifice; to wit, of the bodies and ſouls of them, who, having conſecrated their goods to God, for the celebration of it, do, by receiving it, profeſſe to renew that conſecration of themſelves to the ſervice of God, ac­cording to the Law of Chriſt, which their Baptiſm originally pretendeth. For, in as much as wee revive and renew the firſt profeſſion of our Chriſtianity, in re­ceiving the Euchariſt, wee do alſo, by the ſame means, offer up our bodies for a living Sacrifice, holy and well pleaſing to God, which is our reaſonable ſervice of God, as S. Paul commandeth, Rom. XII. 1. And, by that which hath been ſaid, it is eaſie to reſolve that which is further queſtioned in the School, whether the brea­king, the pouring forth, the taking and the conſuming of the Elements by eat­ing and drinking belong to the nature of the Sacrifice or not. For, I have al­ready allowed the conſecrating of the Elements apart, to be a neceſſary ingre­dient of the Sacrifice of the Euchariſt, as neceſſary to repreſent the Sacrifice of the Croſſe. And if men did conſider that the Euchariſt had never been inſtitu­ted but to be participated, they would finde it impe [...]tinent, to allege any reaſon why it ſhould be a Sacrifice, that  [...]endeth not to the participation of it. There is then, in the Maſſe, a peculiar ceremony of breaking the Hoſt into the Cha­lice, not tending to the diſtributing of it, but, all the portions to be taken by the Prieſt. Of this I ſpeak not; Otherwiſe, breaking, pouring forth, diſtributing, [Page] eating, drinking, are all parts of the Sacrifice; as the whole action is that Sacri­fice, by which the Covenant of Gace is renewed, reſtored, and eſtabliſhed againſt the interruption of our failleurs.
And now, I confeſſe, that all they, who do not believe the promiſes of the Goſpel to depend upon any condition to be performed by our free will, quali­fying us with a right title to them, may very well ſay by conſequence; that it is a diſparagement to the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, to make the Eu­chariſt a propitiatory and impetratory Sacrifice in behalf of the Church, in that ſenſe, and to that effect as I have ſaid. But, ſuppoſing that condition, I challenge all the world to ſay, wherein any ſuch diſparagement lies. For, let any man think either mee, or the Doctors of the Church of Rome ſo mad, as to aſcribe that propitiation, which is once made for the whole world by the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, to the repreſentation and commemoration of it, by the Sacrifice of the Euchariſt. But, in regard the Goſpel requires a certain condition at thine hands, which being not performed, to thee Chriſt is neither born, nor crucified, nor  [...]en again, as S. Proſper ſaith; And, that the communion of the Eu­chariſt profeſſeth the performance thereof, and that truely if it be worthy, (ſo that the Propitiation wrought by Croſſe, thereby becomes effectually thine) in that regard, the Euchariſt becomes to thee a propitiatory Sacrifice, by virtue of the Conſecration indeed, (which makes the Elements to become the body and bloud of Chriſt myſtically, as in a Sacrament) but yet in order to the participation of i [...] ▪ And is not this the applying of the propitiation wrought by the Sacri­fice of Chriſts Croſſe, when as, by the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, a man be­comes intitled to the benefit of it? Nor let any man tell mee, that this appli­cation is wrought by living faith, as if that were evidence enough, that, not by the Sacrament of the Euchariſt: For if, notwithſtanding this faith, the Sacra­ment of Baptiſm is neceſſary to eſtate us in this right, becauſe there is no living faith, without being baptized into Gods Church; By the ſame reaſon, ſuppoſing the frequentation of the Euchariſt commanded for the dayly redreſſing and maintenance of the ſame title) of neceſſity it follows, that the application of that propitiation is to be aſcribed to the Euchariſt, which is not applicable with­out it. Again; If S. Paul injoyn the Church, to offer up their Prayers, Sup­plications, and Interceſſions, for all eſtates in the world, at the celebration of the Euchariſt, as recommending them in the name of Chriſt, there myſtically preſent, in the commemoration of his death upon the Croſſe; can it ſeem ſtrange, that the Prayers which are ſo powerfully preſented, by alleging an Interceſſion of ſuch eſteem, ſhould have a ſpecial virtue, and take a ſpecial effect, in making God propitious to his Church, and all eſtates of the ſame, and obtaining for them thoſe benefits which Chriſts paſſion tenders? And if ſo, is not the Sacra­ment of the Euchariſt a propitiatory and impetratory Sacrifice, by virtue of the Conſecration, though in order to the Oblation and preſentation of it, by the prayers of the Church, for the obtaining of their neceſſities? What is there in all this, that the tongue of ſlander can aſperſe with the imputation of Pope­ry, unleſſe they will have Popery to be that Chriſtianity, which wee have recei­ved from our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles? But, if from hence any man would inferr, that, ſeeing the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, that is to ſay, the body and bloud of Chriſt crucified there preſent by virtue of the Conſecration, is a propi­tiatory and impetratory Sacrifice for the Congregation there preſent, for their relations, and for the Church; therefore it is ſo, whether they proceed to receive the Euchariſt or not, therefore it is ſo, whether they proceed to offer up the Eu­chariſt preſent, by their prayers, for the neceſſities of the Church, or not▪ therefore it is ſo, whether they pray with the Church or no [...]; the conſequence will ſtraight appear to fail; becauſe thoſe reaſons which make it ſuch a Sacrifice make it ſo, in order to the receiving, or to the offering of it by the prayers of the Church, in behalf of the Church.
It is well enough known, what opinions and abuſes in the uſe, and concern­ing the virtue of Maſſes, had vogue under the dark time of the School, though no [...] authorized by the Catholick Church. For, in regard the Euchariſt can pre­tend [Page] no virtue by the nature of the work, (impertinent to any ſpiritual effect) but meerly by the inſtitution of Chriſt; the efficacy thereof, ex opere opera [...]o (ac­cording to the language of thoſe dayes) and by virtue of the very  [...]o [...]ke, was ſo extended, as to take effect without any good motion in them th [...]t celebrate it. And the intent of the Prieſt, (whoſe act the conſecration was t [...]ken to be) was thought to extend it, to whom, and to what he pleaſed. And  [...], ſo farre from requiring, that any but the Prieſt ſhould communicate, that even at this day, it is not thought neceſſary, by the looſer ſort of that ſide, that the peo­ple ſhould underſtand what the Prieſt does or ſayes, much l [...]ſſe aſſ [...]t him with their devotions, the intent of the Prieſt, (which the Canon it ſelfe alwaies extends to all that are preſent) ſerving to give it virtue. On the other ſide, how hath this been taken & conſtrued? As if every Maſs pretended to ſacrifice Chriſt a new, who, by offering himſelfe once, hath perfited for ever thoſe who are ſanctified, as ſaith the Apoſtle, Heb. X. 14. And therefore, as if every Maſs did challenge the virtue of Chriſts ſacrifice upon the Croſs. And it is true, the properties and ef [...]ect of things ſignified, are in ſome certain ſenſe, truly attributed to the ſigns. But he that inlarges his Language beyond that ſenſe may give, and he that underſtands not the limitations requiſite, may take offenſe, when there is no need. Otherwiſe, the reaſons of thoſe limitations are evident enough, to ſave any ſober and charitable men, either from inflan [...]ing, or taking up offenſes. For, common ſenſe, which tells all men, that what is once done can never be done again, obliges them to underſtand an abatement in the property of that Lan­guage, which attributes the ſacrificing of Chriſt to a Prieſt; becauſe, once done upon the Croſſe, it can never be done ag [...]in. Neither can it be, in reaſon, ſuppoſed, that he who inflames the improperty of his Language, intends there­fore to renounce the common faith, concerning the redemption of man-kind by the ſacrifice of the Croſs. But when all derive all virtue in the Maſs from it, to take ſuch Language for equalling the Maſs to it, will require a great luſt to maintain partiality in the Church. And make but once the conſecrating and offering of the Euchariſt, for the neceſſities of the whole Church, by the pray­ers of thoſe who celebrate it, to be the act of the reſpective aſſembly, by the miniſtry of him whom the Church deputes for the purpoſe; it will eaſily ap­pear what follows. For, the virtue thereof will ſtill be ex opere operato, in op­poſition to the Sacraments of the old Old Law: The ſpirituall intent where­of not being diſcerned by all, becauſe not openly preached at that time, the ſpirituall effect of them could not be attributed to the common work, but to the particular intent of thoſe, that belonged to the Goſpel, under the Law, which is a true ground of oppoſition between opus operatum, and opus operantis; The work meerly done, and done by ſuch a one. Beſides, ſeeing the truth of Chriſts body and blood, is eaten and drunk by living faith, without the Sacrament; He that believes, that God inſtituted not the Sacrament to no purpoſe, though he abhorre to think, that the effect thereof can be had without any good moti­on, muſt of neceſſity allow the devotion which a living faith is exerciſed with, in aſſiſting the celebration of it, an effect, by virtue of that work, which, with­out it, it cannot challenge. As for the effect of the Prayers which it is offered with, it is not to be aſcribed to the quality of the Prieſt, and therefore in that regard alſo it may be aſcribed to the work it ſelfe, not to the quality of him that doth it. But, ſeeing the common obligation of all Chriſtians, extendeth their Prayers to all neceſſities of Chriſts Church; it will not lye in the intent, either of the Prieſt, or of the whole aſſembly (whoſe act more properly it is) to make it more beneficial to particular Chriſtians, then it can be thought, that God ac­cepteth the charity and devotion of particular Chriſtians more particularly, for their particular relations. As for the mater of private Maſſes, and the aſſiſtance of the people, with their devotion as well as preſence, of an unknown tongue in Gods ſervice, of the extending of the benefit thereof, to the dead; Thus much being ſaid generally here, I referre the reſt to their own places. In fine, what other reaſon ſoever can be pretended (by any that ſhall make it his intereſt, to maintain not to excuſe the abuſes of the Church of Rome) why the Eucha­riſt [Page] ſhould be counted ſuch a Sacrifice; if it be not contained in that which hath been ſaid, will eaſily be wiped off by that which hath been ſaid. Thoſe Scriptures which wee ground our ſelves upon, when wee make the Euchariſt a Sacri [...]ce, be­ing the onely ground to determine, (though not the onely means to evidence) for what reaſon, and to what purpoſe it is to be counted ſuch a Sacrifice.
For, how much regard ſoever wee ought to have to the conſent of the Church in this point; (as, without doubt, if in any, then in this) without doubt, the a­greement and correſpondence, viſible to common ſenſe, betwe [...]n the original practice and ſenſe of the Church, and that which hath been alleged out of the Scriptures, will be evidence enough of the right reaſon, or reaſons, for which the Euchariſt is not or is to be eſteemed a propitiatory Sacrifice. There is no man can thruſt his noſe into the writings of the Fathers, even of the firſt times, but hee ſhall finde the Oblations of the faithfull, that are once deputed to the cele­bration of the Euchariſt, called Sacrifices in that regard. This conſideration therefore, is not owned by them that ſtrive moſt, to make the Euchariſt properly a propitiatory Sacrifice; becauſe, though it have the ſtamp of primitive Chriſtia­nity upon it, yet it makes nothing to that purpoſe. And yet the M [...]ſſe is never celebrated, but they hea [...] the Oblations of the faithfull called Sacrifices (in the words quoted afore) and that, for the redemption of their ſouls, for the hope of ſalvation, for the diſcharge of their vowes. All which, underſtanding the renu­ing of the Covenant of grace by the Communion, is properly true in order to it. As for the ſayings of the Fathers, whereby the Euchariſt is declared to be a Sacrifice, in regard of the Conſec [...]ation; I do no way doubt, that they are utter­ly innumerable. For whereſoever the whole action, including the propitiation which the Church intends to procure by it, is called a Sacrifice, (which is moſt or­dinary in the language of the Fathers) there the Conſecration cannot be exclu­ded, though, referring it to the Communion, not the Communion to it, as ſome would have: For if it be con [...]idered on the other ſide, that they were all ſaid, at ſuch time as the Communion was no leſſe uſual than the Conſecration thereof; (that is to ſay, when it was a ſtrange thing to hear of the Euchariſt celebrated, and none but the Prieſt to receive) it will not be ſtrange, that I demand it to be underſtood, in order to the communion of the ſame. Eſpecially, when the Litur­gies themſelves, that is, the form of Conſecration uſed in the moſt eminent Churches▪ (from whom the leſſe muſt neceſſarily be thought to have received their pattern) do limit the being and preſence of Chriſts body and bloud in the Elements, to the benefit of them that ſhall communicate; As it appears by the forms of Conſecration that have been alleged. And though the Fathers divers times  [...]all the celebrating of the Euchariſt the death and paſſion of our Lord, which it commemorates, and, the Sacrifice of his Croſſe; S. Cyprian, Epiſt. LXIII. S. Chryſoſtome, in Mat. Hom. LXXXIII. in A [...]la Hom. XXI. in Epiſt. ad Heb. Hom. XVII. S. Auſtine, in Pſal. XXI. yet, the addition of words which they uſe, of reaſonable and unbloudy, o [...] commemorative, of ſymbolical, of ſigne and image, are neceſſary evidence of an abarement in the property of the words, according to their meaning. Conſtitutiones Apoſt. VI. 23. S. Cyprian, Ep. LXIII. E [...]ſebius, demonſt. Evang. VIII. 1. S. Ambroſe, de O [...]ic. I. 48. Macariu [...], Hom. XXVII. S. A [...]ſtine, Qu [...]ſt. LXI. ex LXXXIII. contra Fa [...]ſtum▪ XX. 21. de Civ. X. 5, 20. XVII. 17. Dionyſius Hierar. Eccleſ. cap. III. and even the Canon of M [...]ſſe, calling it a Sacrifice of Praiſe, for the redemption of ſouls, that pay their vowes. And therefore S. Ambroſe, de i [...]s qui initiantur myſteriis cap. VIII. ſayes, that Chriſtians then, ſeeing the Altar prepared, cried out; Thou haſt prepared  [...] Table before mee; And in the Fathers, that which is ſometimes called an Altar, is other while called a Table, eſpecially with the additions of myſtical, holy, ſpi­ritual, divine, and others. All abating the property of a Sacrifice, or rather the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, when ſpeech is of the Euchariſt. The words of S. Auſtine▪ Epiſt. XXIII. are expreſſe. Nonne ſemel immola [...]us eſt Chriſtus in ſ [...]ipſ [...]? E [...]  [...]amen in Sacramento, non ſol [...]m per omnes Paſch [...] ſolemnitates, ſed omni dis populis im [...]ola [...]r, nec utique men [...]itur, qui interrogatus,  [...]um reſpondet imm [...]la [...] ▪ Was not Chriſt in perſon ſacrificed once? and yet in myſtery not onely all[Page]the Eaſter Holidayes, but every day is he ſacrificed for the people: Nor ſhall hee lye, who, being asked, anſwers, that hee is ſacrificed. That truth of a Sacrifice, which ſerves but to  [...]v [...]lye, makes not a proper Sacrifice. And the words of S. Chry­ſoſtom in Epiſt▪ ad Heb. H [...]. XVII▪ are not to be o [...]itted.  [...]. What then? do wee no [...] offer every day? Wee offer indeed, but, making com­m [...]moration of his death. And this is one and not many. How one and not many? Becauſe he was once offered, not) as that which was carried into the Holy of Holies. That is the figure of this, and this of that. For, wee offer alwaies the ſame, not now one Lamb, and another to morrow, but alwaies the ſame. Therefore the Sacrifice is one. Otherwiſe, by that reaſon, being offered in many places, there ſhould be many Chriſts. But by no means. But there is one Chriſt every where, here full, and there full: One Body. As therefore, being offered in many places, hee is one Body, and not many Bodies; So is hee one Sacrifice. Hee is our High Prieſt, who offered the Sacrifice that cleanſeth us. The ſame wee alſo offer, that then was offered, that is invincible. This is done in remembrance of that which was then done; For, d [...] this, ſaith hee, in rememb [...]ance of mee. Wee make no other Sacrifices as then the High Prieſt, but the ſame alwaies, or rather the remembrance of a Sacrifice. Now that, in the ſenſe of the Catholick Church, the Sacrament of the Eucha­riſt is a Sacrifice propitiatory for the Church, and impe [...]ratory of the neceſſities thereof, in regard of thoſe prayers wherewith it is offered and preſented to God, in virtue of the Sacrifice of the Croſſe, which it is myſtically; (that is, repreſen­teth and commemorateth) a few words will ſerve to perſuade him that knowes the practice and cuſtom of the Church in all ages, at the ſolemn and regular times and occaſions of celebrating the Euchariſt, to make mention of all ſtates and qualities belonging to the Church. And not only ſo, but, upon occaſions in­cident, of going to God, for the neceſſities, either of the Church, or of particular Chriſtians; to celebrate the Euchariſt, with an intent, of preſenting and offering the Croſſe of Chriſt there preſent, for their neceſſities. You had afore out of Ter­tul. de Cor. cap. V. Oblationes pro defunct [...]s, pro natalitiis, annuâ die facimus. Wee make Oblations for the dead, for the birth of Martyrs, on the anniverſary day. And further, de Exhor. Caſtit. XI. ſpeaking of him that had maried a ſecond wife; Ne (que) enim priſtinam poteris odiſſe, cui etiam religioſiorem reſervas affectionem, ut jam re­cept [...] apud Dominum, pro c [...]jus ſpirit [...] poſtulas, pro quâ Oblationes annuas  [...]eddi [...]. Stabis ergo ad Dominum cum tot uxoribus quot in oratione commemoras? Et offeres pro d [...]abus? & commendabis illas duas per ſacerdotem de monogamiâ ordinatum, a [...]t etiam de virginitate ſancitum? circundatum virginibus ac univiris? Et a­ſcendet ſacrifici [...]m tuum liberâ fronte? Et inter caeteras voluntates bon [...] mentis po­ſtulabis tibi & uxori tu [...] caſtitatem? For, the former thou canſt not hate, for whom thou reſerveſt a more religious affection, as received already with the Lord, for whoſe ſpirit thou makeſt requeſt, for whom thou rendreſt yearly oblations. Wilt thou then ſtand before the Lord with as many wives as in thy prayers thou menti­oneſt? And wilt thou offer for two? And commend thoſe two by a Prieſt ordained after one wife, or confirmed of a virgine? compaſſed with virgines and once maried people? And ſhall thy ſacrifice freely aſcend? And, among other affections of a good minde, wilt thou deſire chaſtity for thee and thy wife? I diſpute not here how lawfull it is to pray for the dead; which Tertullian touches again de Monoga­miâ X. de Animâ LVIII. This Tertullian ſuppoſes, that, if a Chriſtian have [Page] two wives, hee muſt offer, that the Euchariſt may be celebrated, and that, at the celebrating of it, the Prieſt may pray for thoſe whom hee mentions, as the oc­caſion of celebrating it. The birth-dayes of Martyrs, that is, the Anniverſaries of their ſufferings was another occaſion of celebrating the Euchariſt, as in Ter­tullian, ſo in S. Cyprian. Epiſt. XXXIV. Sacrificium pro eis ſemper, ut memini [...]is, offerimus, quoties Martyrum paſſiones & dies annuâ commemoratione celeb [...]an us. Wee alwaies offer ſacrifice for them, as you remember, when wee celebrate the year­ly commemoration of the Martyrs ſuffering dayes. Therefore, where the  [...]ame S. Cyprian forbids offering the names of thoſe that had fallen away in perſecution, and offering for them, Epiſt. IX. XI. hee forbids the receiving of their offerings, and, by conſequence, praying for them at the Euchariſt. Epiphanius Haer. XXX. ſpeaking of the Patriarch of the Jewes baptized in private:  [...]. The ſaid Patriar [...]  [...]a [...]in [...]  [...] his hand a very conſiderable ſumm of gold, ſtre [...]ched out his hand, and gave it to  [...]e Biſhop, ſaying; Offer for mee. S. Cyril of Jeruſalem, Catech. Myſtag. V. E [...]roe  [...] Then, that ſpiritual ſacrifice, that unbloudy ſervice, being done, (conſecr [...]t [...]) over that propitiatory ſacrifice, wee beſeech God for the common peace of the Churches, for the State of the world, for the Kings, their armies and allies, for the ſick, &c. adding, that, praying for the departed, wee offer to God, Chriſt, cruci [...]ed  [...]or our ſins, to render him propitious to them, and to us. Of which effect in due place, the intent hereby appears. For here, as hee calls it a Sacrifice upon the Conſecration, ſo hee plainly ſets down, wherein the propitiation which it effect­eth conſiſts, according to the Catholick Church. For, to ſay truth, to the purpoſe in hand, I can produce nothing like that which I have ſaid already, in my Book of the Service of God at the Aſſemblies of the Church, (to which I remit you for the reſt, pag. 370-382.) that, in all the Liturgies, there is a place, where mention is to be made of all States of the Church, for whom the Oblations, out of which the Euchariſt is conſecrated, are offered. And likewiſe a place, where, the Euchariſt being conſecrated, prayer is made, in behalf of all States in the Church; that is to ſay, the Sacrifice of Chriſt his Croſſe, there preſent, is offered up, to move God, to grant them all that is deſired by the regular and continual prayers of the Church. And among them, there is a ſpecial place for thoſe that offer at preſent.
If any man be moved to imagine, that any part hereof is prejudicial to that Reformation which the Church of England profeſſeth, (for, I profeſſe from the beginning, not to be ſ [...]rupulous of offending thoſe that offend it) I remit him to that learned Appendix of Dr Field, to his third book of the Church; the purpoſe whereof (in anſwer to the queſtion; where the Reformed Church was before Luther) is, to ſhow, that in this point, as in others there handled, the ſenſe of the whole Church of Chriſt, even to the time of Luther, and to the Council of Trent, was no other than that which the Church of England embraceth and cheriſheth. Thereby to ſhow, that the Reformation thereof never pretended to found a new Church, but to preſerve that which was, by taking away thoſe corru­ptions, which time, and the enemies of Chriſtianity had ſown, in the Lawes and cuſtoms of it. Which hee doth ſo evidently perform, in this point, that, I muſt needs challenge any man, that hath a minde to blaſt any thing here ſaid, with the ſta [...]e calumny of Popery, to conſider firſt; Whether hee can prove thoſe things, which, the Authors paſt exception there quoted declare to be the ſenſe of the Catholick Church, at that time, to contain any thing prejudicial to the Go­ſpel of Chriſt, and that purity thereof which the Reformation pretendeth. And, becauſe I know hee cannot do it, I reſt ſecure of all, blaſphemies or ſlanders, that can be forged upon this occaſion: Openly profeſſing, that, thoſe who will not acknowledg that condition of the Goſpel, and the promiſes thereof, which I have demonſtrated to be eſſential to Chriſtianity; it is for their intereſt, to [Page] defame the ſenſe of the Catholick Church, with the ſlanderous aſperſions of Po­pery, that ſo they might ſeduce miſerable creatures to believe, that there is a faith which in [...]itles them to the promiſes of the Goſpel, not ſuppoſing them con­verted to the Chriſtianity which it rendereth. For, ſeeing that propitiation which the Sacrifice of the Euchariſt pretendeth is grounded upon this condition of the Covenant of Grace; (as I have ſhowed) it is no mervail if they, who pretend to reconcile the promiſes of the Goſpel to the luſts of the fleſh, by which this world is injoyed, indeavor to ſlander the purity of Chriſtianity with thoſe aſper­ſions, which they have ſeduced wretched people to count odious. In fine, it is not that conſideration of a Sacrifice in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, which the ſenſe and practice of the Catholick Church inforceth; but the violent interpre­tations of it which are made on both ſides, to both extremities, that can give the leaſſ pretenſe for diviſion in the Church. For, while on the one ſide, the ſacri­ficing of Chriſt a new, is ſo conſtrued, as if, to doubt of the virtue of it in behalf of all that aſſiſt in it, (whether they communicate in it or not, whether their de­votions concurr to it or not) were to doubt of the virtue of Chriſts Croſſe; it is no mervail if this create ſo great offenſe, that the receiving of the Euchariſt, nay, the aſſiſting of it with the devotions of Chriſtian people, comes to be a mater of indifference. On the other ſide, while, the renewing of the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, by that repreſentation thereof which the Euchariſt tendreth, for the redreſſing of the Covenant of Grace between God and thoſe which receive, is conſtrued as prejudicial to that one Sacrifice, whereby our Lord for ever hath perfected thoſe whom hee ſanctifieth; no mervail if the very ce­lebrating of it come to be a mater of indifference, the effect whereof, by be­lieving that a man is predeſtinate or juſtified, is had before and without it. The mater of the Sacrifice then being ſo great a ſubject for the divi [...]ion, upon ſo litle cauſe; it is time for good Chriſtians to awake and look about them, and ſee, that, the leſſe cauſe there is, the greater good will the parties have to continue at di­ſtance: In the mean time, it is the common intereſt of Chriſtianity, even the means of their ſalvation, by the worthy frequenting of this holy Sacrament, that ſuffers. As for the Church of England, I referr my ſelf to the very form of thoſe Lawes, according to which, as many as have received Orders in it, have promiſed to exerciſe the Miniſtery to which they were appointed by the ſame, and that before God and his Church, at ſo ſolemne an occaſion, that nothing can be thought obligatory to him that would tranſgreſſe it. For, the Offertory which the Church of England preſcribeth, if it ſignifie any thing, ſignifieth the dedication of that which is offered, as, at large, to the neceſſities of the Church, ſo in particular, to the celebration of the Euchariſt then and there. At the con­ſecration the Church prayeth; That wee, receiving theſe thy creatures of Bread and Wine, according to thy Son our Saviour Chriſts holy inſtitution, in remembrance of his death and paſſion, may be partakers of his moſt bleſſed body and bloud; And after the Communion; Wee thy humble ſervants, intirely deſire thy fatherly good­neſs mercifully r [...] accept this our Sacrifice of praiſe and thanksgiving: Moſt hum­bly beſeeching thee to grant, that, by the merits and death of thy Son Jeſus Chriſt, and through faith in his bloud, wee and thy whole Church may obtain remiſſion of our ſins, and all other benefits of his death and paſſion: All this, having premi [...]ed prayer for all States of Chriſts Church. Which whether it make not the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, by virtue of the Conſecration, the Sa­crifice of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, propitiatory and impetratory for them who communicate in it, by receiving the Elements; whether or no, by virtue of this Oblation, propitiatory and impetratory for the neceſſities of the reſt of the Church, as well as the Congregation preſent; I leave to men of reaſon, but not to Puritanes, to judge. This I am ſure, the condition of the Goſpel, (which is the fourth reaſon, for which, I have ſhowed, that the Euchariſt is counted a Sa­crifice in the ſenſe of the Church) is exactly expreſſed in the words that follow, to the confuſion of all Puritanes, that would have us expect the bleſſings pro­miſed, from ſuch a kinde of faith, which ſuppoſes it not, neither implies  [...]; And  [...]e, wee offer and preſent to thee, O Lord; our ſelves, our ſouls and bodies, to be a[Page]reaſonable, holy, and lively ſacrifice unto thee; humbly beſeeching thee, that all we, which be partakers of this holy Communion, may be fulfilled with thy grace and heavenly benediction. For, the reaſon which obliges us to profeſſe this at recei­ving the Euchariſt, (which is the New-Teſtament in the blood of Chriſt) is, be­cauſe the promiſes which the Goſpel covenanteth for, depend upon it, as the condition which renders them due. And, upon theſe premiſes, I may well con­clude, that all the reaſons, for which I have ſhowed that the Euchariſt is a ſa­crifice in the ſenſe of the Church, are recapitul [...]ted and compriſed in which fol­loweth; And though we be unworthy, through our manifold ſinnes, to offer unto thee any ſacrifice; yet we beſeech thee to accept this our bounden duty and ſervice, not waying our merits, but pardoning our offences.

CHAP. VI. The reaſon of the Order by which I proceed, brings me to the Baptiſm of Infants in the next place. The power of the Keyes ſeen in granting Baptiſm, as well as in communicating the Euchariſt. Why Socinians make Baptiſm indifferent: Why Antinomians make it a miſtake to Baptize. The grounds upon which I ſhake off both: With anſwer to ſome objections.
WHen I propoſed to write of the Laws of the Church (that is to ſay, of thoſe controverſies concerning the ſame, which are the ſubject of diviſi­on in mater of Chriſtian amity to the Engliſh at this time) I propoſed my ſubject in aeqivocall terms, till it be further diſtinguiſhed, that the Laws of the Church may be underſtood to be thoſe, which God hath given the Church, to conduct the body of the Church in the exerciſe of their Chriſtianity; And they may be underſtood to be thoſe, which God hath inabled the Church to give themſelves, according to that which I ſhowed from the beginning; That Gods giving ſuch Laws to Chriſtians, as are to be kept and exerciſed by the communi­ty of Chriſtians, at their reſpective Aſſemblies, is a demonſtration, that God hath founded a Society or Corporation under the name of the Church: And that, ſuppoſing the Church to be ſuch a Society or Corporation of neceſſity in­ferreth; that it is inabled by Gods Law, to give Laws unto it ſelfe, in ſuch ma­ters, as, not being determined by Gods Law, become neceſſary to be determi­ned, for preſervation of the Body in unity, and communion in the offices of Gods ſervice. The Laws, therefore, that God gives his Church, are ſo farre the ſubject of this inquiry, as may make it to appear, what is left to the power and duty of the Church to determine. And to this purpoſe, it ſeemed requiſite in the firſt place to determine, what the rule of Faith containeth to be believed of the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, which is the ground of whatſoever can be pre­tended that he hath injoyned his Church, as concerning the frequentation of it; having determined the like afore, not only concerning the Sacrament of Baptiſm, but alſo concerning Penance, in as much as they contain qualifications requiſite by the Goſpel to render the promiſes thereof due to particular Chriſtians. Whereas the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, being, as I ſaid afore, the moſt emi­nent of thoſe offices which God hath injoyned to be celebrated by the Aſſem­bles of his Church, (having firſt founded his Church upon the duty and the com­mand, or upon the charter or priviledge of holding thoſe Aſſemblies, even when the Powers of the world allow it not) required a tea [...]y expreſs, to deter­mine the true intent why it was inſtituted; that it might the better appear in due time, how thoſe circumſtances in the celebration of it, which are a great part of the ſubject of that diviſion which prevails among us in point of Chriſti­anity, may beſt be determined to the intent of Gods Law: And alſo, that the true intent of other Powers given the Church (evidently  [...]ending to the main­tenance of Chriſtianity, and the purity thereof, but, alwaie [...] with a reſpect to the unity of the Church, in the communion of thoſe offices whereof this is the chief) might the better be eſtimated, by a right underſtanding of the end which they ſeek. You have then the firſt, that is, the original and primitive, and [Page] alſo if you demand that, the prime and chief power of Gods Church, conſiſt­ing in celebrating the Sacraments of Baptiſm, and the Euchariſt. Not in wa­ſhing away the filth of the Body, as S. Peter ſaith (that is, not in miniſtring the outward ceremony of waſhing the body with water, or any part of it) but in admitting and allowing that profeſſinn of a good Conſcience, which quali­fies a man to be a member of the Church. For, this allowance is no leſſe then a declaration, on the part of the Church, that he who upon theſe times is ad­mitted to Baptiſm, is likewiſe inveſted with a right and due title to the promiſes of the Goſpel, remiſſion of ſ [...]nnes, and everlaſting life: As it may appear to all that h [...]ve contracted with the Church of England in Gods name, that, conti­nuing in that which they profeſſed and undertook, on ttheir part, at their Baptiſm, they are  [...]ſſured of no leſſe by the Church.
And therefore this is, and ought to be accounted that power of the Keyes, by which men are admitted to the Houſe of God, which is his Church, as S. Paul ſaith; At leaſt that part of it, that is ſeen and exerciſed in this firſt office that the Church can miniſter to a Chriſtian. And, ſeeing no man can challenge the priviledge of that communion, to which he is admitted upon condition of that profeſſion which Baptiſm ſuppoſed, unleſſe he proceed to live according to it; it cannot ſeem ſtrange, that the ſame ſhould be thought to be exerciſed in the celebration of the Euchariſt, as it is done, with a purpoſe to communicate the Sacrament thereof to thoſe that receive. I ſhall deſire any man that counts this ſ [...]r [...]nge, to conſider that which I quoted even now out of Epiphanius, That the Patriarch of the Jews at Tiberias, being baptized by the Biſhop, put a con­ſiderable ſum of Gold into his hand, ſaying; Offer for me: For it is written; Whatſoever ye bind on  [...]atrh, ſhall be bound in heaven; and whatſoever ye loſe on earth, ſhall be loſed in heaven: For ſo it follows in Epiphanius. And when S. Cyprian blames or forbids offering up the names, or offering up the Euchariſt in the names of thoſe that had fallen away from the Church in time of perſe­cution, till they were reconciled to the Church by Penance; doth he not exer­ciſe the power of the Keyes, in his hands, by denying the benefit of thoſe Pray­ers which the Euchariſt is celebrated with, to them who had forfeited their right to it, by failing of that, which, by their baptiſm they undertook? As on the o­ther ſide, whoſoever the Euchariſt is offered for, (that is, whoſoever hath a part in thoſe Prayers which it is celebrated with) is thereby declared looſe by the Church, upon ſuppoſition, that he is indeed what he profeſſes. And what­ſoever Canons of the Church there are (of which there are not a few) which take order, that the offerings of ſuch or ſuch ſhall, or ſhall not be received; they all proceed upon this ſuppo [...]tion, that, by the power of the Keys, they are to be allowed or refuſed their part of benefit in the Communion of the Eucha­riſt, and the effects of i [...]. For, not to ſpeak of what is, by the corruption of men; but what ought to be, by the appointment of God, it is manifeſt, that, the admiſſion of a man to the communion of the Euchariſt is an allowance of his Chriſtianity, as con [...]ormable to that which Baptiſm profeſſeth; though, in no ſ [...]ate of the Church, it is a ſufficient and reaſonable preſumption, that a man is indeed and before God, intitled to the promiſes of the Goſpel, that he is admitted to the communion of the Euchariſt by the Church; becauſe, whatſo­ever profeſſion the Church can receive may be coun [...]erfeit. But ſo, that it is to be indeavoured, by all means poſſible for the Church to uſe, that the right of communicating with the Church in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, be not al­lowed any man by the Church, but upon ſuch terms, and according to ſuch laws, that a man, being qualified according to them, may be really and indeed qualifi­ed for thoſe promiſes which the Goſpell tendreth. Which being ſuppoſed, every Chriſtian muſt of neceſſity acknowledge, how great and eminent a power the Lord hath truſted his Church with, in celebrating and giving of the Eucha­riſt; when he is convinced to believe, that the body and blood of Chriſt is there­by tendred him, though myſtically and as in a Sacrament, yet ſo truly, that the ſpirit of Chriſt is no leſſe really preſent with it, to inable the ſouls of all them that receive it with ſincere Chriſtianity, then the Sacrament is to their bodies, [Page] or, then the ſame ſpirit is preſent in the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, naturally be­ing in the heavens. For, ſuppoſe, that by faith alone, without receiving this Sacrament, a man is aſſured of the ſpirit of Chriſt, (as, by faith alone, under­ſtanding faith alone, as S. Paul meant it, I ſhall ſhow that he may be aſſured of it) yet, if he have determined a viſible act to be done, to the due performance whereof he hath annexed a promiſe of the participation of the Spirit of Chriſt by our Spirit, no leſſe then of the body  [...]nd blood of Chriſt Sacramentally preſent by our bodies; And, if he hath made the doing of this a part of the Chriſtiani­ty, which, under the title of Faith alone, in [...]i [...]leth to promiſes of the Goſpell; (for who can be ſaid to profeſſe Chriſtianity, that owneth not ſuch an Ordi­n [...]nce, upon ſuch a promiſe?) Then hath he determined and limited the truth of that faith, which onely juſtifieth us, at the beginning of every mans Chriſtiani­ty to the Sacrament of Baptiſm, but in the proceeding of the ſame, to that of the Euchariſt. Theſe being the firſt Powers of the Church, and, having reſolved from the beginning, that the power of the Church extends to the deter [...]ining or limiting of any thing requiſite to the communion of the Church, the determi­nation or limitation wherof (by ſuch an act as ought to have the force of Law to them that are of the Church) becomes requiſite▪ to the communion of Chriſtians in the offices of Gods ſervice in unity; I cannot ſee any of the con­troverſies, whereby we ſtand now divided, that can deſerve a place in our conſi­deration, before that of the Baptiſm of Infants. For, as it is a diſpute belong­ing to the firſt and originall power of the Church, to conſider whether it extend ſo farre, as (when it is acknowledged that there is no written Law of God to that purpoſe) that it may, and juſtly hath provided, that all the Children of Chriſtian Parents be baptized Infants; ſo it will apear to concern their ſalvati­on more immediately, then other Laws, limiting the exerciſe of the Churches power, or the circumſtances of exerciſing thoſe offices of God ſervice which it tendeth to determine, can be thought to do.
But Before I come to diſpute this point, I will here take notice once more of the Book, called the Doctrine of Baptiſms, one of the fruits of this bleſſed Reformation, commonly attributed to the Maſter of a Colledge in Cambridge, proving by a ſtudied diſpute, that it was never intended by our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles, that Chriſtians ſhould be Baptized at all: That John indeed was ſent to baptize with water, but that the Baptiſm of Chriſt is baptiſm with the Holy Ghoſt and fire: And, ſo long as the Ceremonies of the Law were not aboliſhed in point of fact, (though become void in point of right) ſo long al­ſo baptiſm by water was practiſed by the Apoſtles, as by John the Baptiſt and his Diſciples; But that ſince then, the continuance of Baptiſm by water in the Church, is nothing elſe but an argument, that it hath been deſtitute of Baptiſm by fire, which is the Holy Ghoſt, which this Reformation, or, forſooth, this Dog­matiſt pretends to. Which opinion obliges to mention again that of S [...]cinus, who allows no further of Baptiſm, then of an indifferent Ceremony, which the Church may uſe ſtill at pleaſure, to ſolemnize the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, when a man is converted from Infidelity to it; (as it was preſcribed by our Lord, to ſignifie the waſhing away of ſinne from thoſe, who, having been Jews and Gentiles, were converted to be Chriſtians) But, that the obligation there­of is utterly ceaſed in reſpect of thoſe, who, being born of Chriſtians, and bred up in the Church, have, by the exerciſe of that Chriſtianity which their yeares intitles them to▪ made continual profeſſion of it. Theſe two opinions, like Samſons Foxes, though  [...]ied together by the tails to ſet the Church on fire, yet may proceed upon ſeverall grounds. For, we know that Socinus, denying Ori­ginall ſinne, hath reaſon enough to reject the baptiſm of men, as well as of Infants; as not acknowledging any thing but the will of man requiſite to make him a good Chriſtian, and conſequently, ſuſpending the premiſes of the Go­ſpel onely upon that act thereof, which reſolveth a man to become a good Chri­ſtian. Which how well it agrees with Sovinus his acknowledgement of the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, promiſed to them that have made this reſolution, to  [...]able them to perform it, is clear to them who ſhall have peruſed the premiſes [Page] to give ſentence. As for the other opinion laſt mentioned, I muſt profeſſe, that I do not take upon me, that it is his work who is ſaid to be the Author of it, though I name him upon common fame, as an inſtance to evidence, that there is no Church of God in England, by the preſent Laws, when there is no means to bring to light the Authors of ſuch peſtilent Doctrines; and when thoſe who pretend to be an Univerſity, do acknowledge ſuch a man Maſter of a Colledge, (partly of Divines) as, if they were an Univerſity, they ought not to acknow­ledge as a Chriſtian; to wit, belonging to the communion of the Church. For, though I mean not to charge him with this Book, yet, ſo long as he owns all that he is charged with by Rutherford, the Scots Presbyterian; I do charge him with the Hereſie of the Antinomians, which here I mention, becauſe it ſeems reaſonable to conceive this opinion to be a branch of it: wherein, how well he is re [...]uted by his adverſary, how clear his adverſary is of the ſame blame, is to be judged by that which I have determined, concerning the condition of the Co­ven [...]nt of Grace. For the Hereſie of the Antinomians conſiſting in voiding the condition of the Covenant of Grace, it is free for them to make the juſtificati­on of Chriſtians to go before juſtifing faith, being nothing elſe, but the reve­lation of Gods mercy which he hath form everlaſting for the Elect, whom he, determining to ſave, ſent Chriſt to rede [...]m them alone. It ſeems therefore very conſequent in reaſon to this poſition, (if that operation of the Spirit, which they pretend, admit any diſpute of reaſon about their poſitions) to ſay, that, the gift of the Holy Ghoſt being due to the Elect by virtue of Chriſts merits and ſufferings, provided for them alone, and imputed to them alone from ever­laſting, to the remiſſion of ſinnes; There can be no reaſon why Baptiſm ſhould be requiſite. Thoſe that are not elect, not ſtanding in any capacity, either of ad­mitting the Goſpel, or attaining the promiſes of it: thoſe that are, being from everlaſting eſtated in the right of them. Now, if that Presbyterian make juſtify­ing faith to conſiſt in the knowledgs of mans Predeſtination to life, in conſi­deration of Chriſt ſent for him, revealed to him by Gods Spirit, but limited to take effect upon the ſaid revelation of it; (as I have ſaid that ſome of them do) then I referre my ſelfe to that which I have ſaid already, to ſhow this opi­nion to be no leſſe deſtructive to Chriſtianity then the former, but not ſo agree­able to it ſelf, nor to reaſon, to make remiſſion of ſins and ſalvation, (appoint­ed them meerly in conſideration of Chriſt) to depend upon the revelation of Chriſt to them, altogether impertinent to any act required of them to procure it. But, if he make juſtifying faith to conſiſt in a confidence in God, (ſuch as men may have, that are aſſured of remiſſion of ſins, and of life everlaſting, not ſuppoſing on their part any condition of turning from the world to God, as re­quiſite by the Goſpel) I referre my ſelfe ſtill, to that which I have ſaid, to ſhow how this is deſtructive to Chriſtianity. But, why thoſe that have theſe opinions, ſhould nevertheleſſe maintain the neceſſity of Baptiſme, whereof they have no reaſon to give according to the Scriptures, I confeſſe I am to learn. For if we believe Chriſtianity to come from God, (and therefore all the Laws of it) how ſhall we believe, that, for one of theſe Laws, he hath provided, that all that will be ſaved be baptized, having given aſſurance of remiſſion of ſins, and ſalvation, without conſideration of it, or dependance upon it? He that comes to be Bapti­zed, either have ſaving faith, or not; if he have it, he hath it never the more for be­ing baptized, being ſuch an aſſurance, as no man may doubt in, without failing of all Gods promiſes; If he have it no [...], can baptiſm bring it? unleſſe we ſay with the Church, that the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt depends upon it: which he that ſaith, (if he will give a reaſon of what he ſaith) muſt have recourſe to the condition of the undertaking and profeſſing of Chriſtianity, in conſideration whereof, God hath promiſed the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, to inable Chriſtians to perform that which they undertake.
This is then to ſay, that, though I take notice of theſe Hereſies in this place, where I purpoſe to ſpeak of the power of the Church in baptizing, yet I hold not my ſelfe obliged to ſay any more, for the rooting of them out, or preventing them, then I have ſaid, in demonſtrating the nature of the Covenant of Grace. [Page] For, I have ſhowed on the one ſide, that the condition required on our parts to undertake, if we would be intitled to the promiſes which it tendreth, conſiſteth in an act of our free choice, whereby the courſe of our lives is dedicated to the ſervice of God, as the end for which wee were made; and that this courſe is de­termined by the Law of Chriſtianity, and conſequently, the act whereby we undertake to profeſſe Chriſtianity; (called faith by S. Paul) that which intitles us to remiſſion of ſins and everlaſting life. And I have ſhowed on the other ſide, that the nature of man, being corrupted by the fall of our firſt Parents, could not be repaired, but by the ſecond coming of the ſecond Adam; and thoſe helps of grace, which by▪ his obedience in the fleſh, he purchaſed▪ to inable us to im­brace and undertake the condition propoſed, and to proceed in the performance of it, to that which God accepteth. In fine, I have ſhowed, that the Sacrament of Baptiſm is that viſible act, which legally determineth and limiteth that pro­feſſion of Chriſtianity which intitleth to the Kingdom of God; as conſigning the profeſſion of a Chriſtian unto the hands of the Church, by the means whereof Chriſtianity is conveyed to us: Therefore having ſhowed theſe things, I have no reaſon to think my ſelfe obliged to unty theſe Cobwebs thred by thred, which I can ſweep away at once with this beſome.
Onely I will ſtand here ſo long, as to admire, whether the boldneſſe or igno­rance of theſe new dogmatiſts of new Religions be the greater; when I ſee the baptiſm of John counted among the Ceremonies of the old Law, for a founda­tion of this new doctrine of Baptiſms, never heard of by any Chriſtian, till this bleſſed Reformation was on foot: which muſt be ſaid, à fortiori, of that Bap­tiſm by water, which our Lord Chriſt inſtituted, by them that eſteem it not the ſame. Is it poſſible that any man, that believes Chriſtianity to be the Religion now in force to ſalvation by Gods appointment, in oppoſition to Judaiſm, ſhould imagine, that John the Baptiſt, (ſent to declare our Lord to be the Chriſt that was ſent of God to introduce it, to the voiding of Moſes Law) ſhould ſet on foot that Baptiſm, whereby he prepared his Diſciples for Chriſt, or brought them to Chriſt, by virtue of that Law which he intended to void? Is it not eſ­ſentiall to all the obſervations of the old Law, that they be thought to be figu­rative of Chriſt to come, at leaſt ſuppoſing Chriſtianity? Can that Baptiſm fi­gure Chriſt to come, the intent whereof ſuppoſed him to be already come, pre­tending to prepare his Diſciples to receive him that was come? But, whether we ſay, the Baptiſm of Chriſt was the ſame with Johns Baptiſm, or another; to ſay, the Apoſtles of Chriſt, when they baptize, with water, intended to figure that the Meſſias was coming, from whom they had their commiſſion to Baptize, would be no leſſe then a ſpice of madneſſe.
I will alſo ſtay ſo long for Socinus, as to anſwer that ſuſpition which he draws from the words of S. Paul, 1 Cor. I. 13.-17. to his purpoſe; Is Chriſt divi­ded? was Paul crucified for you? or were ye baptized into the name of Paul? I thank God that I baptized none of you but Cri [...]pus and Gaius; that no man ſay, that I baptize in my o [...]n name; yet I baptized alſo the houſe of Stephans: further, whither I baptized any, I know not. For, Chriſt ſent me not to baptize, but to preach the Goſpel. If there were any thing in theſe words to intimate, that the precept of baptizing is not of pe [...]emptory and perpetuall neceſſity, then muſt they ſig­nifie more, then, that it was not neceſſary that it ſhould be done by S. Pauls own hands, which is all they contain. For, he that would ſay, that which was not neceſſary to be done by S. Paul, was not neceſſary to be done; would de­ſerve to be laught at for his pains. The queſtion is then; was any of them whom S. Paul baptized not, left unbaptized, or not? If not; how is it inferred, that a man need not be baptized now, becauſe then they were not baptized by S. Paul? If ſo, how comes Socinus to grant, that thoſe who were firſt conver­ted to Chriſtianity, were to be baptized? And therefore, before Socinus, or any man go about to teach a new Religion, it were fit for him to learn from the cuſtome and practice of the Church, that there is a difference between au­thority in ordering, and miniſtery in executing; And, from the cuſtome of the world, that, what a man does by his miniſter or officer, that he does himſelfe [Page] in Law, though another do it in point of nature. Which being ſuppoſed, a little reaſon will ſerve to inferre, that the Apoſtles, being principal in the com­miſſion of the Goſpell, were to be imployed in the principall part of it; that is, in reducing men to Chriſtianity: And therefore, ſo farre as that required their attendance, inferiour offices, which depended upon their order, were to be left to the execution of their Miniſters. But to both theſe Hereſies, I ſay at once, in the laſt place, that they belie the very ground which they profeſſe to be Chriſtians. The reaſon why the motives of faith cannot be doubted for truth, is, becauſe all that are Chriſtians, have taken upon them their Chriſtianity for a Law, and entred into a communion and body of the Church, to live and communicate in the faith and ſervice of God▪ according to certain Laws, upon evidence that they come indeed from God. Therefore, that which all this body hath taken upon it, to obſerve for Law from the beginning, and conſtantly ob­ſerved till Socinus his, or the Antinomians time, that belonged to the matter of Chriſtianity, as evidently, as it is evident, that the motives of Chriſtianity recorded in the Scriptures are true; which are therefore evidently true, becauſe it is evident, that they have moved the world to receive Chriſtianity, which could not have been done, had they been falſe. For, if all Chriſtians could be decei­ved, to believe, that their Chriſtianity requireth them to be Baptized, if they will be ſaved; why might they not be deceived to believe, that thoſe things were truly one, which the Scripture alledgeth to evidence the Goſpell to come from God, when as indeed they were not? Which is to ſay, that who ſo pre­tends to void that which the whole Church obſerveth for a Law, muſt not think that he can do it, by ſhowing that it is not commanded in the Scriptures; un­til he can ſhow, that it is come into the Church, not according to right, having been from the beginning otherwiſe. He muſt therefore firſt refuſe all that I have ſaid in the firſt Book, to demonſtrate, that the Church alwaies was from the beginning one body, governed by certain Laws, originally proceeding from the Apoſtles; by whom power was left it, to determine and limite further all that the future eſtate thereof ſhould require to be further determined, for the maintaining of unity in the communion of the Church. For, granting this, it will be impoſſible to ſhow, how ſo great a body ſhould agree to receive that for a Law, and that neceſſary to ſalvation, as Baptiſm hath alwayes been eſteemed, which they received not for ſuch at the beginning, from our Lord and his Apo­ſtles.

CHAP. VII. The ground of baptizing Infants Originall ſinne, though not inſtituted till Chriſt roſe again. No other cure for it. Infants of Chriſtians may be Diſciples, are ho­ly. The effect of Circumciſion under the Law, inferreth the effect of Baptiſm un­der the Goſpel.
ANd theſe ſame are the reaſons that I muſt have recourſe to, now that I come to conclude againſt the Anabaptiſts. Our Lord ſaith to Nicode­  [...]us, Joh. III. 3. Verily, verily, I ſay unto thee, unleſſe a man be born again hee cannot ſe [...] the Kingdom of God. And what this new birth is, he ſetteth forth in anſwering that impertinent queſtion, which Nicodemus, not underſtanding him makes; how a man ſhould come out of his Mothers belly the ſecond time▪ Veri­ly, verily, I ſay unto thee; unleſſe a man be born of water and of the ſpirit, he can­not enter into the Kingdom of God. That which is born of the fleſh is fleſh, and that which is born of the ſpirit is ſpirit. Here I will grant the Anabaptiſts, that the Sacrament of Baptiſm is not inſtituted by theſe words, but by the act of our Lord after his Reſurrection, when he gives his Apoſtles their Commiſſion; Go, make Diſciples all Nations, baptizing them in the Name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt; teaching them to obſerve all things that I have commanded you, Mar. XXVIII. 18. But for reaſons, which perhaps they will not thank me for, though they be not able to refute. As yet, when this diſcourſe was held, it was [Page] not declared, to all that took our Lord for a Prophet, that he was the Sonne of God. Nicodemus himſelfe, that comes to him as a Prophet, ſaying, Maſter, we know thou art a Prophet come from God: For no man could do the works that thou doſt, unleſſe God were with him; If he go away inſtructed, that the ſame which obliges him to take our Lord Chriſt for a Prophet, concludes him to be the Chriſt the Son of God, he is beholden to the freedom of our Lord, in decla­ring to him the pretenſe of his coming, by this diſcourſe. But, for the pur­poſe of ſending the Holy Ghoſt, it cannot be imagined, that it was declared from the beginning of our Lords preaching, who reveals not the intent of his death to his Apoſtles, till he grew towards the time of it; The priviledge of ſending the Holy Ghoſt being part of that ſtate, to which he was to be ex­alted, riſing from death. How then can it be imagined, that our Lord, ſhould, from the beginning of his preaching, appoint all to be baptized in the Name of the Father Son and Holy Ghoſt, which is the Sacrament of Baptiſm that makes us Chriſtians? Certainly, it is not the ſame thing for John to baptize in the name of him that ſhould come, as for the Apoſtles in the Name of Father Son and Holy Ghoſt; Unleſſe we think, that all the people of God, who expected a Meſſias, expected him to be the Son of God, which Chriſtians worſhip our Lord Chriſt for, and they crucified him for pretending to be. There is there­fore no cauſe why we ſhould offer that violence to the Scripture, Acts XXX. 4. 5. John indeed baptized the baptiſm of repentance, ſaying to the people, that they were to believe in him that came after him, that is, in Chriſt Jeſus. And hear­ing this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jeſus; which I ſhowed you, is offered by thoſe that would have it to ſignifie; That thoſe who were baptized by Iohn Baptiſt, were baptized in the name of the Lord Jeſus. For other an­ſwers that are deviſed, to avoid to clear a Scripture, I count them not worth the refuting, ſo eviden [...]ly they force the expreſs ſenſe of the words. And among them, none more unreaſonable, th [...]n that which ſaith; that theſe men were not indeed baptized with the baptiſm of Iohn, though they thought they were: And that S. Paul, when he ſayes; John indeed baptized with water, ſaying to the people, that they ſhould believe in him that was to come, even in Chriſt Ieſus; ar­gues and perſwades them, that they were not, indeed, baptized with the Bap­tiſm of Iohn, though they thought they were. For, of all things in the world, could men be deceived, to think, that they profeſſed that which the Baptiſm of Iohn muſt oblige them to profeſſe, and did not? Nor can it be ſaid with any ap­pearance of truth, that Iohn baptizing unto repentance, thoſe whom he ſends for the means of ſalvation, for the future, to him that was to come, did bap­tize in the Name of the Lord Jeſus; in as much as it is neceſſary to be ſaid, that the Apoſtles, when they baptized in the name of the Lord Jeſus, Acts, II. 38. VIII. 16. X. 48. did ſufficiently intimate the name of the Fa­ther, whoſe Son they preached our Lord to be, and alſo of the Holy Ghoſt, whom our Lord had promiſed to thoſe that are baptized; as Irenaeus, ſo long ſince, hath exquiſitely cleared the difficulty, how they obſerved their Commiſ­ſion of baptizing in the name of the Father Son and Holy Ghoſt; Baptizing, as S. Luke reports, in the Name of the Lord Jeſus. But of Iohn the Baptiſt, it is ſaid, Ioh. I. 29-34. That, the morrow after he baptized our Lord, he declared him to be the man that was to come after him, in whoſe name he had baptized; that he knew him not, but came to declare him; and that by the coming down of the Dove upon him, it was revealed to him, that he ſhould know our Lord to be the man that came to Baptize with the Holy Ghoſt. Whereby it ap­peareth, that he cannot be thought to have baptized in the Name of the Lord Jeſus, as that importeth, as much as baptizing in the Name of the Father Son and Holy Ghoſt. For, though it is evident, that Iohn knew our Lord when he came to be baptized, that he knew him to be in the world, from the time that he began to preach, and, that he ſhould baptize with the Holy Ghoſt; Yet, not knowing the man from the time that he began to baptize; how could he bap­tize in his name, and, as the Son of God, that was to give the Holy Ghoſt, be­fore our Lord himſelfe had preached and declared, upon what terms it was to [Page] come? I ſuppoſe it is eaſie enough to diſtinguiſh, between baptizing in the name of Chriſt, and baptizing with an intent, of ſending them whom he baptized to Chriſt, to be baptized with the Holy Ghoſt. Neither is this to ſay, that Iohns Baptiſm availed not to remiſſion of ſinnes, for the time that it was on foot by Gods appointment; when as we acknowledge that diſpenſation of Grace which was intimated and conveyed by the Law, to have been the means to bring ſome to the righteouſneſſe of faith; How much more the twilight of the Goſpel un­der John the Baptiſt? But that, before the Covenant of Grace was publiſhed by the preaching of our Lord, and inacted on Gods part, by his death upon the Croſſe, (or rather by raiſing him from death) it was not time to determine that act, by which God intended, that profeſſion which he requires for the conditi­on of it, ſhould be ſolemnized and celebrated. Therefore, there came water and blood out of our Lords ſide upon the Croſs, to intimate the ground up­on which this Sacrament ſhould be in force for the future. And, if this be the condition, upon which the Holy Ghoſt, which Chriſt promiſeth upon his aſcen­ſion, is granted, as I have ſhowed, then can it not be thought to have been in force from any other date, then that of the promiſe. This is the reaſon, why I am to expect no thanks from the Anabaptiſts, for granting, that the Sacra­ment of Baptiſm was not in force when theſe words were ſaid. For, the regene­ration here required in them, that ſhall come to the Kingdom of heaven, be­ing expreſſed here to be that which the Holy Ghoſt worketh; and the ſending of the Holy Ghoſt depending upon the profeſſion of Chriſtianity ſolemnly made by Baptiſm, from the time that Chriſtianity came in force; Whatſoever Nicodemus underſtood by being born again of water and the Holy Ghoſt, af­ter the inſtitution, they cannot be underſtood to take effect without it. There were then divers cuſtomes of baptizing in force among the Jews, by virtue of the Law. There was a cuſtome to admit Proſelytes into the Synagogues, by circumciſion, by a ſacrifice, and by baptiſm. And they that look upon this cu­ſtome with judgement, cannot doubt, that our Saviour, intending to preſcribe a courſe for the bringing of true Proſelytes, which are Chriſtians, into the true Iſrael of God, which is the Church, made choice of the ceremony of Baptiſm, becauſe of the correſpondence between the Law and the Goſpel. In fine, John had taken it up for the fitteſt expreſſion of that repentance and converſion from thoſe evill wayes, which he charged thoſe that bore themſelves high upon the priviledge of Gods people with, which thoſe whom he baptized were to profeſſe. This was enough to make Nicodemus underſtand by theſe words, the declaration of a purpoſe to inſtitute ſome ſuch Ceremony, as thoſe which he knew to be in uſe: But when he addeth the Holy Ghoſt, as a promiſe annexed to it, he ſends us Johns Goſpel, to learn further what this promiſe requires: And therefore, I muſt reſume here that which I obſerved afore, that our Lord, in­tending to inſtitute the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, for the eating of his body and blood myſtically, as in a Sacrament, prepared his Diſciples for it, by diſ­courſing to them of eating his fleſh, and drinking his blood, by conſidering his doctrine, and turning it to the nouriſhment of their ſouls, by taking up his Croſs and profeſſing Chriſtianity, Joh. VI. For one egge is not liker another, then, the courſe he takes here, to intimate what he intended to ordain for the quali­fying of his Diſciples, to be capable of the Holy Ghoſt, (whereby he declareth a promiſe) is, to his proceeding in bringing in the other Sacrament. If then our Anabaptiſts can ſhow us a new Goſpel, to aſſure us of the gift of the Holy Ghoſt without Baptiſm, then may they take upon them, to aſſure us of the King­dom of Heaven without it. But, if the Kingdom of Heaven depend upon the new birth of the Holy Ghoſt, and there be no poſſible means to aſſure any man of this new birth, without the Sacrament of Baptiſm; either Infants muſt be baptized before they go out of the world, or go out of the world without that aſſurance.
Here, I profeſſe, it is all one to me, as to this diſpute, whether thoſe whom I diſpute with, believe Original ſinne or not. For if they believe it not, I remit them to that which I have ſaid, in the ſecond Book, to maintain it. If they be­lieve [Page] it, I remit them to all that I have ſaid there, to ſhow, that it is not cured by Predeſtination alone, but by that condition which the Covenant of Grace requireth. To this condition he that is predeſtinate, is cured of it by his predeſti­nation, which appointeth him the cure. But, not being predeſtinate to the cure, cannot be preſumed to be predeſtinate to the Kingdom, which ſuppoſeth the cure. That which is born of the fleſh is fleſh, that which is born of the ſpirit is ſpirit, ſaith our Lord. How ſhall that which is born fleſh, be born again ſpirit? did our Lord promiſe it any man, that ſhould not firſt profeſſe Chriſtianity, and be baptized? He that ſtands upon that, let him diſpute with that which I have ſaid in the ſecond Book; let him ſhow me how the Goſpel, how Chriſtianity can ſtand, if the promiſes of it be aſſigned to Gods Grace and purpoſe immedi­ately, without ſuppoſing any condition qualifying for th [...] ſame. It is plain what will be ſaid; Infants are not capable of making this profeſſion, of know­ing what it means, of judging that it ought to be made. Therefore not capable of Baptiſm, or the promiſes depending upon it, if, in that conſideration, they depend upon it. And truly, ſet aſide that conſideration, and I do not mar­vail that man cannot believe, God ſhould make the ſpirituall and everlaſting promiſes of his Goſpel to depend upon a little water, and ſo many words as it is uſed with. Beſides that, S. Peter, finding it inconvenient to attribute ſuch effects, to laying down the filth of the fleſh, eſtabliſheth inſtead of it, the pro­feſſion of a good conſcience to God, as that to which he would have them aſcribed. They then that believe, that God provided and procured the fall of Adam; or, foreſeeing the means by which it would come to paſs, permitted it no purpoſe, that, all his poſterity being liable to Originall ſinne, he might chuſe whom he would ſave, and whom he would damn for it, without reſpect of any compli­ance with thoſe terms of ſalvation which he ſhould hold forth; do not ſtand to their own opinion, if they referre not the ſalvation of Infants, to the meer ap­pointment of God, without reſpect to any thing that the Church may do in it. But, they that will not part with their Chriſtianity, for ſo groſs a preſumption as that is, will take heed how they become murtherers of the Childrens ſouls firſt, denying them that help to Gods Kingdom which is in their power to give, and that of their own, by breaking the unity of the Church, rather then do that which the Church alwaies did do.
Indeed, if there were any thing in the precept of Baptiſm to ſignifie, that it is not to be given them who do not actually make profeſſion of Chriſtianity, reaſon would that it ſhould be obeyed; referring our ſelves to God, for the iſ­ſue of thoſe inconveniences which his commands breed, though never ſo viſible. But what ſaith the Apoſtles commiſſion? Go make Diſciples all Nations, bap­tizing them in the Name of the Father Son and Holy Ghoſt; teaching them to ob­ſerve whatſoever I have commanded you. For I do except againſt the tranſlati­on of it; Go teach all Nations; Beeing in the Greek,  [...], and in the Syriack, TALMED, which can ſignifie nothing but make Diſciples. Now, thoſe that were firſt called Chriſtians at Antioch, Acts XI. 26. were called Diſciples afore, and afterwards alſo, almoſt throughout the Scripture, which uſeth the name of Chriſtians but ſeldome. And is there not reaſon to take them for Diſ­ciples, who, being ingaged to Chriſtianity, by being baptized Infants, ſtand ob­liged to inform themſelves in it, when they come to age? Indeed, all that hath been ſaid of the Covenant of Grace, and the terms of it witneſſeth, that they are firſt to be propoſed to them that underſtand, then choice is to be made, bap­tiſm following, to ſolemnize the profeſſion of that choice: But this text is ſo farre from ſignifying, that Infants ſhould not be baptized till all this is done, that it rather ſerves to intimate an exception to the generality of the propo [...]i­tion, in behalf of them; ſeeing thoſe who ſhall be taught the obligation they have to be Chriſtians, whither they will or not, are very regularly and legally called Diſciples, and therefore comprehended in the precept of making Di­ſciples. This intimation appears clearer in the words of S. Paul, 1 Cor. VII. 14. where he perſwadeth Chriſtians, that were married to Infidels, not to forſake them, in theſe words; For the unbelieving Husband is ſanctified by the wife: And the [Page]unbelieving wife is ſanctified by the Husband; elſe were your Children unclean, but now they are holy. For the meaning whereof, I will have recourſe to the Book of Wiſdome, III. 11-19. where, deſcribing the miſeries of the Idolatrous hea­then, under the title of thoſe that neglect wiſdome, among other things, he ſaith; Their waies are fooliſh, their hearts wicked, and their generation accurſed. For, ſaith he; Bleſſed is the barren that is clea [...], and hath not known the bed of ſin: And again, The fruits of good labours, (that is, of thoſe that labour in the Law) are glorious, and the ro [...]t of wiſdome never fadeth. But the ſonnes of Adulterers ſhall decay: And the generation that is born of evill bed, ſhall be deſtroyed. For, the ex [...]eſſes of the Gentiles that knew not God, in the  [...]uſts of carnal unclean­n [...]ſſe, were ſo great, that it alwaies was to be preſumed, that children ſo bred, could have no means of inſ [...]ruction to preſerve them from the ſame. And the difference between the people of God, and Idolatrous Nations, was viſible ev [...]n in this point, from the firſt ſeparation of them, upon that account; as ap­peareth by the zeal of Simeon and Levi for their Siſter ſo diſhonoured; Should they deal with our ſ [...]ſter as an harlot? ſay they, Gen. XXXIV. 31. Which zeal Judith IX. 3. underſtandeth to have proceeded upon this reaſon; That they, being abandoned to the ſervice of ſtrange Gods, had done that uncle [...]neſſe which God had forbidden, and which his ſervants abho [...]red, as the pollution of their blood. For there is no man that knows what belonged to Heatheniſm, that can doubt, that all uncleanneſſe of this nature, was alwaies reckoned among them for a thing indifferent, and no account had of it but in civill regards, as it diſhonoured the houſe, o [...] tainted the iſſue. But the people of God, being bred to the knowledge of the true God, and the abomination in which he hath it, ſtood upon it chieſty in that regard, becauſe, ſhould they do as Idolaters, they could not be taken for Gods people. Wherefore, when S. Paul adviſeth them that were maried to Infidels, not to part from them, in caſe they were content to continue with them,  [...]; this content is to be under­ſtood to be ſuch, as might ſtand with Chriſtianity; that is, that the Chriſtian party ſhould have intereſt to teach the iſſue Chriſtianity, and to guide them ac­cording to the Law. For, by this intereſt, they are, in S. Pauls eſteem, legal­ly holy, as to the Church, becauſe of a legal preſumption of their Chriſtianity, by the meanes of their education under that Parent that was Chriſtian; and, by the conſent of that party which was not Chriſtian, had all freedom, to propoſe un­to their Poſterity the obligation of▪ Chriſtianity. If this be the caſe of thoſe that are born of one ſide Chriſtian [...]; what ſhall we ſay of them that are born of Chri­ſtian Parents? For, being ſure (as humane things can be ſure) that they ſhall come to the knowledge of Chriſt, and then be under the obligation of Chri­ſtianity; they are already, as to God, and to all Chriſtians, (not to them that do not believe Chriſtianity) under the obligation of living and of behaving themſelves as Chriſtians. But we are not therefore to imagine, that the guilt of originall ſinne ceaſeth in them, any more then in thoſe that are not Chri­ſtians, or that this guilt can be taken away otherwiſe then by Chriſtianity. And hath an Infant any thing but Baptiſm to intitle it to Chriſtianity? And ſhall they not cry out to God upon thoſe Parents, that ſuffer them to go out of this world not Chriſtians?
Surely, if we look upon the proviſion of the Law with a ſingle eye, (that is, alwaies obſerving the difference formerly ſetled between the Law and the Go­ſpell) we ſhall have great cauſe to conclude; The Law, that is, the Covenant made with Abraham, having intitled his poſterity to the Land of promiſe, pro­videth, that every male childe of his, that ſhall not be circumciſed the eighth day, ſhall be cut off from his people, Gen. XVII. 14. that is to ſay; The life thereof ſhall be forfeit in Gods hands, not to give him any ſhare in the right of that people, who, by being circumciſed became Gods people. So, you have here the condition of Circumciſion, requiſite to intitle even thoſe that are born of Abraham, to the promiſe made to him and his ſeed. The conſequence hereof is that which the correſpondence, between the Law and the Goſpel, be­tween the Covenant of Works, and the Covenant of▪ Grace, inferres. If, by [Page] entring into the Covenant made with Abraham and with his ſeed, they become heirs of the land of promiſe, then, by entring into the covenant made with Chriſt and Abrahams, that is Chriſts ſpiritual ſeed, we become heirs of the world to come. If by circumciſion they entred into the Covenant made with Abraham, and with his ſeed; then, by Baptiſm we enter into the Covenant made with Chriſt, and with Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed. If, by the neglect of Circu [...]ciſion, the temporall life of Abrahams ſeed were forfeit, by the terms of this Covenant, in Gods hands, then, by the neglect of Baptiſm, is the ſpiritual life of thoſe that are born of Chriſts ſpirtuall ſeed, forfeit in Gods hands. For, if the Land of promiſe, and the inheritance thereof, eſtated upon Abraham and his ſeed, according to the fleſh, required nevertheleſſe the execution of that condition, by which they were admitted into the Covenant; How much more, ſhall the inheritance of the world to come, promiſed to the children of Chriſtians, as the parties agree, require the execution of that condition, by which the Covenant of Grace is in­acted? Indeed, if the Covenant of Grace were inacted between God and man, by the publiſhing of the Goſpel, as moſt men ſeem to imagine, there were ſome colour for ſuch a conſequence. But, if the Covenant of Abraham was to be inacted upon the fleſh of them that were Circumcized, even after that the whole people of Iſrael had entred into Covenant for themſelves and their po­ſterity; and that, till this were done, no child was intitled to the benefit of it: How can it be imagined, that the Covenant of Grace, which is (as all Cove­nants neceſſarily are) the act of two parties, ſhould be inacted by the act of God alone, in publiſhing the Goſpel? Indeed▪ by that Declaration, God, of his infinite goodneſſe, hath obliged himſelfe before, to ſtand to all the pro­miſes of the Goſpel, with any man, that ſhall profeſſe and ſtand to his Chriſti­anity. But, till his prof [...]ſſion be made, as Gods Law hath appointed; that is, by Baptiſm, the Covenant is not inacted. And therefore, I allow, that which S. Paul ſaith, Rom. IV. 2. That Abraham received the ſign of Cirumciſion, for a ſeal of righteouſneſſe of that faith which he had being uncircumcized: But I do not allow, that his circumciſion was a bare ſign of that right, which he and his poſterity had to the promiſe, without it and before it, ſpeaking of the time, af­ter it was once inacted for a Law of that Covenant; For, afore indeed, that it was ſo requi [...]ed, his faith intitled him to the ſame promiſe without it. For, if the Law require, that writings be drawn, and ſealed; though theſe writings, of themſelves, are meer evidences, and ſigns to record the conſent of the parties, by which every contract ſubſiſts; yet in as much as the Law requires▪ them, the conſent of parties avails not to bring the contract Io effect without them. Even ſo, if the Law of God appoint the firſt Covenant to be ſigned by Circumciſion, the ſecond by Baptiſm; though it may be ſaid to be in force, conditionally, to­wards them that have not yet ſigned it upon themſelves; yet are they not abſo­lutely within it till that be done. If the Roman Emperours Law require, that their Souldiers, when they were liſted and impreſted, ſhould alſo be marked wi [...]h the mark of a hot Iron, recording upon their fleſh, that from thenceforth they were Souldiers; it is reaſonable to think, that thenceforth, and not a­fore, they were intitled to the priviledges of Souldiers, and liable to the pe­nalties of leaving their colours. This is that character of Baptiſm which S. Au­ſtin hath ſo much of; and S. Chryſoſtome compares Circumciſion to the ſame, which therefore, not onely ſignifies, but brings with it the burthens and privi­ledges of Abrahams ſeed, or Chriſts of-ſpring. If therefore circumciſion, bringing with it the obligation of living according to the faith which Abraham had be­ing uncircumciſed; and, when the Law was afterwards given, of living accord­ing to the Law; do alſo bring with it a title to the promiſe made to Abraham and his ſeed; Is it ſtrange, that Baptiſm, viſibly and neceſſarily bringing with it the obligation of Chriſtianity, upon them who are dedicated to God by the Church, in giving that Sacrament, ſhould be intitled thereby to the regenerati­on of Gods ſpirit, the earneſt of our future inheritance? In the children of the Iſraelites, as there was nothing to intitle them to the promiſe made to Abra­hams ſeed, ſetting aſide Circumciſion, and the Covenant that required it; ſo [Page] was there nothing to hinder them, or render them incapable of a temporall pro [...]iſe. In the children of Chriſtians, either we believe originall ſinne to be no bar to Gods Kingdom, and fall into the Hereſie of Pelagius; Or, that the New Covenant, which is an act of two parties, is inacted by the appointment of one, in regard of the Elect, who never knew of it; but ſignifies nothing in regard of thoſe that are not elect, though never ſo much convict of it, and yet have force to damn them, whom onely Gods appointment could make it con­cern. But, if theſe extreams be equally deſtructive to Chriſtianity, it behoveth us to i [...]br [...]ce that which the correſpondence between the old and new Cove­nant neceſſ [...]rily inferreth, upon that proportion, which muſt be the ſame be­tween Circumciſion and B [...]ptiſm, and the promiſes to which they intitle us. Neither is this Argument to be avoided, but by avoiding the ground of all my­ſticall ſenſe in the Scripture, which is, indeed, the avoiding of all Chriſtianity, by acknowledging, that there is no ground for i [...] in the Scriptures of the old Teſtament, which all acknowledge. For, if the children of Chriſtians are no leſſe  [...]n [...]i [...]led to the promiſes of the New Teſtament, then the Children of A­bra [...]am under the Law, were to the L [...]nd of promiſe; granting origin [...]ll ſinne to be a barre to the effect of them, neither is it removed, but by bringing them under the Covenant of Grace; nor are they brought under it, but by the act of the Church baptizing them, and ſo obliging them to it.
And here comes in the ſaying of S. Paul. exhorting them that were pricked in heart with the remor [...]e of our Lords death, Acts II. 38. 39. Repent and be baptized, every one of you, in the name of the Lord Jeſus, unto remiſſion of ſinnes, and ye ſhall receive the gift of the Holy Ghoſt: For to you is the promiſe made, and to your children, and to all that are farre of, whom the Lord our God ſhall call to you. Indeed, it ſeemeth that, when the Apoſtle ſaith, the promiſe is made to their children, he meant to prevent a miſtake, that the promiſe which he ſpeaks of, conce [...]ns not onely the preſent generation, but all ſucceeding ages of Gods people. For, when he addeth, all thoſe whom God ſhall call to you; it ſeemeth that he intends not, for the preſent, to deter [...]ine, whether thoſe that w [...]re to be called to the ſame promiſes, were to be ingr [...]fed into the Com­mon-wealth of Iſrael by circumciſion, or not. But, all this being admitted, ſee­ing no age can ſucceed, wher [...]of Infants are not one part; and, ſeeing that the Apoſ [...]le decl [...]res, the promiſes of the Goſpel by Chriſt to belong to them, no otherwiſe then they underſtood the promiſes of the Law to do; of neceſſity it muſt follow, that, upon correſpondent ter [...]s, they obtain intereſt in correſ­pondent promiſes: Which correſpondence, wherein it conſiſts, hath been oft enough ſaid. And this Argument is much inforced by the act of our Saviour, commanding litle children, of the ſtate of Infants, to be brought to him, re­proving them that would not have him troubled with them, l [...]ying hands on them, and bleſſing them, Mat. XIX. 15. Mark X. 15. 16. Luke XVIII 16. 17. for, by this means, it is effectually declared paſt all contradiction, that the b [...]ſ­ſing which Chriſt came to give belonged to Infants; For, though this were all done upon another occaſion; to wit, That our Lord had made them the pattern of that humility, which he preacheth to Chriſtians; yet, the very doing of it is evidence enough, that he meant not to leave that eſtate u [...]provided of his bleſſing. What his bleſſing is the Apoſtle expreſſeth, Act. III. 26. To you firſt, God, having raiſed up his Son Jeſus, hath ſent him to bleſſe you, by turning every man from his ſinnes. If therefore, that which barreth Infants of this bleſſing, be nothing but Originall ſinne; and that, neither Gods appointment alone, nor the publiſhing of his Goſpel, nor the faith of their Predeceſſors, can make any ap­pearance of freeing them from it; what madneſs will it be, not to expect it from, not to impute it to that condition, which ſucceedeth the condition, by which the children of Gods ancient people ſtood intitled to the Land of promiſe?

CHAP. VIII. What is alleadged to impeach Tradition for baptizing Infants; Proves not, that any could be ſaved regularly, who dyed unbaptized; but, that, baptizing at yeares was a ſtrong means to make good Chriſtians. Why the Church now Baptize, In­fants. What becomes of Infants dying unbaptized, unanſwerable. What thoſe In­fants g [...]t who dye baptized.
[Page]
ANd thus, from the Scriptures alone, I have proved, that Infants are capable of Baptiſm, and that the Church is bound to provide them of it; unleſſe we will ſay, that the Church is not bound to provide them of that means of ſal­vation which the Church alone diſpenſeth. And, upon theſe terms, I conceive, I may ſafely acknowledge, that there is no Precept for baptizing of the In­fants of Chriſtians written in the Scripture; preſuming that it is written in the Scripture, that Infants are to be provided of the neceſſary means of ſalvation by the Church. For, though it be not neceſſary, that all Infants be baptized, be­cauſe they are Infants, yet will it be neceſſary that they be baptized before they go out of the world; And therefore, while they are Infants, rather then they ſhould go out of the world unbaptized. But, the practice of the whole Church and that from the beginning, challenges the effect of S. Auguſtines rule; that, what is received of the whole Church, and not by any expreſſe act of the Church, from which the beginning of it may be demonſtrable, muſt of neceſ­ſity be imputed to the Tradition of the Apoſtles. For, the judgements of men being ſo diverſe as they are, how can it be imagined, that ſo great a body, and ſo farre diſperſed, as the Church, ſhould agree to impoſe ſuch a b [...]rthen upon themſelves, had they not underſtood the obligation of it, by the means of them from whom they received their Chriſtianity? The teſtimonies of Tertullian de Bapt. cap. XVIII. of S. Gregory Nazianzene Orat. XL. in ſanctum baptiſma, and of Walafridus Strabus de Reb. Eccleſ. cap. XXVI. that deho [...]t fro [...] bap­tizing Infants, or declare that the Church, in the firſt ages, did not baptize du­ring infancy, are ſo farre from making any exception to this evidence, that they contain ſufficient evidence for the ſame truth; if we be ſo conſiderate as to un­derſtand, this Tradition not to require, that all be baptized during infancy; but that no Infant go out of the world unbaptized. For, he that will imploy a lit [...]le common ſenſe may ſee, that there may be reaſons, to make men think it better, that Baptiſm be miniſtred to thoſe that can underſtand what it imports, & what they undertake, provided that they go not out of the world unbaptized; but, that there be an effectual courſe taken, for the baptizing of them in danger of death. For, that it is not my ſenſe, but the ſenſe of the Chur [...]h, that makes the Baptiſ [...] of Infants neceſſary, not becauſe Infants, but, leaſt they dye unbap­tiz [...]d; I appeal to S. Auſtine, Enchirid. cap. XLIII. A parvulo enim recens nato uſ (que) ad decrepitum fenem, ſicut nullus prohibendus eſt à baptiſm [...], ita nullus eſt qui non peccato  [...]oriatur in baptiſm [...]: Sed par [...]uli tantum Orginali—For, from the li­tle one new born, to the decrep [...]t old man, as none is to be hindred of Baptiſm, ſo is there none that does not dye to ſin in Baptiſm: But little ones onely to Original—He  [...]aith not, that, from young to old, all are to be Baptized, but none is to be re­fuſed Baptiſm, ſuppoſing the neceſſity of his caſe, and the rule of the Church, to require it. The ſame is to be ſaid of the Canon of Neo-caeſarea, that allows the baptiſm of a woman with childe, becauſe it ex [...]nds not to the baptizing of the Infant in her wombe, before confeſſion of faith; And, of the cuſto [...] of the Greeks to this day, teſtified by Balfanum and Renaras upon that Canon. For, what need more words? I acknowledge, that Vives upon S. Auſtin, de Civit. dei l. 27. gives very great reaſons, why it were better, that the Baptiſm of In­fants were differred till they come to the diſcretion of underſt [...]nding to what they ingage themſelves. But, ſhall I therefore believe, that Vives was an Ana­baptiſt? that he did not believe Original ſinne? that he acknowledged any cure for it without Baptiſm? that he thought it not neceſſary to ſalvation, that all [Page] ſhould be Baptized before death? A ridiculous thing once to imagine. Thus much for certain, ſo ſure and evident as it is, that, when he writ this, the cuſtome of the Church was to baptize Infants; ſo certain it is, that, when all that I have alledged was written and done, that men ſhould not be baptized in infancy, there was a conſtant cuſtome and practice in force in the Church, whereby care was taken, that no Infant ſhould dye unbaptized. And though they expreſſe reaſons, for which they had rather Chriſtians ſhould be baptized at years; yet never any Chriſtian expreſſed any opinion, or any reaſon, why Infants ſhould not be baptized, rather then dye unbaptized. Never was there any opinion heard of, and allowed in the Church, that Gods Predeſtination adore, with­out Baptiſm, or any thing elſe beſide it, can be taken for a cure of Original ſin. Irenaeus is one of the next to the Apoſtles that we have: He, when he ſaith, II. 39. Chriſtus venit per ſeipſum omnes ſalvare, omnes, inquam, qui per eum re­n [...]ſcuntur in deum, infantes & parvulos, & parvos, & juvenes, & ſeniores. Chriſt came to ſave, by himſelf, all who by him are born anew unto God; Infants and li­tle ones, and children, and young men, and old ones. If any man think fit to queſti­on, whether, in his language, renati in deum, can be underſtood without Bap­tiſm, when he ſpeaks of Infants, muſt ſuppoſe, that one that is not an Infant, may bee regenerate without it. Such a one muſt know, that though he dare underſtand that which S. Paul never ſaid, when he calls Baptiſm, the laver of regeneration, Titus III. 5. yet Irenaeus, with the whole Church of God, never un­derſtood any regeneration without it. Thus much for certain, as to theſe words of Irenaeus, if he underſtand the regeneration of men to be by Baptiſm, he cannot underſtand the regeneration of Infants to come otherwiſe. S. Cyprian, whatſo­ever his reaſons be, when he contendeth for the baptizing of all Infants, as he evidences the practice of the Church, ſo he maintaines the ſame grounds, upon which I have ſhewed, that it did proceed. Tertullian de Animâ cap. XXXIX. S. Gregory Nazianzene Orat. XLII. abundantly prove mine intent. The words of Tertullian: Huic enim & Apoſtolus, ex ſanctificato alterutro ſexu ſanctos procreari ait, tam ex ſeminis praerogativâ, quàm ex inſtitutionis diſcipli­nâ. Caeterùm, inquit, immundi naſcerentur; quaſi deſignatos tamen ſanctitati, ac per hoc etiam ſaluti, intelligi volens fidelium filios: Ut hujus ſpei pignore matrimo­niis, quae retinenda cenſuerat, patrocinaretur. Alioquin memin erat dominicae definitionis; Niſi quis naſcetur ex aquâ & ſpiritu, non ibit in regum dei; id eſt,  [...]o [...] erit ſanctus. Ita omnis anima eo uſ (que) in Adam cenſetur, donec in Chriſto recen­ſea [...]ur. For hereupon, the Apoſtle alſo ſaith, that men are born holy of either ſex ſanctified, as by prerogative of ſeed, ſo by breeding and diſcipline. Otherwiſe, ſaith he, they ſhould be born unclean; giving to underſtand, that the children of Chriſtians are, as it were, deſigned to holineſſe, and thereby to ſalvation, that he might patro­nize thoſe mariages, which he thought fit to be maintained, by the pledge of this hope. Otherwiſe, he remembred the determination of our Lord; Unleſſe a man be born of water and the ſpirit, he ſhall not go into Gods Kingdom; That is, he ſhall not be holy. So, every ſoul is ſo long liſted in Adam, till it be liſted again in Chriſt. Which, you ſee, is not done but by Baptiſm, according to Tertullian. There­fore, in the end of the next Chapter; Proinde, cùm ad fidem pervenit, reformata per ſecundam nativitatem ex aquà & ſupernâ virtute, detracto corruptionis priſtinae aulaeo, totam lucem ſuam conſpicit. Therefore, when it comes to the faith, being re­formed by a ſecond birth of water and the power above, and the curtain of former corruptions drawn, ſhe ſees her whole light. And de Bapt. cap. XVII. ſhewing in what caſe a Lay-man might baptize; Sufficiat ſcilicet, in neceſſitatibus uta­ris, ſicubi, aut loci, aut temporis, aut perſonae conditio compellit. Tunc enim conſtan­tia ſuccurrentis excipitur, cùm urget circumſtantia periclitantis. Let it ſuffice thee to uſe it (the right of baptizing) in caſes of neceſſity, if at any time the con­dition of place, or time, or perſon conſtrain. For, then is the reſolution of him that helpeth accepted, when the caſe of him that runneth bazard preſſeth. There is no ſuch thing as any caſe of ſuch neceſſity, in the opinion of our Anabaptiſts: therefore it is not Tertullians. He ſhows, that the Church alloweth a Lay-man to baptize, becauſe it believed, that the children of Chriſtians could not enter [Page] into the Kingdom of God otherwiſe. The words of Gregory Nazianzene;  [...]. Be all this, ſaith he (that delays Baptiſm) in thoſe that demand Baptiſm. But what would you ſay of Infants, that are neither ſenſible of the loſſe, nor of the Grace? Shall we baptize alſo theſe? By all means, if any danger ſhould preſ [...]. For it is better they ſhould be ſanctified inſenſible, then depart unſealed and not perſued. And of this, cir­cumciſion, that is applied on the eighth day, to thoſe who cannot reaſon, is a reaſon to us. The daubing of the door-poſts alſo, preſerving the firſt born by things un­ſenſible. For the reſt, I give mine opinion, ſtaying three years, or ſomething over or under that, (at which age they may hear and anſwer ſomething of Religion, though not perfitly, but groſly underſtanding it) then to ſanctifie their ſouls and bo­dies with the great Sacrament that perfecteth us. By and by,  [...]. And it is in all reaſon, of more advantage, to be fortified by the Laver, for the ſuddain accidents of danger that incounter us, not be­ing capable of helpe. He proceeds diſputing againſt thoſe that would not be bap­tized a [...]ore thirty, becauſe of our Lords example. All this is ſo plain, that I will adde nothing to point out the effect and conſequence of his words. Nor doth the VI Canon of Neo-caeſarea ſignifie any more then this; providing, that women be baptized while they are with childe: And that it be not thought that the baptiſm of the Mother concerns the child;  [...]; Becauſe every ones proper purpoſe, upon profeſſion is declared. Nor, Walafridus Strabus de Rebus Eccleſiaſticis cap. XXVI. ſaying plainly, that, in the primititive times, the Grace of Baptiſm was wont to be gran­ted onely to them that were found in body and mind, to underſtand what they expected, and what they undertook, by being baptized. For, though the ſo­lemn profeſſion of Baptiſm be a powerfull means to make it effectuall; yet, what is that to the neceſſity of baptizing before death? And, that the cuſtome here teſtified was not generall; the Infant that received the Euchariſt in S. Cy­prian de Lapſis, beſides the opinion of Nazianzene which you had even now will witneſſe. Neither do the examples of S. Chryſoſtome, who, being bred un­der Meletius, Biſhop of Antiochia, was not Baptized till one and twenty; or of the ſame Nazianzene; who, having a Biſhop to his Father, was not baptized till he came to mans age; prove any more, than the then cuſtome of the Church allows; that it was, by particular men, thought fit to be deferred, ſup­poſing that in caſe of neceſſity it were ſecured. But a great many witneſſes ſpeak not ſo much, as the Law, the rule, the cuſtome of giving Baptiſm by any man that was a Chriſtian, in that caſe of neceſſity. For, out of that caſe of ne­ceſſity, the office of baptizing belonged to the very higheſt in the Church, to wit, to as might ſtand with the more weighty imployments of their office. For otherwiſe, a little common ſenſe would ſerve to inform them, that thoſe of­fices, which required more of their perſonal knowledge, skill, wiſdome and goodneſſe, were to be preferred before the office of Baptizing, which, though it concerns ſalvation, yet requires no ſuch qualities. Can any man then imagine any reaſon, why all Chriſtians are licenſed, or rather commanded to baptize, in that caſe, but the neceſſity of the office; and, that no Infant ſhould go out of the world unbaptized? And this chokes all the exception that is made, from the cuſtome of giving Infants the Euchariſt in the ancient Church. For, as I have ſhewed before, that it was not held neceſſary to ſalvation, as Baptiſm was; ſo here I muſt alledge, that it cannot be ſaid, that the Euchariſt was celebrated; and, that all Chriſtians might celebrate the Euchariſt, in this caſe of neceſſity, to the intent that Infants might not go out of the world, either unbaptized or without the Euchariſt.
[Page]
As for Origen upon the Romans, and S. Auſtin de Gen. X. 43, who affirmed the Baptiſm of Infants to come from the Tradition of the Apoſtles; ſuppoſe we for the preſent, that it is not Origen that ſpeaks them, but Ruffinus that tran­ſlated him, and that this is ſaid, IVC years after the birth of Chriſt, CCC. and more, after the death of the Apoſtles; was it not viſible to them what came from the Apoſtles, what from the determination or practice of the Church? For, that it ſhould come from abuſe, he that would tell me, muſt firſt per­ſwade me that Antichriſt was in being, and ruled the whole Church, and might as eaſily make his corruptions generall, as Chriſt Chriſtianity. But, if it were meerly their ſaying, to make it a Tradition of the Apoſtles; what ſhall we ſay of Pelagius? For, they muſt pardon me, who think, that the hatred of his Hereſie brought the baptiſm of Infants into force. More generall it might de­ſervedly make it. For, by the condemning of his Hereſie, the danger of In­fants going out of the world was con [...]e [...]ed. But it was the Baptiſm of Infants, being in force afore, that made his opinion an Hereſie, as making the neceſſity of Baptiſm viſible, as ſuppoſed by all Chriſtians, and therefore the truth of Original ſin. Pelagius was not ſo very a fool as they imagine; If all the know­ledge that a man of his time could get, by ſeeing all parts of the Church, would have ſerved for an exception, to the authority of the baptiſm of Infants, he might have wrangled with his adverſe party, about the expoſition of thoſe Scriptures which are alleadged in the point, till this day, and his opinion have found footing in the Church. But, becauſe he could not ſ [...]op mens eyes, ſo as not to ſee what they ſaw; we may, for wantonneſſe, betray the cauſe of God, by letting the interpretation of the Scriptures looſe to every mans fancy, which God had appointed to be confined within the Tradition of his Apoſtles, but they could not chuſe but condemn that poſition, which the viſible practice of the Church proclaimed to be Hereſie.
Thus farre then, I proceed upon the Tradition of the Apoſtles, to make the Baptiſm of Infants neceſſary, in caſe of neceſſity, that is of danger of death. But I, that condemn not the ancients, for diſputing, that it ought not to be gene­rall, nor the Greek Church, for reſerving it till years of diſcretion, ſuppoſing the means of it reaſonably ſecured in that caſe; am not like to attribute the ne­ceſſity of baptizing all Infants, which the preſent Laws of the Church do intro­duce, to the tradition of the Apoſtles; but to the original power of the Church, founded upon the conſtitution thereof, in determining the circumſtances of thoſe offices, which being incumbent upon the Church, are not determined by any law of either of his Apoſtles. For, though I take not upon me to ſay, that, there can no reaſon be given, why this particular ſhould not now be ſo deter­mined as we ſee it is; who do acknowledge great reaſons to have been alleadg­ed by the ancients to the contrary, for their time; yet, I ſee ſo many ways for the miſunderſtanding, and the neglect of Chriſtianity to creep upon the Church, that I cannot ſee ſufficient reaſon, why the Church ſhould truſt the conſcience of particular Chriſtians, whom it concerned to ſee to the baptiſm of all Infants that might come into that caſe, now that the world was come into the Church; and that therefore, the Church could not have the like preſumption, of the con­ſcience of all that profeſſed Chriſtianity, in the diſcharge of an office of that concernment, to that which it might reaſonably have, while it was under per­ſecution, and men could not be thought to imbrace Chriſtianity, but for con­ſcience ſake. And therefore, as I do maintain it alwaies to have been within the lawfull power of the Church, to make a generall Law, as now it is; ſo I muſt averre, that there was juſt reaſon, and ground, for the exerciſe of that power, in determining this point, whither as in the Eaſt, with ſome toleration of thoſe whom they had confidence in, for ſeeing to the baptizing of their Infants in danger of death; or generally, as in the Weſt, to ſee the occaſion of miſchiefe and ſcandall prevented, by doing it preſently after birth. And therefore thoſe that forſake the unity of the Church,  [...]ather then be ſubject to a Law, which it may lawfully make, as I have ſhowed, if that which hath been reſolved of the difference between Hereſie and Schiſm be true, cannot avoid being ſchiſma­ticks. [Page] As for the ground of that opinion, which moves them to break up the ſeal of God, marked upon thoſe that are baptized unto the hope of ſalvation, upon the obligation of Chriſtianity, by baptizing them anew, to the hope of ſalvation, without the obligation of Chriſtianity; whether they are to be coun­ted Hereticks therefore or not, let who will diſpute. This I may juſtly inferre; they take as ſure a courſe to murther the ſouls of thoſe whom they baptize a­gain, as of thoſe whom they let go out of the world unbaptized.
There remains two queſtions, which ſeem to make this reſolution hard to believe. If there be no ſalvation without Baptiſm, no not for the Infants of Chriſtians; it is demanded, what becomes of their ſouls, and whither they go. I muſt needs allow, that thoſe ancient and later Divines, alledged by Caſſander, and our Hooker after him, had reaſon to entertain a charitable hope of the hap­pineſſe of thoſe, who, being prevented (by the inevitable caſualties of mans life) of attaining the Sacrament of Baptiſm, are accompanied out of the world by the prayers of Chriſtian Parents, commending them to God, with the ſame affections, wherewith they alwaies vowed them to God, by bringing them to Chriſtianity, ſo ſoon as they ſhould become capable to be inſtructed in it. But, if I will ſtand to the bounds of Gods revealed will, I muſt alſo ſay, that this hope is preſumed without book; that is, without any Law of God, to warrant the effect of it. For, if God promiſe the Kingdom of heaven to In­fants that depart after Baptiſm, (as the reaſons premiſed, and the practice of the Church make evidence) nothing hindreth the mercy of God to extend to thoſe that depart without it, where nothing hindreth the power of his grace to regenerate, without the Sacrament, thoſe, whom he hath not expreſſed that he will not regenerate. But, this ſhall not proceed from any obligation of his Co­venant of Grace, nor tend to make good the evidence thereof, which the pra­ctice of the Church createth: And therefore ſhall make onely a preſumption of what may be, and not of what is. I find that Arminius had further a doubt­ful conceit, that all Infants, departing without Baptiſm, are to be ſaved, by the virtue of Gods ſecond Covenant, and the death of Chriſt upon which it is grounded; God having extended both as farre as ſinne by the firſt Adam ex­tendeth. But, the publication of the ſecond Covenant, and the intent of Chriſts death upon which it is grounded, being conditional, as hath been ſhow­ed; I ſuppoſe, it is not enough to intitle Infants to the benefit thereof, that they never did any thing to refuſe it. Otherwiſe, what cauſe is there, why all the Gentiles, that go out of the world without hearing of Chriſtianity, ſhould not be ſaved by virtue of it, notwithſtanding all that they ſinne againſt the Law of nature? Becauſe the New Covenant is to take effect, where it is not refu­ted; and, ſinnes againſt the Law of nature cannot be conſtrained, as a refuſall of the Covenant of Grace. And, ſuppoſing that, excluding themſelves from Gods mercy, by ſinning againſt the law of nature, as I ſaid in the ſecond Book, they are thereby neceſſarily excluded from all benefit of the ſecond Cove­nant; It is not becauſe they were born under the benefit of it, (intitled there­unto by the ſame birth which makes them need it) but becauſe, as by their birth they need it, ſo by their birth (ſuppoſing the coming of our Lord Chriſt) they are onely capable of it. Therefore it remains firme, that, though God, by Chriſts death, ſtand obliged to receive thoſe that turn to Chriſtianity; yet the Covenant is not inacted, till the party become obliged to it. And ſo it remains, that I anſwer negatively; that, whoſoever hope charity, may be allowed, there is no legall aſſurance or preſumption of ſalvation, for Infants that depart afore Baptiſm. If this will not ſerve, unleſſe I affirm where they are, and in what e­ſtate, I will affirm that I know not; but I will affirm further, that it is an ef­fect of the tree of knowledge, to demand a further anſwer, being well reſolved that God hath given none. They that will not believe the Myſtery of the Tri­nity, till I demonſtrate to them, how three perſons can ſubſiſt in one nature, one in two natures, muſt be Arians or Socinians, for any thing that I have here ſaid. They that will not believe the Covenant of Grace, till they have a reaſon, why God hath taken ſuch a courſe, as will not ſave thoſe whom he might have [Page] taken a courſe to ſave, muſt for me be Pelagians, or Stoicall Predeſtinations. They that will not ſubmit to the Baptiſm of Infants, till I can tell them, where tho [...]e are, and in what eſtate, that depart unbaptized; muſt, for me, be Anabap­tiſts. But, when that is done, how will they be Chriſtians, unleſſe Chriſtianity pre [...]end to reſolv [...] theſe queſ [...]ions, before a man is obliged to be a Chriſtian, which no Chriſtian can imagine? I can eaſily ſay, that they are not to be in the eſtate of them, that are condemned to puniſhment anſwerable to their works; ſeeing originall ſinne, howſoever foul, is not the worke of him that hath it. And he that undertakes to preſs me by the Scriptures, will as ſoon be dumbe▪ as he finds the torments of hell no where aſſigned by the Scriptures, but to the works of thoſe th [...]t actually tran [...]greſs Gods L [...]ws. As for that condemna­tion of all mankind by the firſt Adam, our of which it is recovered by the ſe­cond Adam, according to S. Paul, Rom. V. I ſuppoſe all the world will allow, that I acknowledge it, wh [...]n I allow not thoſe Infants the Kingdom of God, that depar [...] unb [...]ptiz [...]d. If it be  [...]id, th [...]t Fulgentius, in his Book de fide ad Pe­trum, reckons it for a part of the Catholick faith, that Infants, departing with­out Baptiſm, are in hell torments; it will be as eaſie for me to ſay, that Gen­  [...]adius in his Book de dogmatibus Eccleſiaſticis, acknowedges it not. For, though Gennadius was on [...] of tho [...], whoſe opinion concerning Grace was pro­hibited by the Council of Orange; and that there is appearance enough, that Fulgentius writ expreſly to contradict him, in the liſt of poſitions received by the Church; yet, ſeeing this point is not defined by the Councill (much l [...]ſſe by any act of the Church againſt Pelagius, ſtill much leſſe by any Tradition of the whole Church before and after Pelagius) though it may paſs for dogma Eccleſiaſticum, ſuch a poſition as the Church alloweth to be held and profeſſed, yet it cannot be pr [...]ſſed for any part of the rule of faith, which cannot but be acknowledged by all the Church. I will add the words of Gregory Nazianzen [...] in the ſame Oration a litle afore;  [...]. Some delay for neg­ligence, others for covetouſ [...]eſſe; others are in no capacity to receive it, for infancy perhaps, or ſome accident utterly involuntary; whereby, though they would, they could not attain the Grace. As therefore we found much difference among thoſe, ſo theſe. They that wholly ſcorn it in deed, are worſe then the more co­vetous or negligent. But theſe are worſe then thoſe who fail of the Gift for igno­rance or conſtraint. For conſtraint is no other thing then to fail againſt a mans will. And I truly think that thoſe ſhall be puniſhed, as for their other wickedneſſe, ſo for neglecting Baptiſm. Thoſe alſo, though l [...]ſſe, becauſe guilty of failing, ra­ther for folly then malice. But that the laſt ſhall neither be puniſhed nor glorified by the iuſt Judge, as without malice, though unſealed, and ſuffering rather then doing harm. For, he who is not worthy of puniſhment, is not therefore of honour, as he that is not worthy of honour, is not therefore of puniſhment. And I conſider alſo thi [...]: If thou condemneſt him for murther, that would have murdered, onely be­cauſe he would, without murdering; let him that deſired baptiſm, without being baptized▪ be counted baptized. In this laſt c [...]ſe, ſuppoſing a mans reſolution to be a Chriſtian ſo compleat, that only opportunity of being baptized, is wanting, I con­clude with the Church ſ [...]nce Gregories time, that there is no doubt in the ſalvation of ſuch a one. And that, by virtue of his own words, that Baptiſm is the Covenant [Page] of a new life, which, if a mans heart fully reſolve upon between God and him­ſelfe, to doubt of his ſalvation becauſe his baptiſm is prevented, is, contrary to S. Peter, to aſcribe his ſalvation to the cleanſing of the fleſh, not to the profeſ­ſion of a good conſcience. In the mean time, he who acknowledges that ſuch a one is not puniſhed for not being baptized, though not glorified, can neither allow the Kingdom of heaven to an Infant that dyes unbaptized, nor condemn him for Original ſinne, which is, for not being baptized. As for the opinion of P [...]lagius, who, becauſe our Lord ſaid, Except ye be born of water and of the ſpi­rit, ye cannot enter into the Kingdom of God; granteth Infants that dye un­baptized, no [...] to co [...]e to Gods Kingdom, but would have th [...]m come to ever­laſting life neverthel [...]ſſe; the Anabaptiſts may learn mode [...]ty of him, in hand­ling the Scriptures with reverence, and not allowing regeneration by water, and the Holy Ghoſt, where the Church never allowed the Kingdom of God. But on the other ſide, when he maketh life everlaſting, which himſelfe cannot  [...]iſtinguiſh from the Kingdom of God, due to nature and birth, he voideth the grace of Chriſt, and the intent of his coming; ſeeing nothing but their own choice, can hinder men to attain that without Chriſt, which is due to infants by their birth. And if any man think to blaſt this with the reputation of Popery, (as the conſcience of this time is, to make that Popery which they underſtand no [...],  [...]nd may ju [...]ly give reaſon [...]ble and conſcionable men a good opinion of Popery, the imputation whereof is ſo brutiſhly abuſed; what will he think o [...] himſelfe▪ when he finds himſelfe in the company of ſo many Doctors of the Church of Rome, as at this day, and alwaies have maintained that, which, you ſee, I dare not affirm, but he dares; namely, that all Infants, who dye unbap­tized, go into everlaſting fire?
It is demanded in the ſecond place, what is that regeneration by the Holy Ghoſt, and wherein it conſiſts, whereof, Infants that are baptized can be thought capable. For, the wild conceits of thoſe, that imagine them to have faith in Chriſt, (which, without actuall motion of the mind, is not) require miracles to be wrought of courſe, by baptizing, that the effect thereof may come to paſſe. And, if the ſtate of Grace, (which, the habituall grace of Gods ſpirit either ſuppoſeth or inferreth) is not to be attained, but by the reſoluti­on of imbracing the covenant of Grace, (as, by all the premiſes, it is not o­therwiſe attended) it will be every whit as hard to ſay, what is that habituall Grace, that is ſaid to be poured into the ſouls of Infants that are baptized, be­ing nothing elſe, but a facility in doing what the covenant of Grace requireth. But, if we conceive, the regeneration of Infants that are baptized, to conſiſt in the habituall aſſiſtance of Gods ſpirit, the effects whereof are to appear, in making them able to perform that which their Chriſtianity requires at their hands, ſo ſoon as they ſhall underſtand themſelves to be obliged by  [...]it; we give reaſon enough of the effect of their Baptiſm, whither they dye or live, and yet become not liable to any inconvenience. For, ſuppoſing the aſſiſtance of Gods ſpirit, aſſigned them by the promiſe of Baptiſm, to take effect, when their bodily inſtruments inable the ſoul to act as Chriſtianity requireth; if the ſoul, by death, come to be diſcharged of them, can any thing be ſaid, why originall concupiſcence, which is the Law of the members, ſhould remain any more, to impeach the ſubjection of all faculties to the law of Gods ſpirit? Or will it be any thing ſtrange, that, when they come to be taught Chriſtianity, the ſame ſpirit of God ſhould be thought to  [...]way them, to imbrace it of their own choice, and not onely in compliance with the will of their Parents? yet is this no more, then the regeneration of Infants by water, and the Holy Ghoſt importeth; that the ſpirit of God ſhould be habitually preſent, to make thoſe reaſons, which God hath given to convince the world, that they ought to be Chriſtians, both diſcernable to the underſtanding, and waying down the choice; whereas, thoſe that are converted from being enemies to God, (that is to ſay, at thoſe ye [...]rs, when no man can be converted to God, that is not his enemy be­fore) though the ſpirit of God knock at their hearts without, ſtriving to caſt out the ſtrong man that is within doors, and to make a dwelling for it ſelfe in [Page] the heart, are poſſeſſed by a contrary principle, till they yield Gods ſpirit that entertainment which God requireth. If this habituall aſſiſtance of Gods ſpirit, (by the moral effect of Gods promiſe, not by any natural change in the diſ­poſition of that minde, which never uſed rea [...]on to make choice of it) can be called habitual grace, (as, for certain, it is a grace of God, in conſideration of our Lord Chriſt, and no leſſe habitual, then any quality which the ſoul of man, or the faculties thereof can be indowed with) I ſhall not need to quarel the de­cree of the Council of Vienna, which hath determined the gi [...]t of habitual grace to be the effect of Baptiſm in Infants. Onely I expr [...]ſſe more diſtinctly, and, to the preventing of the inconveniences mentioned, wherein it con [...]iſteth. But I ſhall inferre, as a conſequence of this reſolution, that we are not to look upon Chriſtians that are baptized in their Infancy, as tho [...]e, who are all of them ne­ceſſarily enimies to God, before they  [...]e converted again to become true Chriſtians. For, though that very age, when they come firſt to years of diſcre­tion, obliging them to act as Chriſtians, be liable to  [...]o many and ſo great temptations, that few c [...]n paſs through it without falling away from the pro­feſſion of Chriſtians; yet, becauſe it is not incredible, that there are many ca­ſes, in which the Miniſtry of education, bleſſed by Gods providence, as acted by his grace, brings it to paſs, it is by no means to be ſuppoſed, that all thoſe, who are baptized Infants, are neceſſarily to paſſe through the ſtate of Gods enemies: And therefore, that, as many as come into that ſtate, do fall from the ſtate of Gods grace into which they are baptized. Which is none of the leaſt demon­ſtrations, of that which hath been maintained in due place, that the ſtate of Gods grace, is as well loſt and forfeited, as it is to be recovered again by Chri­ſtians. And upon this ground, and to this pur [...]oſe it was, that the ancient Church (at ſuch time as the ſolemnity of Baptizing became tied to Eaſter and Whitſuntide, and the young were baptized with the old, not abſolutely In­fants, but according to the opinion of Gregory Nazianzene related afore, at three or four years of age) uſed to give them al [...]o the Euchariſt, as ſoon as they were baptized. For, the Euchariſt being nothing but the confirming and ſecond­ing of the covenant of Baptiſm, the reaſon why they were baptized inferred the giving of them the Euchariſt. Which reaſon, being rendred by the ſuppoſed Dionyſius in the end of his Book de Eccleſiaſticâ Hierarchia, (where he tells us, that litle ones received the Euchariſt as ſoon as they were baptized) as I do here, that they might be alwaies, (from thence forwards) in the ſtate of Grace; The Euchariſt, being the Body and Blood of Chriſt, becauſe the means to convey his Spirit, may well be judged the means, to ſecure, and confirm that promiſe thereof which Baptiſm importeth. Yet doth not this inferre, that, ſince it is become neceſſary for the Church, to baptize all in the ſtate of meere Infants, it is not for the beſt to deferre the communion of the Euchariſt, till litle ones may know what they do; (though in my opinion, it is deferred farre longer then it ought to be; nothing but a diſpoſition poſitively oppoſite to Chriſtianity, defeating the effect of it, which may prevent the ſaid diſpoſition in innocents) much leſſe, that this can be any juſt ground for diviſion in the Church; ſo that the diviſion, which ſhall be raiſed upon this ground, neceſſarily renders thoſe who are the cauſe of it Schiſmaticks. In fine, ſeeing it is excellently ſaid by S. Gregory Nazianzene, in ſanctum Bapt. Orat. XLII.  [...] That we are to think the force of Baptizing to conſiſt in the Covenant of a ſecond life, and purer converſation, with God; And, that the Euchariſt is nothing elſe but the ſeconding of this Covenant; where Baptiſm, in that regard, is neceſ­ſary to ſalvation, there the Euchariſt, though not neceſſary, (as the ancient Church never held it) cannot be unlawful. Whether expedient or not, he that contents himſelfe with the practice of the Church, for Unities ſake, will prove the beſt Chriſtian. I do not therefore condemn this cuſtome, for a prophanati­on of the Sacrament, when it was in uſe. Infants cannot examine themſelves, neither can they preſume, in eating that bread, and drinking of that cup. But, neither can they be taught to do all things which Chriſt commandeth, ſo ſoon [Page] as they are made his Diſciples, by being baptized. If the Church duely pre­ſume, that, with remiſſion of ſinnes, they attain the gift of Gods ſpirit, by be­ing baptized,; did it unduly preſume, that, remiſſion of ſinnes remaining unin­terrupted, the gift of the Holy Ghoſt may be ſtrengthned by receiving the Eu­chariſt? Let us rather watch over our own cuſtomes, then condemn the cu­ſtomes of the Church. The grace of the Holy Ghoſt may be fortified by the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, againſt thoſe occaſions of re-entry, which the evil Spirit eſpieth in thoſe that begin to perceive the difference between good and bad, though unable to reflect upon themſelves, and to judge, whither in the ſtate of Grace or not▪ If the Euchariſt be proph [...]ned where they take it too young; what pretenſe of Chriſtianity, or of a Church, remains, where neither young nor old take it?

CHAP. IX. What controverſie the Reformation hath with the Church of Rome about Penance. Inward repentance that is ſincere, obtaineth pardon alone. Remiſſion of ſinnes by the Goſpel onely: The condition of it by the Miniſtrey of the Church. What the power of binding and looſing contains more then Preaching, or taking away of­fenſes. Sinne may be pardoned without the uſe of it. Wherein the neceſſity of uſing it lyeth.
I Have ſhowed, from the beginning, that the Power of the Keyes, which is the foundation of the Church, is ſeen much more towards them that are already of the Church, then them that are not of it. For, in thoſe, there is but one thing for the Church to judge, whether their perſwaſion and reſolution be ſuch as qualifies them to be baptized Diſciples of Chriſt, that is Chriſtians: But in theſe, ſo many particulars as the profeſſion of a Chriſtian is imployed a­bout, ſo many are there for this power to judge, whether the profeſſion of a Chriſtian be diſcharged in them or not. And this ground muſt needs be much ſtrengthned, by that which hath been reſolved, concerning the Covenant of Grace, and the terms of it. For, if the profeſſion of Chriſtianity be that which qualifies a Chriſtian for remiſſion of ſinnes and life everlaſting; then, he that fails of this profeſſion, by any ſuch ſinne, as cannot ſtand with it; as he attained the communion of the Church, upon preſumption that he ſtood qualified for the promiſes of the Goſpel; ſo he failes of it upon evidence, that he is not ſo qualified. Therefore, though the Pow [...]r of the Keyes is ſeen in free admitting to the Communion of the Church; yet is it more viſible, in ex­cluding from the ſame, as well as in readmitting to it. And this is the next act, or the next object, which the the power of the Church is imployed about, that comes here to be conſidered. The difficulty whereof ſeems to ſtand in that, which the Church of Romes by the Law of confeſſing once a year all ſinnes that come to remembrance, ſeems to teach; That no ſinne, or at leaſt, none of thoſe which a man is bound to confeſſe, (which, in what ſenſe they may and are to be allowed mortal ſinnes, I have ſhowed in due place) can be remitted him that falls into them after Baptiſm, unleſſe the Keyes of the Church paſſe up­on them. The oppoſite whereof, in the other extream, ſeems to be the opinion of thoſe that p [...]etend for a point of Reformation, and of that freedom to which the Goſpel calls Chriſtians; That, though it be neceſſary to give ſatisfaction to the the Church, which ſhal have been ſcandalized by the evil example of a notorious offence; yet, that no office of the Church, and of the Keys which it is  [...]ruſted with by our Lord, concurs to the looſing of that ſinne, which the Church hath firſt tied a man with, by excluding him from the communion of the Church; But that it is wholly to be imputed to the preaching of the Goſpel miniſtred by the Church, when it is received by faith. Though, for the preſent, I inquire not what they would have this faith to be, having diſtinguiſhed the conſequences of the ſeve­ral conce [...]ts which may be had about it afore. For, this difficulty being here propoſed in the beginning, I do not foreſee any thing of moment in queſtion, [Page] concerning this power of the Church, the effect  [...]nd intent of it, that will not come to be determined by vir [...]ue of the re [...]olution ther [...]of, and in conſequence to it. Which reſolution ſhall bri [...]fly be this. That inw [...]rd repentance, (with confeſſion to God alone, that is  [...]ncere and effectual to the reforming of that which a man repents of, for the future, is a di [...]poſition qualifying a man for pardon of ſ [...]ne, by virtue of the Covenant of Grace, without any act of the Church paſſing upon it. But, that God hath charged his Church, (and there­fore given it power and right) to call all thoſe that notoriouſly tranſgreſſe that Chriſtianity which once they have profeſſed, to thoſe demonſtrations of in­ward repentance, and amendment of mind, by viſible actions, that may ſatis­fie the Church, that Gods wrath in regard of that ſinne is appeaſed through Chriſt, and, upon theſe demonſtrations, to readmit them to communion with the Church. And further, that God, having provided this means of procuring and aſſuring the pardon of ſinne by the Church, hath alſo obliged all Chriſtians to make uſe of the ſame, by bringing their ſecret ſinnes to the knowledge of the Church, ſo farre, and in as much as they ought to ſtand convict, that the mi­niſtry of the Church is requiſite, to procure in them that diſpoſition, which, by the Goſpel, intiles them to forgiveneſſ [...].
This reſolution hath ſeveral parts, which I have thought fit to be thus wound up in one, not onely for brevities ſake, (which I ſeek ſo farre as it will let me be underſtood) but, for the dependance they have one upon another, in point of reaſon and truth. And firſt, to clear the foundation in the firſt place, I ſup­poſe what our Saviour preached himſelfe, in publiſhing his Goſpel, according as it ſtands declared and ſetled by the premiſes; to wit, that mankind, being loſt in ſinne, and neither the law of Nature, nor that of Moſes, being able to re­duce it to righteouſneſſe, and ſo to happineſſe; God, by our Lord Chriſt, re­quires all them that find themſelves ſurprized in this eſtate, to believe him to be ſent for remiſſion of ſinnes and life everlaſting, to all, that, turning from that converſation in which they are overtaken, do make the glory of God the end, and his will the rule of their actions for the future, by undertaking to live like Chriſtians, in hope of being inabled, by Gods ſpirit, to perform the ſame, for Chriſt his merits, and of being accepted for his ſuffering. This being the ſumme of Chriſt his Goſpel, according to the premiſes, and, the reaſon, why this profeſſion is limited by the Goſpel, to be ſolemnized by the Sacrament of Baptiſm, being ſo clearly rendred, that it is impoſſible to rend [...]r any other rea­ſon, how the ſpiritual and everlaſting promiſes of the Goſpel ſhould depend up­on a material and bodily act, of waſhing away the filth of the fleſh; I ſuppoſe the way is plain to inferre, that, ſuppo [...]ng God allowes pardon to all that fall after Baptiſm, ſo often as they return by true repentance, it cannot be refu­ſed thoſe that return by true repentance, whether it be obtained by the mini­ſtry of the Church, or without it. It is not neceſſary for me here to repete all thoſe ſayings of the new Teſtament, wherein the motion from, the ſtate of damnation, in which the Goſp [...]l finds us, to the ſtate of ſalvation by the Go­ſpel, expreſſed under the  [...]er [...] of Repentance. John Baptiſts, and our Lords firſt Sermon is upon this Text; Rep [...]nt, for the Kingdom of heaven is at hand, Mat. III. 2. IV. 17. in Mark▪ Repent, and believe the Goſpel, I. 15. and both a thing. For, he that is moved to repent, either by the preaching of John Baptiſt, or of our Lord Chriſt, muſt needs take the rule and meaſure of that which he turns to by repentance, from him whoſe Doctrine he followeth, whether John, or our Lord Chriſt whom John decl [...]reth. The ſame is the theme that the Apo­ſtles preach upon Mar. VI. 12. And the ſame is the caſe, whether the Apoſtle ſay, Repent and be baptized, Acts II. 38. or Repent and turn, as Acts III. 19. ſeeing he muſt needs be underſtood to meane, that they turn to Chriſtianity by repentance. And ſtill the ſame, when S. Paul, publiſhing the Goſpel, de­clares, that God by it calls all men to repentance, Acts, XVII. 30. that it conſiſts in preaching repentance and faith in our Lord Chriſt Jeſus, Acts XX. 21. or in calling men to repent and turn to God, doing works worthy of re­  [...]entance, Acts XXVI. 20. therefore all our Lords Sermons of repentance in [Page] the Goſpels, Mat. XI. 20. 21. XII. 41. Luke X. 13. XI. 32. XIII 2-9. XV. do imply and preſuppoſe the ſame limitations, to determine the repentance which his Goſpel requires. Which he that receives not, is called the impeni­tent heart, Rom. II. 5. And St. Paul directs Timothy to inſtruct the adverſaries with meekneſſ [...], if perhaps God may give them repeutance to the ac­knowledgement of the truth, 2 Tim. II. 25. And S. Peter, when he commends God as long ſuffering towards us, Becauſe he would have none periſh, but all come to repentance, 2 Pet. III. 5. ſpeaks of thoſe that mock at Chriſtianity, ſaying, Where is the promiſe of his coming, for ſince the Fathers fell aſleep, all things re­main as they were from the beginning? Since then, conver [...]on to Chriſtianity is that which qualifies for remiſſion of ſinnes, thoſe whom it overtaketh in ſinne; can any reaſon be given, why it ſhould not be effectual to the looſing of any ſinne, whereby a Chriſtian, tranſgreſſing his Chriſtianity, forſeiteth the privi­ledges of it? For, the profeſſion which he ſealed by being baptized, as to the Church, fails not by a  [...]inne that the Church ſees not, and, as to God, re­vives by that new reſolution which repentance introduceth. There is not, in­deed, much mention of priv [...]te repentance, in thoſe which are already Chriſti­ans, in the writings of the Apoſtles: But there is frequent mention of ſinnes, without mention of any cure by the Church, without any appearance or ſigni­fication of any cure applyed to them by the Church. As, the eating of things offered to Idols, when it might be the occaſion to make another Chriſtian com­mit Idolatry, 1 Cor. VIII, 12. which, if publick, and yet cannot be thought to come under the Keyes of the Church; how much more thoſe that are are not publick? I have proved in another place, that S. Paul inſtructs Timo­thy, not to ordain ſinfull perſons, leaſt he communicate in their ſinnes: Becauſe, ſaith he, Some mens ſinnes are manifeſt aforehand, going before them to judge­ment, 1 Tim. V, 22. 24. But, thoſe that ſtood for Ordination, could not pre­tend to be cured of their ſinnes by the Church, becauſe, coming into that rank, they could no [...] aſpire to be preferred in the Church. But the words of S. John are unavoidable, for he writ to Chriſtians, 1 Ioh. I. 7. 8, 9, 10, If we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we have communion with one another, and the blood of Jeſus Chriſt his Son cleanſeth us from all ſinne. If we ſay that we have no ſinne, we deceive our ſelves, and the truth is not in us: If we confeſſe our ſinnes, he is faithfull and juſt, to forgive us our ſinnes, and cleanſe us from all un­righteouſneſſe. If we ſay we have no ſinne, we make him a liar, and his word is not in us. And immediately; My little children, I write theſe things to you that ye ſinne not. And if any man ſinne, we have an advocate with the Father Jeſus Chriſt the righteous, and he is the propitiation for our ſinnes: But not for ours alone, but for the ſinnes of the whole world. The precept of God to John, and by John to the ſeven Churches to repent, Apoc. II, 5. 16. 21. III. 3. 9. is to Chriſti [...]ns, and to Churches. For, though it be directed to the Angels of thoſe Churches, yet in behalfe of the Churches themſelves. Now, can the Church be cured by the Church? If not, then are ſome ſinnes of Chriſtians cured without the Keyes of the Church. If ſo, why not the ſinne of a man by that man, as well as the ſinne of a Church by that Church. The cure of the ſinne of a Church being nothing elſe, but the repentance of that Church, o [...], perhaps the greateſt part of that Church. For otherwiſe no mans ſinne of that Church could be cured, till every man of that Church ſhould return by repentance. What ſay you to S. Pauls invections ▪againſt wronging Chriſtians, and againſt uncleanneſſe, 1 Cor. VI. 6-10. 15-20. Shall we think, that they who ſued Chriſtians be­fore Infidels came to confeſſion fo [...] this ſinne? that theſe, whoſe ſinn [...] S. Paul aggravates above this; (for, it is worſe to wrong a Chriſtian, then to ſeek right of a Chriſtian by an Infidels means) acknowledged any way the Church had to conſtrain them to do right? Nay, that thoſe, whom he reduceth there from fornication, did acknowledge the cure of it by the Church? What then needed S. Paul to perſwade them, that they could not be ſaved, without turn­ing to God from it? For, had they been perſwaded, that it could not be cured▪ [Page] without confeſſion to the Church, they muſt have ſuppoſed, that it could not be cured without confeſſion to God. And, what ſay you to S. Pauls inſtruction; Let a man examine himſelf, and ſo let him eat of that bread, and drink of that cup, 1 Cor. XI. 28. For, though this may be ſubject to ſome limitation, (as by that which follows, it will or may appear, that it is to be limited) yet muſt not this limitation be ſuch, as ſhall abate any thing of the promiſe of the Goſpel, which the Sacraments bring with them, to thoſe, who, by a competent reſolu­tion for their Chriſtianity, are qualified for it.
Turn we to the Law and the Prophets, and obſerve, according to the premi­ſes, that there was no expiation preſcribed by the Law, for the inward guilt of ſinne; but for outward uncleanneſſes, or incapacities of converſing among the people of God, (and, by conſequence, of injoying the benefit of the Land of promiſe) together with ſome ſinnes, which the Law ſpecifies, but condemns not to any bodily or pecuniary puniſhment. Wherefore, ſeeing we read in the Law and the Prophets, ſo many exhortations to repentance, which, if we ſuppoſe to come from God, we cannot ſuppoſe to be void of a promiſe im­plyed, tendring pardon and favour at Gods hands upon repentance, it is neceſ­ſary to acknowledg, that inward repentance, under the Law, qualified for remiſ­ſion of ſinnes▪. Read the ſeaven Penitentiall Pſ [...]lms, and tell me how men came then to be cleanſed of their ſinnes, (David affirming Pſal. LI. 18. Thou deſireſt no ſacrifice, elſe would I give it thee, but thou delighteſt not in burnt-offer­ings) but, by that faith, which moved them to ſeek reconcilement with God by repentance, and, by that converſion to righteouſneſſe, which their faith ſuppoſed acceptable to God. So the Prophets Ezek. XVIII. 32. XXXIII. 9-20. Eſay I. 18. 1 King. VIII. 33. 2 Chron. VI. 24. beſides infinite more. For, if we ſay, that men were then bound to confeſſe their ſinnes, that they might be cleanſed by the Synagogue; he that confeſſed a capitall crime, muſt incurre a capitall puniſhment; and without death, there was no way to cleanſe him of it. If we ſay, he might be cleanſed by ſacrifice, by the Synagogue, without con­feſſing the ſin; why not under the Goſpel by means anſwerable, that is, by the Euchariſt, and the oblations out of which it is celebrated, without confeſſing in particular to the Church? I do not therefore here diſpute, what ſins might be, and what might not be purged by ſacrifices; not doubting, by many paſſages of the Prophets and Eccleſiaſticus, that the righteous and ſpiritual men of that people, under the Law, did offer ſacrifices for the expiation of thoſe ſinnes, which, there was no particular promiſe in the Law, that God would pardon upon thoſe ſacrifices: But firſt, I ſuppoſe, that, though God allowed their con­formity to his preſent Law, in offering ſacrifices, that were not expreſly requi­red by it, but cuſtomed by Gods people upon it; yet he accepted them not for thoſe ſacrifices, but, for that repentance and converſion of heart from whence they came: Thereupon then I argue, in the ſecond place, that, if with­out declaring the kind of ſinne under the Law, under the Goſpel much more. For, ſeeing that there is no expiation for capital crimes, without death, by the Law, he that ſhould offer ſacrifice for ſuch a ſinne, declaring it, muſt become liable to death. And the ſame is the caſe, in the ſecond rank of offenſes againſt the Law, which it puniſheth with ſcourging: Thoſe alſo belonging to that rank, which the Law threatens with death by the hand of God, which renders their life forfeit into Gods hands; Becauſe of the Rule which they have, that if they come to be know to the Synagogue, they are to be puniſhed with ſcourging. For who can imagine, that theſe can be purged by the Law, without undergo­ing the penalty of the Law? And therefore, if ſacrifices were offered for them, they were not confeſſed, ſeeing that all eſtates in the Synagogue, which was bound to puniſh them, were alſo bound to bring them to puniſhment.
As for the Church, it hath been already declared, that the conſtitution there­of preſuppoſeth, in order of nature and reaſon, the covenant of Grace, that is to ſay, the condition upon which the Goſpel tendreth remiſſion of ſinnes: So that, as we have all the reaſon in the world to think, that God hath founded [Page] the corporation of his Church, to be the means of affecting or procuring that diſpo [...]ition, which qualifieth for the promiſes of the Goſpel; So, if the ſame di [...]po [...]ion c [...]n be procured, without the miniſtery of the Church, which ſup­po [...]th the knowledge of particul [...]r ſinnes, there can be no cauſe, why God ſhould injoyn that, the effect whereof is to be had without it. Now, I ſuppoſe from the premi [...]es, that, thoſe who live within the Church, have ſufficient helps of Gods Grace, to  [...]able them to return from their ſinnes by repentance. As for tho [...]e helps which  [...]h [...]y may have by the miniſtery of the Church, making known their  [...]nnes to it; Though they may be of ſuch vir [...]ue, as to make that more  [...] which is po [...]ſible without them; Yet, when all is done that man c [...]n do, it ex [...]ed [...]th not the ſame kind of helys, whi [...]h man outwardly may ren­d [...]r [...]o Go [...]s inw [...]r [...]  [...]r [...]ce; Which, as it is more prob [...]ble that Gods good pro­vidence ſhould  [...]ke  [...]ffectuall, then where the ſame outw [...]rd mean [...] are not imployed, or where they are imployed in a leſſe meaſure; So is it poſſible, that, b [...]ing on [...]e  [...]ffi [...]nt, they may become effectual by Gods grace, though in a  [...] meaſure. But, I confeſſe, there is nothing prevailes more with me to con­clude this, then that which the Scripture affords us, to evidence, that God h [...]h inſtituted and appointed the Miniſtery of his Church, for the reconciling o [...] tho [...]e  [...]nnes, which muſt, or which may come to the knowledge of his Church. For, when God giveth firſt to S. Peter, the Keyes of his Church, Mat. XVIII. 19. and afterwards, to all his Diſciples, the power of binding and looſing ſinnes, Joh. XX. 19. it is evident, that, by this power, they are able to do nothing to unbelievers, but per [...]wade them, by pre [...]ching the Goſpel, to imbrace that cour [...] by which it tendreth r [...]miſſion of ſinne; untill, having perſwaded them to it, they oblige them to enter into the Church by Baptiſm, as that, to which God hath li [...]ited that profeſſion of Chriſtianity which he requires to remiſſion of ſinne. Thus is the power of the Keyes, or of binding and looſing ſinne, firſt ſeen and exerciſed in baptizing, underſtanding thereby, not onely the miniſtring of the Sacrament, but the bringing of a man to that diſpoſition, to which Bap­tiſm is due. The ſame is ſtill exerciſed towards thoſe that are come into the Church, by laying forth to them the doctrine of Moſes and the Prophets, of our Lord and his Apoſtles, obliging them to return from ſinne by Repentance: So that, it cannot juſtly be ſaid, that Preaching, as we call it, (that is, further inſtructing in the doctrine of Chriſtianity, thoſe that by the preaching of the Goſpell, have been moved to imbrace it) is a thing impertinent to the power of the Keyes, not concerning the office of it: Unleſſe we think, miniſtring the helps of ſufficient grace imper [...]inent to effectuall grace, which alwayes ſuppo­ſeth them; Having already ſhewed, that before converſion to Chriſtianity, the power of the Keyes is ſeen in miniſtring the ſame. But he that thinketh, that, within the Church, the power of the Keys goes no further then Preaching, and clearing the ſcandall of notorious offences, can give no reaſon, why thoſe that ar [...] converted to believe Chriſtianity by Preaching the Goſpel, ſhould be bound by their own profeſſion to oblige themſelves to it, and, by that means to en­  [...]r the  [...]ociety of the Church. For, they are as well certified before baptiſm as after, that, without repentance and converſion from ſinne, there is no remiſſion of ſinne, or hope of everlaſting life; which, if a m [...]n be left to his own choice, whether he will imbrace or not, after that he is come into the Church, why not afore? Why came he into the Church? Or, why was there proviſion made, that the Church ſhould be a cor­poration, the communion whereof, all Chriſtians ſhould be be bound to hold  [...]nd imbrace? Therefore our Lord, when he declares the depoſiting of the ſame Keyes (or, power of looſing and binding) with his Church, which he he gave elſewhere to S. Peter, and the reſt of his Diſciples, Ma [...]. XVIII. 15-20. com­manding, that, he who will not hear the Church, be to the Church, as Publi­c [...]ns und Sinners were then to the Jews; inferreth, that, Whatſoever they ſhould bind on earth, ſhall be bound in heaven; and whatſoever they ſhould looſe on earth, ſhall be looſed in heaven. And again, that, where two of you, (that is, of the Church) ſhall agree upon any thing to ask it, it ſhall be done for you by my Eather in heaven. [Page] Where, reducing him that heareth not the Church into the State of a Publi­can or a ſinner to the Jews, being the binding of ſinne, as to the Church, up­on ſuppoſition that he is bound by it already, as to God, (in order to the loo­ſing of the ſame as to the Church, upon ſuppoſition that it is firſt looſed as to God) is ſomething elſe beſides preaching, or clearing the ſcandal of notorious ſinne. And if our Lord, by inferring immediately a generall promiſe of hearing the prayer▪ of Chriſtians, intend to intimate, that he would accept of the pray­er [...] of the Church, for the reconciling of thoſe whoſe ſinnes were bound, as I obſerved afore; then of neceſſity, ſomething more then ſhowing the guilt of ſinne, by Preaching, is referred to the Church, in procuring the looſing of him that is bound from the debt of ſinne, not from the ſcandall of it.
And what is this, but that which we ſee done by S. Paul, and by the Church of Corinth, in obedience to S. Pauls commands, concerning him that had ma­ried his Father [...] widow, 1 Cor. V. 2.-2 Cor. II. 5-11. VII. 8-11. For, when S. Paul blames them, that they did not all mourn, that he who had done the act, might be removed f [...]om among them; Certainly he means, that he who had done the act, was to mourn ſo much more, that he might be reſtored unto them again. For ſo it came to paſſe, and upon ſuch terms he is reſtored; If any man hath grieved, it is not me that he hath grieved, but in part, that I may not charge you all. Enough to ſuch a one is this rebuke of many. So that, contrariwiſe, ye ought rather to pardon and comfort ſuch a one, leaſt he be ſwallowed up with abun­dance of ſorrow. The reaſon followes; For I ſee, that that leter of mine griev [...]d you, though but for a time. Now I am glad, not that I grieved you, but that you were grieved to repentance. For ye were grieved according to God, that ye might in nothing be puniſhed, as from us. For, the ſorrow that is according to God, work­eth repentance to ſalvation not to be repent [...]th of: But the ſorrow of the world work­eth death. I demand, whether the repentance which S. Pauls cenſure brought forth, were the repentance of that Church, or the repentance of, both the per­ſon guilty and of the Church. For▪ without queſtion, if this were the crime, and that he was born out in it by a faction in the Church, (the act whereof prevailing, redounds to the account of the whole) then S. Paul juſtly blames the Church, becauſe they had not cleared their hands of it, by putting fro [...] them the guilty perſon, with demonſtration of  [...]hat ſorrow, which might evi­dence their adherence to the Chriſtianity which they had once profeſſed. And accordingly, if the Church were grieved to repentance, ſuch as procureth ſalva­tion, being according to God; and that having ſo done, they are injoyned to reſtore the guilty perſon; Therefore, that the guilty perſon had been reduced to ſo much more ſorrow, as the crime concerned him more; and that this ſorrow, alſo, was repentance to ſalvation, according to God, wrought by the cenſure in­flicted upon him by S. Pauls Bpiſtle. Whether then S. Paul require them to re­admit him, leaſt Satan ſhould get advantage upon the Church, by this breach, (whoſe conceits we are not ignorant of, ſaith S. Paul) and leaſt the party ſhould be ſwallowed up with exceſſive ſorrow; Or leaſt, the party, by diſ­pair of reconcilement with the Church, ſhould be reduced to renounce Chriſti­anity, or a diviſion be made in the Church from under the authority of S. Paul; This he plainly declares, that he pardons the man whom they pardon, in the perſon of Chriſt, that no ſuch thing come to paſſe; That is, acting by Apoſto­lical commiſſion, according to which, that which any mans Apoſtle or Commiſ­ſary did, was as if himſelf did it; So that, either we ſuppoſe the repentance wrought by the cenſure to be ſufficiently evidenced, or that S. Pauls commiſ­ſion is not truſtily diſcharged. This is more then, then preaching the Goſpel, or removing offence from before the Church: It is removing the ſinne, by procuring repentance, and thereupon, aſſuring of pardon, which ſeems not well aſſured, when there is not competent means uſed, much leſſe the effect of the means viſible, in procuring repentance. But if a Phyſitian, onely preſcri­bing and applying the means of curing a diſeaſe, is ſaid to cure it, much more▪ the Church, not onely preſcribing and applying the means of curing ſinne, (by the exerciſe of repentance, in prayer, with faſtin [...] and alms-deeds) but alſo, [Page] conſtraining the ſick perſon, effectually to uſe the cure preſcribed, by excluding him the communion of the Church, ſo long as he refuſes to uſe it. Now, when S. Paul commandeth, to deliver ſuch a one to Satan for the deſtruction of the fleſh, that the Spir [...]t may be ſaved in the day of the Lord Jeſus, 1 Cor. V. 5. proving the powing of Excommunication neceſſary to the conſtitution and being of the Church, and that, who ſo is excommunicate falls under the power of Satan, as excluded Gods Church; I alledged, that thoſe miraculous operations which God gave the Church und [...]r the Apo [...]tles, to witneſſe the truth of Chriſtianity, by the evidene of his preſence in the ſame, were ſeen upon thoſe which were caſt out of it; And that, in that regard, this man is commanded to be delivered to Satan. The deſtruction of the fleſh then, for which he is ſo delivered, may ſig­nifie the incurſions of Satan upon ſuch perſons, then viſible, and ſo I underſtood it afore. But I muſt not, therefore, omit that ſenſe of theſe words, which the ancient Church frequeneth, underſtanding this deſtruction to be the mortifica­tion of the fleſh by works of Penance. For this is that ſenſe which Tertullian, then a Mo [...]taniſt labours to confute, but Origen in Levit. Hom. XXIV. Pacia­nus, Paraeneſi ad Paeniten [...]iam. S. Baſil ad A [...]philochium. C. VII. S. Ambroſe de Paenitentià. I. 12. S. Auſtine, de fide & operibus cap. XXVI. ſuppoſe and uſe. Neither is it any way inconſequent, that the excommunicate, believing them­ſelves to come thereby, under the power of Satan, ſhould betake themſelves to thoſe demonſtrations of humiliation and mortification, whereby the Church might be moved to admit them to the means of their reconcilement. And in this there is more then preaching the Goſpel, or taking away offence: There is authority obliging to uſe the cure, and granting reconciliation upon the ſame. Again, when S. Paul ſaith to them again, 2 Cor. XII. 20. 21. I am afraid, leaſt, when I come, I find you not ſuch as I would, and be found of you, ſuch as you would not; leaſt there be ſtrifes, envies, animoſities, con [...]en [...]ions, back-bitings, whiſ­porings, inflaſions, commotions. Leaſt, when I come to you again, God humble me in regard of you, and I mourn for many that have ſinned afore, and have not re­pented of the uncleaneſſe, and whoredome, and wantonneſſe which they have done; How ſhould S. Paul be humbled in regard of, or mourn for many of them, but, in regard of the neceſſity which he feareth to find, of putting them out of the Church, or to penance, in caſe they adhere to the Church? And, if, by ap­pearance and demonſtration of their repentance, S. Paul was to be moved not to do this; is it not evident, that this is the means which he imployes to pro­cure repentance, and aſſure pardon, by diſcharging them of it? I do here re­pet [...] that which I ſaid afore, to ſhow, that it is the Apoſtles intent, Heb. VI. 4. 5, 6. X. 26▪ 27. XII. 15. 16, 17. to deterre them from falling away from Chriſtianity to Judaiſm, for fear of perſecution from the Jews, by puting them out of hope of being readmitted to the communion of the Church. Not as pro­nouncing ſentence of damn [...]tion againſt them; but, as demonſtrating it ſo dif­ficult to be preſumed upon▪ in behalfe of him that had once violated the profeſ­ſion of Chriſtianity, that the Church was not to become the warrant for it. If this be the caſe of thoſe, whoſe intereſt in the promiſes of the Goſpel the Church warrants not, then, the warrant of the Church, (either in pronouncing ſentence of abſolution formally, or in admitting really unto the communion of the Euchariſt) proceeds, o [...] ought to proceed upon ſuppoſition of that diſpo­ſition which qualifies for pardon, wrought in the penitent by the cenſure of the Church. And, that this is the caſe, I have further inferred from the words of the Apoſtle, 1 Joh. V. 16. 17. If a man ſee his Brother ſinne a ſin  [...]t to death, he ſhall pray, and life ſhall be given to them that ſinne not to death: There is a ſinne to death, I ſay not that ye pray for it. All unrighteouſneſſe is ſinne; But there is a ſinne not to death. For, ſeeing it is manifeſt, that the Church is to pray for all ſinners, be they never ſo great enemies to the Church; it cannot be underſtood, that, abſolutely, the Church is not to pray for the ſinne to death; but, that, as he forbiddeth not, ſo he obligeth not the Church to pray for the ſinne unto death, thoſe prayers, which tend to reconcile the ſin­ner to the Church, upon ſuppoſition, and for a warrant, of the reconcilement [Page] thereof with God. If this ſeem not to agree with the words, becauſe S. John ſeems to ſpeak to particular perſons, and not to the body of the Church, when he ſayes, If any man ſee, l [...]t him ask; Let him conſider the words of ano [...]her Apoſtle, James V. 14. 15, 16, For, when he promiſeth forgiveneſſe of ſinnes to him that ſhall call for the Prieſts of the Church, and they pray over him; Ad­ding immediately, Confeſſ [...] your ſinnes to one another, and pray for one another, that ye may be healed; It is neceſſary that we make good a reaſon, why this admo­nition follows upon that which went before: Why the Apoſtle, having taken order for the cure of their ſinnes, who are here ordered to ſend for the Prieſts of the Chur [...]h, proceeds to ſay, Confeſſe your ſinnes to one another; Namely, becauſe the way of curing ſinne is the  [...]ame, when a man confeſſes his ſinne to a Brother (that is, a private Chriſtian) and when h [...] ſubmits it to the authority of the Church. For, as here the Apo [...]tle maketh the means of obtaining par­don▪ to conſiſt in the prayers of the Prieſts, in whom the authority of the Church reſteth;  [...]o there, in the prayers of one Chriſtian for another, that confeſſes his ſinne to him. And h [...]reupon, it is neceſſarily to be preſumed, both that the Apoſtle means, that the Prieſts of the Church impoſe upon him that courſe of c [...]re, which his ſinne requireth in caſe he ſurvive; And alſo, that a private Chriſtian, by his advice, reduce his Brother to uſe the ſame means: Otherwiſe, to what purpoſe ſhould the one or the other declare his ſinne, ſeeing he might be prayed for at large, without declaring the ſame? It is therefore no marvail, that the words of S. John, manifeſtly concerning particular Chriſtians, ſhould extend to the Keyes of the Church, and the publick office thereof. For though, in the beginning when he ſaith; If a man ſee his Brother ſinne a ſin not to death; he addreſſeth onely to particular Chriſtians; yet the  [...]nd there is a ſinne unto death, I ſay not that ye pray for it; manifeſtly addreſſeth to the Body of the Church; implying, that it is to be acquainted therewith, by him that ſees this, if the caſe require it. Whereupon S. Paul thus exhorteth, Gal. VI. 1. Brethren, if a man be overtaken in any tranſgreſſion, ye that are ſpiritual reſtore ſuch a one with the ſpirit of meekneſſe, conſidering your ſelves, leaſt ye alſo be tempted. Here the title of ſpiritual, may extend to particular Chriſtians; But there is a pre­ſumption concerning publick perſons in the Church, that they are ſuch, be­cauſe, it is the opinion that they are ſuch which qualifies them to be made pub­lick perſons in the Church. Now, when he ſpeaks to the brethren in generall, to do this, he ſhowes, that it may concern the Body of the Church, as well as particular Chriſtans. But when he ſpeaks of the ſpirit of meekneſſe, it is mani­feſt, that the intent of his ſpeech concerns thoſe Penances which were impoſed upon ſinners, for trial of their conveſions, in which he requires that meekneſſe, which the conſideration of a mans own meekneſſe recommends. And there­fore, the ſame thing is taught by S. Iames, by and by after the words afore quo­ted, James V. 19. 20. Brethren, if any man of you go aſtray from the truth, and ſome body bring him back; let him know, that he who brings back a ſinner from the err [...]r of his way, ſhall ſave a ſoul from death, and cover a multitude of ſinnes For, it is plain by S. Paul, that this extendeth to the recovery of a ſinner by the Keyes of the Church, as they were managed during the Apoſtles time. Certain­ly, if we underſtand S. Pauls words, 1 Tim. V. 22. 24. of impoſition of hands in Penance (as I have ſhowed, in my Book of the Right of the Church, p. 23. that they may and ought to be underſtood) it is neceſſarily to be inferred; ſee­ing they who admit thoſe ſinners, to be reconciled unto God by the Prayers which the Church makes for them, with impoſition of hands, (ſignifying there­by, that it alloweth them to be ſ [...]ncerely penitent) are partakers of their ſinnes which ſhall follow upon the readmitting of them to the Church, being not worthy qualified for it; Therefore, the Church is to ſee, that a man be qualifi­ed for reconciliation with the Church, upon ſuppoſition of his reconciliation with God, before he be reconciled to the Church. And in, firſt procuring him, and then judging him, to be ſo qualified, conſiſts the right uſe of thoſe Keyes which God hath given the Church, towards them that tranſgreſſe the profeſſion of Chriſtianity after they have made it.
[Page]
The reaſon of all this is derived from thoſe things which have been ſetled by the premiſes. The condition which the Goſpel propoſeth for the remiſſion of ſinnes, to them who ſt [...]nd convict by it, that they are under ſinne, is, that they return from ſinne,  [...]nd, believing that our Lord Ch [...]i [...]t was ſen [...] by God to cure it, undertake to profeſſe that which he taught, and to live according to the ſame. Thoſe which profeſſe ſo to do, the Church accepteth of wi [...]hout ex­ception; becauſe, this being the firſt account ſhe hath of them, ſhe cannot ex­pect more at their hands, then, that they ſubmit the reſt of their lives to that Chriſtianity which ſhe obligeth them to. If, by tr [...]n [...]greſſing this obligation, which they have undertaken, they forfeit the right which they obtain [...]d there­by, is it in the power of the Church to reſtore them at pleaſur [...]? In vain then, is all that hath been ſaid to ſhow, that the Goſpel and Chriſtianity, in order of nature and reaſon, is more ancient then the conſtitution of the Church, and the corporation of it; And, that all the power of the Chu [...]ch preſuppoſeth the condition, upon which, thoſe bleſſings which it tendreth are due. And certain­ly, our Lord, when he ſaith to his Di [...]ciples, Joh. XX. 23. Whoſeſoever ſinne ye remit, they are remitted—intended not to contradict the ſenſe of the S [...]r [...]bes, when they ſay, Who can forgive ſinnes but God alone? Mark. II. 7. Luk. V. 21. Much leſſe to reverſe the word of his Prophets, aſcribing this power of him a­lone, Eſay XLIII. 25. Mich. VII. 18. Pſal. XXXII. 5 What is then the ef­fect of this promiſe to them, that have forfeited the right of their Baptiſm; ſup­poſing, that, when men firſt become Chriſtians, the Diſciples of Chriſt and his Church, remit ſinnes by making them Chriſtians, according to that which hath been declared? Surely the ſame, obſerving the difference▪ of the caſe. For he, who, being convict of his diſeaſe, and of the cure of it, by the preaching of Chriſtianity, is effectually moved, by the helpe of Gods Spirit, to imbrace that cure, which, none but the Church which tenders it can furniſh, attains it not but by uſing it; That is, by being baptized. But, he, who, being baptized, hath fail­ed of his truſt, and forfeited his intereſt in Chriſt, cannot ſo eaſily be reſtored. I have ſhowed you, what works of mortification, of devotion, and mercy, the re­covering of Gods grace and favour requir [...]s. Let no man therefore thinke, that the power of remitting ſinnes in the Church, can abate any thing of that, which the Goſpel▪ upon which the Church is grounded, requiteth to the remiſſion of finne done after Baptiſm. The authority of the Church is provided by God, to oblige thoſe who are overtaken in ſinne, to undergo that, which may ſatis­fie the Church of the ſincere intent of their returne; And the Church, being ſo ſatisfied, warranteth their reſtitution to the right which they had forfeited, upon as good ground, as it warranteth their firſt eſtate in it. But, this preſup­poſeth the wrath of God appeaſed, his favour regained, and the inordin [...]te love of the creature which cauſed the forfeit, blotted out, and changed, (through that courſe of mortification which hath been performed) into the true love of goodneſſe for Gods ſake.
The Church therefore, hath received of God no power to forgive ſinnes im­mediately; as if it were in the Church to pardon ſ [...]nne, without that di [...]po [...]iti­on, which, by the Goſpel, qualifieth a man for it: Or, as if the act of the Church, pardoning, did produce it: But, in as much as the knowledge thereof directeth, and the authority thereof conſtraineth to uſe the means which the Goſpell preſcribeth, in ſo much is the remiſſion of ſinnes, thereby obtained, truly aſcribed to the Church. Lazarus was firſt dead, before he was bound up in his Grave clothes: And, when he was reſtored to life, he remained bound, till he was looſed by the Apoſtles. The Church bindeth no man, but him that is firſt dead in ſinne. If the voice of Chriſt call him, out of that death, he is not revived, till the love of ſin be mortified, and the love of God made alive in him, by a due courſe of Penance performed. If the motion of Gods ſpirit, upon the preaching of the Goſpel, convincing a man that there is no means but Chri­ſtianity to eſcape out of ſinne, and prevailing with him to imbrace it, be effectu­all to obtain the promiſes of the Goſpel; Much more ſhall the actuall operati­on of the ſame, moving him that is dead in ſinne, to put ſinne to death in him­ſelf, [Page] that he may live a Chriſtian for the future; be effectuall to regain the grace of God for him, who hath not yet the life of grace in him, but is in the way of recovering it by the helpe of Gods grace. But, he who is thus recove­red to life by the miniſtery of the Church, is not yet looſed of the bands of his ſinne, till he be looſed by the Church, becauſe he was firſt bound by it; as our Lord, having raiſed Lazarus to live, commands him to be looſed by his Apo­ſtles. For if, he who accepteth of the Goſpel and the terms of it, remain bound to be baptized by the Church, for the remiſſion of his ſinne; Is it ſtrange, that he who hath forfeited his pardon, obtained by the Church, even in the judge­ment and knowledge of the Church, ſhould not obtain the reſtoring of it but by the act of the Church? And therefore the Church remitteth ſinne after Bap­tiſm, not onely as a Phyſician, preſcribing the cure; but as a judge, admitting it to be effected. And, the ſatisfaction of the Church, preſuppoſeth that God is ſatisfied, that is to ſay, his wrath appeaſed, and his favour regained, by the means which the Church preſcribeth; But requireth alſo, that he ſubmit, not onely to uſe the cure which the Church preſcribeth, but to the judgement there­of, in admitting the effect of it. And upon theſe terms, and upon no other, the virtue of Baptiſm, mortified by ſinne, reviveth again, according to the doctrine of the School. For, if nothing elſe, but the ſincere reſolution of living and dying as a Chriſtian, can intitle any man to the promiſes of the Goſpel, what is it that muſt intitle him to them, that hath once forfeited his title? Surely nothing but the renewing of that truſt, which is forfeited by failing of it. And ſurely that truſt is not ſo eaſily re-eſtabliſhed, as it is firſt contracted. I have ſhewed you in the ſecond Book, what reaſon we have to believe, that the ſeverity of the an­cient Church, in readmitting thoſe that failed of their profeſſion at their Bap­tiſm, neceſſarily argues the difficulty of being re-eſtated in the favour of God. There goes more, indeed, to the ſatisfying of the Church, that he who had failed of his Chriſtianity, hath ſincerely renewed his reſolution for it, then, to the renewing of it. But, that this reſolution will as well be effectuall and du­rable, as it is ſincere; it is as difficult to aſſure a mans ſelfe, as to ſatisfie the Church. The power of the Church, then, in binding and looſing, that is, in re­mitting or retaining ſinne, conſiſts not onely in declaring a ſinner, either bound or looſe; Whether in generall, by preaching the Goſpel; or in particular, by refuſing or reſtoring him to the communion of the Church, For, whom the Church bindeth, for ſinne known to the Church, his pardon is not to be had without the act of the Church: But, in conſtraining him that will be a Chriſti­an, to mortifie the love of ſinne in himſelfe (as his ſin declares it to be alive in him) is the power of the Church in remitting ſinne, exerciſed; And, in pro­nouncing ſentence of abſolution, in what form ſoever, the power of aſſuring the ſame.
Let us now look over theſe ſame Scriptures again, for by them, having no other, we muſt judge, whether this power extends to all ſins, ſo that no ſinne after Bap­tiſm can be pardoned, without the miniſtery of the Church, and the uſe of it; Whether it extend onely to notorious ſinners, as an abatement of the ſentence of excommunication, (which being liable to, upon demonſtration of repen­tance, they are admitted to be reconciled by it) or laſtly, whether there be ſome other reaſon to determine the extent of it. Surely he that argues, becauſe God hath given his Diſciples this Power, and the Church after them, therefore he hath commanded all ſinners to uſe it, denying all hope of pardon to them that do not uſe it, by declaring their ſinnes to them, whom the Church truſts for it, makes a lame conſequence. For, will any reaſon allow him to ſay, that, otherwiſe, this power ſignifies nothing, when it is granted to extend to the cu­ring of all notorious ſinnes? That which we learn of it from S. Paul to the Corinthians, without all controverſie, concerns no ſinnes but but ſuch. The ſinne of him that had maried his Fathers wife, was ſo well known, that it had raiſed a party in the Church, of ſuch as pretended it to be conſiſtent with Chriſtianity. And, when S. Paul is afraid, that, coming to them, he ſhall be fain to put ma­ny of them to Penance, for the ſinnes, which having committed, they would [Page] have made no demonſtration of converſion from them, before his coming; it is evident enough, that he ſpeaks of no ſecret ſinnes; becauſe, the puniſhment which he pretends to inflict, is for ſtanding out againſt his leters in their ſinnes. As for that ſinne, which, the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, ſeems to exclude from reconcilement with God by the Church; Apoſtaſy from Chriſtianity; it is ne­ceſſarily and eſſentially a manifeſt ſinne, becauſe it conſiſts in the viſible renoun­cing of that profeſſion, which had been viſibly made. But, coming to S. James, we find that he commands the Prieſts of the Church to be ſent for, promiſing forgiveneſſe of ſinnes upon their Prayers. And therefore, when he proceedeth to ſay: Confeſſe your ſinnes to one another, and pray for one another; we gather, that he promiſeth the pardon of thoſe ſinnes, which the ſick perſon ſhall have confeſſed to the Prieſts of the Church. For, if it be requiſite, for obtaining the prayers of a Brother, for the pardon of our ſinnes, that we confeſſe them to him; he that preſcribes it muſt needs underſtand, thoſe ſinnes, which he pro­miſes forgiveneſſe, upon their prayers, to be declared to them afore. It is there­fore manifeſt, that the Apoſtle here delivereth a precept of confeſſing ſinne both to one another, and to the Prieſts of the Church; ſuppoſing the cure of ſinne be known to all Chriſtians, by the Tradition of our common Chriſtiani­ty, and the viſible cuſtome and practice of all Churches; by works of humilia­tion and mortification, of devotion and mercy, whereby ſatisfaction is made not onely to the Church, which receiveth offenſe by viſible ſinne, but alſo to God, who is offended by all ſinne, in that ſenſe, and to that effect, which hath been juſtified in the ſecond Book: Namely, to the appeaſing of his wrath, to the regaining of his grace and favour, to the reſtoring of the Covenant of Grace contracted at our Baptiſm, which ſinne had made void; And therefore in virtue of that ſatisfaction for all ſinne, which was once made by our Lord Chriſt upon the Croſs, without which, that which we are able to do towards this effect, would all have been to no purpoſe. Whereupon, that the Church is not ſatisfied, in ſuch a caſe; but, ſuppoſing that God is ſatisfied firſt, and, that the prayers which the Church maketh for the pardon of ſinne, are granted and made, or ought to be granted and made, upon preſumption, that the ſinner is in a way of obtaining pardon of God by thoſe Prayers, upon his ſubmiſſion to the uſe of thoſe means, which, either the Prieſts of the Church, by the authori­ty thereof ſhall injoyn, or a Brother by his skill and diſcretion ſhall adviſe. This being unavoidably the meaning of the Apoſtles; firſt it is manifeſt, that, all Chriſtians being directed by the Apoſtle to have recourſe to the Keyes of the Church, for the cure of ſinne in the danger of death, they may be more obli­ged to the ſame courſe in time of health; becauſe it may then be uſed: where­as, in danger of death, though it muſt be preſcribed, yet it cannot be uſed but by him that ſurviveth; Secondly, it is further implyed, that the ſinne which a man confeſſeth to his Brother, if he be not able to adviſe a meete cure for it, is, not onely by the party, but, by him alſo, to be brought to the Church. And ſo, in both caſes, you have an injunction of the Apoſtle, for the ſubmitting of ſecret ſinne to the Keyes of the Church. But, you have alſo a poſſibility for the cure of ſinne, without the authority of the Church, in as much as it had been too im­pertinent for the Apoſtle to have given a Precept of confeſſing ſinne to one ano­ther, if no ſinne could be pardoned without having recourſe to the Church. The ſame is the effect of S. Johns words; If a man ſee his Brother ſinne a ſinne not unto death,—For, it is manifeſt, that, that ſinne which one man ſees, is not notorious to the Church. And yet, the diſtinction which S. John maketh be­tween the ſinne which he commandeth a private Chriſtian to pray for, and the ſinnes which he commandeth not the Church to pray for, with the difficulties which the primitive Church had about it, ſhow, that thoſe ſinnes, which private advice cannot cure, he would have brought to the Church. And S. Johns mean­ing is, that a man ſhould pray for ſuch ſinnes of his Brother, as he is ſure are not to death: Suppoſing firſt, his Brother diſpoſed by himſelf, or by his adviſe, to take the courſe that may qualifie him for forgiveneſſe. But, if it prove doubt­ful, whether to death or not, the Apoſtle, by ſaying, that there are ſome ſinnes, [Page] which he referreth to the Church, whither to pray for pardon of them, (to wit, in order to reſtoring them to the communion of the Church) or not, ſup­poſeth, that they are reported to the Church by him that ſaw them, when the Church ſaw them not. But firſt ſuppoſing, that they might poſſibly have been cured without bringing them to the Church. And if theſe things be true, then is the bringing of a ſinner back from the error of his way (according to that Pre­cept of S. James, which followeth) an obligation that is to be diſcharged, not onely by the office of a private Chriſtian, in convicting a private Chriſtian of his ſinne, and of the means that he is to uſe for his recovery, but alſo by bringing him to the Church, if the caſe require it; Which obligation will neceſ [...]atily lie upon the ſinner himſelf, in the firſt place. But ſo, that his own skill and fidelity to his own ſalvation, may poſſibly furniſh him his cure at home. The tenor of our Saviours words throughly inforceth the ſame, according to that which I obſerved in the firſt Book. p. 140. that all Chriſtians may be ſaid to bind ſinne, by ſhowing a Chriſtian his ſinne, in caſe he refuſe that cure, which, he that convicts him of his ſinne, convicts him that is to uſe; And to looſe ſin, in caſe he imbrace it: But this, in the inner Court of the Conſci­ence, between God and the ſoul. For, though the words of our Lord; If thy Brother offend thee, tell him of it, between him and thee—extend to private inju­ries, obliging a Chriſtian, firſt to ſeek reparation by the good will of his party, upon remonſtrance of the wrong: Then, not to ſeek it out of the Church, but by the Church; yet, they neceſſarily comprehend all ſinnes which another man knows, which, to him are offences. And therefore, when our Saviour ſaith; If he hear thee, thou haſt gained thy Brother; it is manifeſt, that the effect of his promiſe which followeth; Whoſoever ye bind on earth, ſhall be bound in heaven; is obtained by the act of a private Chriſtian, without recourſe to the publick authority of the Church. And who will believe, that the skill and fidelity of ſome private Chriſtian may not furniſh him as good a cure, as he can expect to learn from any private Chriſtian, to whom he can have recourſe? And yet, the proceſs of our Lords diſcourſe ſhowes, that the intent of it concerns in chiefe the exerciſe of the Keyes of Gods Church, even upon thoſe ſinnes which are not notorious. Which who ſo conſiders, cannot refuſe to grant, that S. Pauls injunction, for the reſtoring of him that is ſurpriſed in ſinne, concerns both the office of private Chriſtia [...]s, and alſo of a whole Church, and the Body of it. And truly, conſidering what hath been ſaid concerning Scripture and Tra­dition, it cannot ſeem ſtrange, that the Apoſtles, leaving ſuch authority with the Churches of their founding, with generall inſtructions to thoſe whom they truſted them with; writing to the Bodies of thoſe Churches, things reſpectively concerning all Chriſtians, ſhould give directions concerning all in generall terms, which, the viſible practice of the ſaid Churches might determine to the reſpective office of each quality and eſtate in thoſe Churches. No more, then that our Lord, finding the power of the Keyes, not yet viſible before Chriſtia­nity, ſhould propoſe his inſtructions in that generality, which onely his Apo­ſtles orders, and the practice of their Churches, upon their inſtructions, deter­mineth. For, the power of the Keyes in the Church inables it further untill the worlds end, to limit further, whatſoever ſhall appear to require further deter­mination, to the end of binding and looſing of ſinne which it importeth, ac­cording as the preſent ſtate of the Church in every age ſhall require. Let us now conſider, that, though I have made evidence, by conſequence from the writings of the Apoſtles, that remiſſion of ſinnes committed after Baptiſm, may be obtained without the Keyes of the Church; yet, it is hard to find any expreſſe promiſe to that effect, in their writings, unleſſe it be that of S. Johns firſt Epiſtle; In which, notwithſtanding, a limitation, of that confeſſion which the Apoſtle requires, to the Church, and to thoſe that are truſted by the Church, may reaſonably be underſtood, ſuppoſing, the way of curing ſinne, by the miniſtery of the Church to have been cuſtomary, and therefore known at that time. And, on the contrary, though I do believe theſe conſequences to be unreproveable; yet it is to be conſidered, that S. Pauls indulgence ſeems to be [Page] granted upon a particular occaſion, incident to diſtemper the ordinary courſe of the Church; Namely, the prevailing of ſome ſinne, to a faction of ſome great, or the greateſt part of the Church. Which, as it neceſſarily intercepted the uſe of the power of the Keyes, though provided and ordained by God for the curing of the ſaid ſinnes; ſo can it by no means argue, that God hath not appointed it for the ordinary means of curing them.
As for the conſequence which was made, from the teſtimonies of the Law and the Prophets, and of the Goſpels, before the eſtabliſhment of the Cove­nant of Baptiſm, to ſhow, that they take effect alſo in ſinnes after Baptiſm; It may eaſily be conſidered, that they take place no further, then that diſpoſiti­on which is requiſite to the forgiveneſſe of thoſe ſinnes, whereby the grace of Baptiſm is violated, may be ſuppoſed to be produced without helpe of the Church. Which as, I conceive, I have proved to be poſſible; ſo, I conceive, no man living can prove to be ſo eaſie, that all thoſe who ſtand in need of the reme­dy can preſume (upon ſo good ground as the ſafety of the ſoul requires) to ob­tain it, or to have obtained it of themſelves, without that helpe, which the mi­niſtery appointed by God in his Church furniſhes. Which if it be true, it will inevitably follow, that the moſt part of Chriſtians, are, for the moſt part, bound in conſcience, to have recourſe to the power of the Church, and the Keyes thereof, for the cure of thoſe ſinnes which are not of themſelves notorious; And that other Chriſtians may be tied in conſcience, to bring them to the Church for it, by making known thoſe ſinnes, which otherwiſe are not notori­ous; To wit, when they cannot reaſonably preſume, that of themſelves, they will apply themſelves to the means which the cure requires. And if this be true, it will alſo follow, that it is in the power of the Church, to make Rules, (of force to bind the conſciences of thoſe who are of the Church) limiting the terms, upon which they ſhall ſtand bound to have recourſe to the Church, for that purpoſe. Indeed, had the Apoſtles delivered any ſuch faith; That a man is juſtified, by believing, that he is appointed by God to ſalvation, immediately upon conſideration of Chriſt, without any diſpoſition qualifying him for it; (onely limiting his right in this appointment, to the time that this appoint­ment is revealed to him, which revelation is that faith which alone juſtifieth) I would then confeſſe, that this interpretation of Scripture would no way be receivable; becauſe, indeed, no ſuch Scriptures could have proceeded from thoſe that delivered ſuch a faith. It would then be ſufficient, that he to whom this pre­deſtination is revealed by juſtifying faith, ſhould ſay, Lord have mercy upon me, at breathing out his laſt; Or rather, it would be needleſſe, nay damnable for him, to deſire that mercy, which if he were not ſure of before he ſaid it, he muſt be damned for want of that faith which onely ſaveth. But if all Chriſtians be juſtified, by ſincerely undertaking the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, and, that this ſincerity is inconſiſtent with doing contrary to that which this profeſſion con­taineth; then, let all men of diſcretion and conſcience judge (not, whether the Church hath reaſon to believe, that every ſuch a one will voluntarily charge himſelf with that humiliation which may ſeem to mortifie the paſſions that made him ſin afore, and make his profeſſion ſincere for the future) but, whe­ther himſelfe hath reaſon to believe, that either he knows how to value it, or will effectually perform it, not being inſtructed and obliged to it by the Church. Seeing then, on the ſide, that God hath provided the Miniſtery of the Church for the purpoſe; (the effect of it in reconciling notorious ſinnes being undenia­ble) On the other, no reaſon can preſume, that all Chriſtians either know, or will ſupply to themſelves, the work and effect of that Miniſtery, being left to themſelves; It followeth, that, though voluntary Penance is not neceſſary, for obtaining remiſſion of every ſinne; yet, it is neceſſary for the body of the Church, becauſe there is no ground of preſumption, that the ſinnes thereof are or can be cleanſed without it.

CHAP. X. The Sects of the Montaniſts, Novations, Donatiſts, and Meletians, evidence the cure of ſinne by Penance, to be a Tradition of the Apoſtles. So doth the agree­ment of primitive practice with their writings. Indulgence of regular Penance from the Apoſtles. Confeſſion of ſecret ſinnes in the Primitive Church. That no ſinne can be cured without the Keyes of the Church, there is no Tradition from the Apoſtles. The neceſſity of confeſſing ſecret ſinnes, whereupon it ſtands.
[Page]
ANd this is that whch the Tradition of the Church, that is, the originall and univerſall practice of Penance, (evidencing that it could have no other beginning then the authority of the Apoſtles, which onely could oblige the whole Church) throughly juſtifieth. I told you at the beginning, how near Montanus his Hereſie was to the death of S. John, when the age of the Apoſtles ended. And, it will not be amiſs to tell you here, that, I ſhall ſhow you in a­nother place, that, in all probability, it is ſtill elder by above twenty years, then Euſebius his account, which there I allowed, doth make it. The pretenſe there­of, (among other auſterities, which they pretended to impoſe for Rules upon the whole Church, upon the authority of Propheſies, Inſpirations, and Revela­tions which they had, or pretended to have) was to exclude ſome great crimes, from reconcilement with God, by the means of the Church; that is to ſay, in the language of thoſe times, from being admitted to Penance. I demand now, of any man that will imploy a little of his common ſenſe upon the buſineſſe, whether there had been any ſubject for Montanus, to pretend the introducing of greater auſterity then was practiſed in the Church, in this point, if there had been no practice of Penance then in the Church, capable of greater ſtrictneſſe then was commonly practiſed. And if his common ſenſe gives no ſentence, let him adviſe, either with that which remains of Tertullian for Montanus, or, a­gainſt him, in the records of the Church; and tell me, whether they do con­demn the reconciling of ſinne by Penance preſcribed in the Church, or that ſtrictn [...]ſſe which Montanus pretended to introduce over and above the com­mon practice; evidencing therfore the force of that Penance which as generally practi [...]ed, by condemning him for indeavouring to inhanſe it. Thus much for certain, had not Montanus pretended to impoſe the auſterity which he affected, for a Rule, upon the reſt of the Church, the occaſion for which he was exclu­ded out of the Church had not been. He had reduced the Churches of Phry­gia to his ſenſe, rather by the credit of thoſe Revelations, then by any authority which he ſtood profeſſed of in them, ſo farre as I learn; And from thence it came to paſſe, that his Doctrine continued ſo long in force there, that the ſect is call  [...], that which the Phrygians follow, and the Sectaries, Cata­phryges in Latine. But when (according to the ſtrict correſpondence that then was exerciſed between all Churches) it came to be communicated to the Chur­ches of Aſia; we find by Euſebius, how his pretenſe of Revelations was re­jected as counterfeit, or as unſufficient, and by conſequence, the Law, which, up­on the authority of them, he pretended to impoſe upon the Church. That, be­ing rejected by the neighbour Churches, he travailed to Rome, or ſent to Rome to approve them there (that, being ſo received, he might, upon new grounds, tender them to his neighbours) we learn by Tertullian. That, being rejected there alſo, Tertullian, out of the paſſion he had for them, being drawn away from the Church, maintained their profeſſion in a Church erected by Schiſm, upon that account at Carthage, till the times of S. Auguſtine, (by whom they were reduced to the communion of the Catholick Church) we learn by Sirmondus his Praedeſtinatus, and the ſame S. Auguſtine; But o­therwiſe the Phrygians, were counted Sectaries by the reſt of the Church, that is neceſſarily Schiſmaticks, and perhaps Hereticks, if indeed, by being ſeparated from the body of the Church, they became guilty of thoſe exceſſes, which they are charged with by Epiphanius, S. Jerome, and others. Of theſe particulars, [Page] you may ſee in S. Auguſtine de Haereſibus, and Sirmondus his Praedeſtinatus both of them Haereſi. XXVI. and LXXXVI. But all the while, the ſubject of this ſe­paration is the diſcipline of Penance, received by the whole Church, as from the Apoſtles; the limitation of the practice thereof being the ground, upon which the difference is ſtated. And, for the ground of this ground; Whether it could then be pretended, that the Keyes of the Church could do no more then cure the ſcandall of notorious ſinne on the one ſide; Or, whether it could then be pretended on the other ſide, that the Keyes of the Church import any Power to pardon, ſinne immediately, not ſuppoſing that diſpoſition which qua­lifieth for pardon viſible to the Church, and procured by thoſe actions, which the authority of the Church injoyneth; All this, I am content to referre to that common ſenſe which is capable to underſtand theſe particulars. I ſhall not need to ſay much of the Novatians at Rome, and elſewhere, the Donatiſts in Africk, of the Meletians in Aegypt, having ſaid this of the Montaniſts; all of them, (if we regard the ſubject of the ſeparations, which they made in ſeve­rall parts of the Church) being nothing elſe but branches of the ſame ſect, and, forſaking the unity of the Church, for their part of that cauſe which ingaged Montanus. The Novatians, becauſe they would not indure, that thoſe who fell away from the Faith, in the perſecution of Decius, ſhould be readmitted to the communion of the Church, upon demonſtration of repentance. The Mele­tians, for the ſame cauſe, in Aegypt, under the perſecution of Diocletiane. The Donatiſts upon ſome apperten [...]nce of the ſame cauſe. Onely they ſerve to evi­dence the diſcipline of Penance to have been as univerſall as the Church of Chriſt; when no part of it is found free from debates, about the terms li [...]iting the exerciſe of it. They ſerve alſo to evidence the ground and the preten [...]e of the Power of the Keyes, in the diſcipline of Penance, by the ſame reaſon which I alledged afore.
After theſe times, when the cuſtomes of the Church, (which, from the begin­ning, was governed by un-written Law, delivered by word of mouth of the Apoſtles, but limited more and more by the Governours of ſeveral Churches) began to be, both reduced into writing, and alſo, more expreſly determined, by the Canons of ſeverall Councils, greater and leſſe it were too vain to prove that by dicourſe, which of it ſelfe is as evident, as it is evident that there are ſuch Rules extant, which, in their time, had the force of Law to thoſe parts of the Church, for which they were reſpectively made. Onely I do obſerve the agree­ment that is found between the originall practice of the Church in this point, and that order which I have ſhowed you out of the Apoſtles writings, eviden­cing that interpretation which I have given of them, by that rule which com­mon ſenſe inforces, that the meaning and intent of every Law, is to be mea­ſured by the primitive practice of it. For, we ſee ſo much doubt made, whe­ther thoſe three great crimes of Idolatry, Murther, and Adultery, were to be reconciled by Penance (that is, by the viſible and outward demonſtration of inward repentance) to the Church, not onely by Montanus, but partly by No­vatianns, that that great Church of Antiochia remained doubtfull a great while, whether Cornelius or Novatians ſhould be acknowledged the true Biſhop of Rome, We ſee the Eliberitane Canons (which were unqueſtionably made di­vers years before the Council at Nicaea, and therefore may be counted as an­cient as any that the Church hath) exclude ſome branches of thoſe ſinnes from reconciliation with the Church. We ſee this vigor abated by the ſucceeding diſcipline of the Church. It is indeed ſaid, in the Church of Rome at this time, that the ground of the Hereſie (as without ground they call it) of the Montaniſts and Novatians was this; that, acknowledging the Church to have power to forgive leſſe ſinnes, they, (the Novatians) denied it the Power to forgive Apoſtaſy or Idolatry: To which the Mon­taniſts added Murther and Adultery. But I have ſhowed, in my Book of the Right of the Church, p. 17-27. that, within the Church alſo, as well as among the Montaniſts and Novatians, ſome of theſe ſinnes were not admitted to communion, no not at the point of death. And, that there ne­ver [Page] was any opinion in the ancient Church, that the Church hath any Power to forgive ſinne immediately, but onely by the medicine of Penance which it in­joyneth; I referre my ſelfe to that which here followeth. Now it is plain, that neither thoſe parts of the Church, nor the Novatians, did hold thoſe ſinnes deſperate, but exhorted them to Penance as their cure in Gods ſight; agreeing in not readmitting them, whither for the maintenance of Diſcipline, or for fear the Church, warranting their pardon, who might prove not qualified for it, ſhould become guilty of their ſinnes, according to S. Paul, 1 Tim. V. 22. Lay hands ſuddenly on no man, nor partake in other mens ſinnes. For, S. John, and the Apoſtle to the Hebrews, had authorized the Church to make difficulty of it, though S. Paul had readmitted a branch of one of them, (the inceſtuous per­ſon at Corinth) whether for the unity of that Church, then in danger to be di­vided upon that occaſion, or, as reaſonably ſatisfied of the truth of his repen­tance. But, when the zeal of Chriſtianity decreaſed as the number of Chriſti­ans increaſed within, and perſecution without withdrew ſo many, that there was no means left to preſerve the Body without abating this ſeverity; (the num­ber of Apoſtates in ſome perſecutions, being conſiderable to the number of Chriſtians) we need ſeek no other reaſon why the Montaniſts and Novatians ſhould be Schiſmaticks, (not properly Hereticks) then their ſeparating from the Church, rather then condeſcend to that which the Body of the Church found requiſite to be granted. Let us ſee what crimes they are which the Eli­beritane Canons, that is, the Canons of the Council of Elvira in Spain) ex­clude from the communion, even in caſe of death. As, if a man at age, after Bap­tiſm, commit adultery in the Temple of an Idol. cap. I. If an Idol Prieſt, having been baptized, ſhall ſacrifice again. II. If ſuch a one, after Penance, ſhall have committed adultery. III. If a Chriſtian kill a man by Witchcraft, wherein there is Idolatry. VI. If a Chriſtian commit adultery after Penance, VII. If a Wo­man, leaving her Husband without cauſe, mary another, VIII. If a Father or Mother ſell a child into the Stews, or a child it ſelfe, XII. If a profeſſed Vir­gine ſhall live in uncleanneſſe, XIII. If a man marry his daughter to an Idol Prieſt, XVII. If a Clergy-man commit adultery, XVIII. If he who is admit­ted to communion, (upon adultery) in danger of death, ſhall commit adultery again, XLVII. If a Woman kill the childe which ſhe hath conceived of adultery, LXIII. If a Clergy-man, knowing that his wife hath committed adul­tery, diſmiſs her not, LXV. Sodomites, LXXI. If a woman forſaking an adul­terer whom ſhe had married afore, marry another, LXXII. If a Chriſtian be ſlain or confiſcate upon the information of a Chriſtian, LXXIII. If a man accuſe a Clergy-man (to wit, criminally, as a ſubject a ſubject, before ſecular Powers) of a crime which he cannot prove, LXXV. We ſee by theſe very particulars, an abatement of that which Tertullian ſtood upon, that no adultery ſhould ever be reſtored to communion again; For here, Penance is allowed adultery the firſt time, by the VII. And, ſhe that leaves her Husband and maryes another, is allowed the communion in danger of death; As alſo after her firſt Husband is dead, by the IX. And ſo are Virgines that turn Whores, if afterwards they re­pent and abſtain before death, by the XIII. So for murther, a Chriſtian Wo­man that kills her maid, is admitted to Penance, by the V. And a Catechumena, (that is a woman profeſſing Chriſtianity before Baptiſm) that kills the childe conceived of adultery, by the LXVIII. So in Idolatry; Thoſe who one­ly wear ſuch a Crown as thoſe that ſacrificed did wear, but ſacrifice not, nor are at the charge of ſacrificing, by the LV. And truly, that VII Canon which allowes Penance upon adultery onely the firſt time, but refuſes the communion of the ſecond time, even in danger of death, is manifeſtly more ſevere then that Rule which divers of the Fathers, (Origen in Levit. XXV. Hom. XV. S. Am­broſe de Paenit. II. 10. 11. S. Auguſtine, Epiſt. LIII. LIV. Hanil. L.) do men­tion, as in force and uſe at their time, to wit, that Penance cannot be done the ſecond time. For, though a man be not readmitted to communion by Penance, upon falling into the ſame, or a more grievous crime, the ſecond time, yet may [Page] be allowed the communion in danger of death. Juſt as S. Ambroſe ad Virgi­n [...] Lapſam cap. VIII. cenſures her to do Penance till death.
Innocent I. Pope, Epiſt. II. expreſly affirms that this was done in conſide­ration of the times; becauſe, if men were lightly admitted, after having fallen in perſecution, who would hazard life for the profeſſion of his faith? But, that afterwards, either the Church muſt be Novatians, or grant Penance in danger of death. And truly, the breach which the Novatians made, muſt needs oblige the Church to readmit unto communion in danger of death. But, if the Church were obliged to be ſtrict, when there was fear of perſecution, leaſt all ſhould fall away, then was it obliged to abate, when many were fallen away, that the Body thereof might be recovered and reſtored. And the words of Innocent that follow, are ſufficient to ſhow, how much the Church then preſumed upon that Penance, that Abſolution, that communion which a man was admitted to upon confeſſion of ſinne, in danger of death: For he ſaith, Tribuetur ergo cum Poenitentiâ extrema Communio; The laſt Communion therefore ſhall be al­lowed, with Pena [...]ce. Now it is evident, by the Canons which Gratiane hath compiled, XXVI. Quaeſt. VI. VII. VIII. & Quaeſt. VII. cap, I. that, when a man was admitted to Penance upon confeſſion in danger of death, the commu­nion was given him proviſionally, as well to obtain the grace of God to ſtreng­then him in that exigent, as for the quiet of his conſcience; but nevertheleſſe, he ſtood bound over to perform the Penance which was, or ſhould be injoyned, in caſe he recovered. And therefore, when Pope Caeleſtine I Epiſt. I. invayes againſt thoſe, who refuſed Abſolution, and the communion in danger of death; and Leo I. Pope, Epiſt. LIX. orders, that they be reconciled, by giving them the Communion; It is to be ſuppoſed, that they underſtand this Penance to be injoyned in that caſe, becauſe the cuſtome of the Church required it. And this ſerves to void the doubt that may be made, what the Keyes of the Church can have to do in the remitting of ſinnes as ſoon as they are confeſſed, which ſerve to looſe ſinne, no further, then they ſerve to procure and to create that diſpoſi­tion which qualifies for forgiveneſſe. You ſaw afore in the ſecond Book, what difficulty the ancient Church made in warranting the ſalvation of thoſe that re­pented upon their Death bed, though they proceeded to ſubmit themſelves and their ſinnes to the Keyes of the Church, for their abſolution, and the commu­nion of the Euchariſt at their departure. And though, Gennadius de dogmatibus Eccleſ. cap. LXXX. ſay freely, that he is a Novation and not a Chriſtian, that preſumes not faithfully of Gods mercifull purpoſe to ſave that which was loſt, even in him that departs upon confeſſing his ſinne; yet ſtill this is but a pre­ſumption of what may be, not a warrant of what is, which the power of the Keyes, regularly uſed, promiſes. Otherwiſe, what would Gennadius ſay to the great Councill of Arles under Conſtantine, which denies abſolution in that caſe, Can. I. as you ſee the Eliberitane Canons do? True it is which S. Cyprian ſaith, Nunquam ſera eſt poenitentia, ſi ſit vera: Repentance is never late, if it be true. But who will maintain that to be true, which the terrour of death, and re­morſe of conſcience may rack out of him, in whom the love of God and good­neſſe hath not formed that reſolution, of maintaining his profeſſed Chriſtianity, which makes God the end of all his actions? when as all that is done in ſuch a caſe, by common experience, may be imputed to a true grounded deſire of a­voiding puniſhment for his own ſake, with a ſuperficiall deſire of doing well for Gods ſake. Though, on the other ſide, it may be preſumed, that ſuch a one is not firſt moved with diſlike of his ſinne, when firſt he ſubmits it to the Keyes of the Church; but hath firſt done many ſuch acts of ſincere contrition, as his own judgement directed him to, for the gaining of Gods grace: And at length, to give himſelfe further ſatisfaction, reſolves to humble himſelfe, not onely to the declaring of his own ſhame, but to the undergoing of that Penance, upon performance whereof, the Rules of the Church▪ alſo warrant his forgive­neſſe.
Between theſe contrary preſumptions, the primitive ſeverity of the Church, it appears, refuſed abſolution, and the communion, even in danger of death, to [Page] ſome of the moſt grievous ſins: Which afterwards was thought fit to be abated. Not proclaiming diſpair to any ſinner, but to oblige him, not lightly, to pre­ſume upon pardon of that ſinne, which, the Church could never preſume, that a man can repent him of enough. For, on the other ſide, it appears, what inconvenience the granting of reconcilement to all, at the point of death, may produce, if the intent of the Church, in binding over to Penance him that eſcapes, be not underſtood: Namely, to give men cauſe to preſume of pardon by the Church, when the Keyes thereof cannot have their operation, in pro­ducing the diſpoſition that is requiſite. And thus, the primitive practice of the Church, ſeems to demonſtrate not only the Tradition of the Apoſtles concern­ing Penance, and Excommunication which it abateth, and the Keyes of the Church, which it manageth; but alſo the Power which it exerciſeth, not to conſiſt in pardoning ſinne at large, and immediately, but, in procuring that diſpoſition to which the Goſpel hath proclaimed forgiveneſs, and (upon know­ledge thereof) in aſſuring the pardon which it pronounceth. For, whoſo conſidereth the premiſes, can never be ſo madd as to imagine, that men were refuſed reconcilement even at the point of death, or reconciled with a reſer­vation of Penance to be performed if they ſurvived, meerly for the ſatisfaction of the Church, and the example of others; But, becauſe the Church remained not ſatisfied, that God was ſatisfied with their preſent diſpoſition, as qualifying them for pardon according to his promiſe. Some men have miſtaken them­ſelves ſo farr, as to imagine, that when a man was admitted to abſolution by impoſition of hands, and the Communion, in danger of death, by the anc [...]ient Church, he could ſtand bound no further to any Penance. But it is very evident in the practice of the ancient Church, that, in regard ſome ſinnes were not admitted to reconcilement by Penance, therefore it concerned the Penitent, in the firſt place, to make ſuit to be admitted; Which being granted, and, he ha­ving undertaken the Penance impoſed upon him, in the next place, he was ad­mitted to the Prayers of the Church, (at all the ſolemn Aſſemblies of the Church, during the time of his Penance) with impoſition of hands, as the means to obtain pardon at Gods hands. So, Impoſition of hands, ſignified not Abſo­lution, but the way to it, and, capacity of it, ſuppoſing the performance of Penance impoſed. And this is petere poenitentiam, & accipere poenitentiam propter manûs impoſitionem; in the ancient canons, by name Concil. Tolet. XI. can. XII. to demand Penance, and to accept of Penance by impoſition of hands; As ap­pears by that form of the publick ſervice of the Church, which you have in the Conſtituions, II. 8. 9. where you have the form of prayer to be offered for Peni­tents, when they were diſmiſſed, before the celebration of the Euchariſt, he that prayeth holding his hands over them kneeling. Neither was there any o­ther abſolution then this in uſe, according to the ancient cuſtome of the Church; He who, having declared himſelf offended at himſelf, for that which he had done, had obtained of the Church, to be admitted to Penance, for the time that his Penance continued, was prayed for by the Church, that his ſinne might be pardoned, in order to communion with the Church. The time of his Penance being compleated, his abſolution was the reſtoring of him to commu­nion with the Church, in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt. This is that abſolu­tion upon which the Church warranteth his pardon, not by pronouncing him pardoned, but ſuppoſing him qualified for it, by that diſpoſition which his Pe­nance had produced. And though, afterwards, the form of abſolution changed, and was pronounced by way of ſentence, not by way of Prayer deſired; yet was there ſtill the more doubt to be made of the validity thereof, the more con­fidence it ſignified; becauſe the more truſt was repoſed in the power of the Church, the leſſe proviſion was made for that diſpoſition which the Goſpel, be­fore the being of the Church, requireth. One thing more I deſire may be con­ſidered in the practice of the ancient Church, to evidence the ſame, which is this; The Church, being neceſſitated to abate of the primitive ſtrictneſſe, and to admit all maner of ſinnes to reconcilement by Penance, that they might the better anſwer their truſt to God, in not warranting the pardon of ſinne [Page] without reaſonable trial of repentance, took a courſe of lengthning the time of Penance, during which, the converſation of the Penitent might yield aſ­ſurance of it. For the Canons, whereby ſo many years Penance is preſcribed upon ſuch and ſuch ſinnes, were couched in writing long after the times of Montanus or Novatians; And therefore the cuſtomes, whereby they came in force before they came in writing, had their beginning from that obligation which the Church deſired to diſcharge, of not warranting forgiveneſs of ſinne, but upon due grounds. In this caſe then, and generally, whoſoever was injoyn­ed Penance, to qualifie him for communion with the Church, if he did any e­minent act which might evidence the ſincerity and zeal of his converſion, or his forwardneſs and eagerneſs in taking revenge upon himſelf, was not onely of cuſtome and courſe, ſo much the eaſier readmitted by the Church, but was ordered by the Canons to be ſo much the eaſier and ſooner readmitted. For evidence whereof, as alſo of divers other particulars here alleadged, I will remit the Reader that would be informed to Morinus his great work de adminiſtrati­one Poenitentiae. It ſhall ſerve my turn here to point out to you, the ground which theſe effects evidence to be this; That the Catholick Church proceeded not in binding and looſing, as if it had any power to give pardon at large; But as ſup­poſing, that thoſe that are bound by the Church, cannot be looſed but by the Church; nor looſed by the Church, but ſuppoſing the diſpoſition that qualifi­eth for pardon produced in them by that Penance, which the authority thereof conſtraineth to undergo. And therefore, that, in the power of injoyning Pe­nance fitting, as well as of declaring pardon, the power of forgiving ſinnes in the Church, is by the tradition of the Church declared to conſiſt, I will conclude with the words of Firmilianus, Biſhop of Caſarea Cappadocia, in his Leter to S. Cyprian, among S. Cyprians LXXV. He ſaith, that they uſed in their parts to hold Synods every year, Ut ſi qua graviora ſunt, communi conſilio dirigantur; Lapſis quo (que) fatribus, & poſt lavacrum ſalutare à Diabolo vulneratis, per poeniten­tiam medela quaeratur; Non quaſi à nobis remiſſionem peccatorum conſequantur, ſed ut per nos ad intelligentiam delictorum ſuorum convertantur, & domino pleniùs ſatisfacere cogantur. This buſineſſe of greater waight may be ordered by common advice; And remedy found by Penance, for brethren that have fallen away, being wounded by the Devill, after the laver of ſalvation; Not as if they got pardon of ſinnes from us; but that, being, by our means converted to underſtand their own ſinnes, they may be conſtrained to make the fuller ſatisfaction to God. Theſe are the very terms upon which my opinion ſtandeth.
Let us now compare the Originall and general practice of the Church, with that which we have in the Apoſtles writings, and ſay, by the agreement, whi­ther their authority were the beginning of it or not. Shall we think that all who ever queſtioned the reconciling of ſome ſinnes, were utterly void of com­mon ſenſe, in imagining, that the Apoſtle to the Hebrews, and S. John, writing of the ſin unto death, intended not to ſpeak of that pardon which the Church may or ought to give or not give, when we find no other motive for that ſeverity, but never ſee any of the Church except, that they concern not that purpoſe, but, well and good, that they ſerve not to prove it? In like maner you have ſeen S. Paul witneſſe the order then in the Church, to mourn for thoſe that were excluded the communion of the Church: You have ſeen S. John and S. James, after our Saviour, ſignifie, that the means of procuring remiſſion of ſin by the Church, is to be expected from the prayers of the Church. You may ſee on the other ſide, the primitive Church make great demonſtration of ſorrow, at the diſcovery of thoſe ſinnes, for which ſome body is ſhut out of the Church, or reduced to Penance; As you may ſee by the authorities alledged in Grotius, upon 1 Cor. V. 2. and by Epiphanius his Expoſition of 2. Cor. XII. 21. Haer. LIX. eſpecially by that eminent example of Natalis in Euſebius Eccleſ. Hiſt. V. 28. And, in the ſolemn ſervice of the Church, before the celebration of the Euchariſt, from the beginning, you have ſeen a Prayer appointed to be made for thoſe that were under Penance, (as well as for thoſe that were not baptized, and thoſe that were vexed with evill Spirits) that ſo [Page] they might be dimiſſed before the Euchariſt, to which they were not to be ad­mitted: I ſay, therefore, they who ſee this, if they will ſee what they do ſee, have evidence, what the Apoſtles inſtituted in the Church; as alſo upon what ground, and to what purpoſe, by what the Church immediately after them did practice.
A third thing there is, which viſibly derives, not onely theſe Ordinances, but the true intent and meaning of them, from the inſtitution of the Apoſtles; and that is the indulgence which S. Paul uſeth, in abating the Penance of that inceſtuous perſon whom I ſpoke of at Corinth. Indulgence in Ammianus, ſig­nifies the diſcharging of taxes impoſed upon the Provinces of the Romane Em­pire, by an act of Grace of the Emperours, upon remonſtrance of reaſons, wherefore this or that Province might deſerve to be eaſed. What can be more like this, then the abatement of that hardſhip, whereby, thoſe that were pre­ſcribed Penance, were to demonſtrate their inward repentance to the Church? S. Paul, we ſee, upon repreſentation of the ſubmiſſion of the Church, and the guilty perſon both, to the cenſure which he had ordered, and of the real demon­ſtration of ſorrow made on his part, and the interceſſion of the Church for his reconcilement, thus condeſcends; To whom you grant any thing, I alſo grant it. For if I have granted any thing, it is for your ſakes that I have granted it to him whom I have granted it, in the perſon of Chriſt, that Satan may have no advan­tage over us. For we are not ignorant of his devices, 2 Cor. II. 10. 11. I ſhowed you before, two reaſons, which S. Paul may be thought to point at by theſe words. For, he acknowledgeth by the premiſes▪  [...]  [...]ery conſiderable demon­ſtration of converſion in the penitent, ſufficient to argue, that S. Paul thought him really qualified for remiſſion of ſinne. But, in regard he declares here, that it is for the Churches ſake, that he condeſce [...]eth, to prevent the advantage that Satan might have againſt them, he intima [...] a jealouſie of ſome mutiny in the Church, againſt his authority, in caſe he condeſcended not. For, though he grant abſolution in this regard; yet, he may well ſay, he granteth it in the per­ſon of Chriſt, though we ſuppoſe the party not really qualified for it, ſuppoſing that he doth it to preſerve the Unity of the Church, chiefly concerning the com­mon good of Chriſts flock. For, what S. Paul does by virtue of the office com­mitted to him by Chriſt, that, he may well ſay he doth in the perſon of Chriſt, as tending to the upright diſcharge of his office. By the former of theſe reaſons, we evidently ſee the intent and effect of the Keyes of the Church, in purging of ſinne, by the diſcipline of Penance. For, if indulgence be granted in con­ſideration of evidence that appears, to ground a preſumption, that the party is qualified for remiſſion of ſins, in the judgement of the Church; then is all the diſcipline of Penance to no other purpoſe, but, to oblige ſinners to take that courſe, whereby they may appear to the Church qualified for remiſſion of ſinne. But that which S. Paul here doth, is the very ſame, that the primitive Church alwaies did from the beginning. For, whoſo ſhowed ſuch zeal in taking revenge upon himſelf for his tranſgreſſions, that the Church might be ſatisfied, that God remained ſatisfied of his repentance; to him, the ſeverity of this diſcipline was ſo fully releaſed, that thoſe ſtrict Canons, that injoyned ſo many years Pe­nance for divers great ſinnes, may ſeem to have been but threatnings, inviting to ſhow that zeal in converſion from ſinne, that the Church might have cauſe to be ſatisfied of their inward repentance. And, as often as there was fear of ſchiſm in any Church, the practice of the primitive Church witneſſeth, how ready they were to receive thoſe that would return, abating the hardſhip of Penance. The reaſon being this, that, what the Church condeſcended to for the avoiding of a greater miſchief to the body thereof, which is Schiſm, in that, ſhe could not be underſtood to warrant forgiveneſſe of ſins, to thoſe whom ſhe received, further then that diſpoſition of mind, which the parties themſelves know that they returned with, might warrant it. For, in as much as it was evident, that the Church waved the rule, by which they uſed to proceed, for unities ſake; it remained alſo evident, that the charge of making good that diſpoſition which qualifieth before God for the communion of the Church, devolves upon the [Page] conſcience of them, that impoſe the neceſſity of waving ſuch wholeſome rules upon the Church, whatſoever the form were, in which they were recon­ciled.
Let us now ſee, whether the primitive practice of the Church will juſtifie the voluntary confeſſion of ſecret ſinnes to the Church, as the means to obtain the pardon of them at Gods hands. Tertullian in his Book de Poenitentiâ, is very earneſt in perſwading, not thoſe that were fallen into notorious ſinnes, (for what need he perſwade them to undergo Penance, who, if they would conti­nue Chriſtians; that is, if they would injoy the communion of the Church; could not avoid it?) but as it appears by his words, thoſe that could not be conſtrained to have recourſe to that Penance, which the Church required for the purging of their ſinnes, or, for aſſurance that they were purged. For, when he pronounceth, that, ſins of the will, which no man but the party is guilty to, are to be purged by this Penance, (as he doth in the third and fourth Chapters of that Book) ſhall we imagine, that he undertakes of his own head, to bring in a thing that was not wont to be done in the Church? Then might he have been rejected as well as his Maſter Montanus, when he went about to impoſe new Laws upon the Church. But thoſe new Laws, I ſhow you, were excepted againſt from the beginning of pretending them. Let any man ſhow me, that voluntary confeſſion of ſecret ſins was ever exceped againſt in Tertullian, who writ that Book when he was of the Catholick Church, earneſtly perſwading to it. Likewiſe, though he writ his Book de P [...]dicitia, when he was become a Montaniſt; yet it is eaſie to diſcern what he ſpeaks in it as a Montaniſt, by diſcerning, what the Catholick Church conteſts, and what it allows, of his do­ctrine. In the ſeventh Chapter of that Book, it is manifeſt, that he calls thoſe ſinnes to Penance, which, he were a mad man that ſhould take, either for ſcan­dalous, or for notorious. The Novatians, being a branch of the Montaniſts, and refuſing to reconcile the greateſt ſins, are to be thought to have followed their order, in reconciling leſſe ſins, as it is manifeſt by S. Ambroſe, de Poenit. V. 2. that they did. Therefore they, and therefore the Catholick Church did practice the diſcipline of Penance, upon ſins neither notorious nor ſcandalous. In S. Cyprian [...] you have ſeverall places, where he mentions Penance for thoſe ſinnes, which were to be confeſſed, according to the cuſtome of the Church, after a certain time of humiliation; when▪ they were to be admitted to impoſiti­on of hands, that is, to the prayers of the Church, for the pardon of him, whom the Biſhops bleſſing (which the  [...]mpoſition of hands ſignifies) acknowledged hope­full for remiſſion of ſinnes. Epiſt. X. & LV. The ſame S. Cypriane de lapſis, ma­nifeſtly inſtances in thoſe that had committed Idolatry ſecretly, or had reſolved towards it, what befel them, becauſe they revealed it not to the Church; ſo that ſometimes, they did reveal it. Here cometh in the fact of Nectarius, related by So­crates V. 19. becauſe, the cuſtome being, to confeſſe to a Prieſt deputed to that purpoſe, ſinnes not otherwiſe known (who was to direct what ſhe ſhould pub­lickly declare, when ſhe came before the congregation) a certain noble Woman, whoſe caſe is there related, proceeded to declare that, which cauſed ſuch ſcan­dall, that thereupon Nectarius, then Biſhop of Conſtantinople, thought fit to put down the office which that Prieſt then held and executed, of receiving the confeſſion of thoſe ſinnes, which were afterwards in part to be made known to the Church, as the Prieſt intruſted ſhould direct. For Socrates, relating the diſ­courſe which he had with the Prieſt, which adviſed Nectarius to aboliſh the of­fice aforeſaid; ſaith that he told him, it was to be feared, that he had given oc­caſion to bring S. Pauls precept to no effect, which ſaith, Communicate not in the fruitleſſe workes of darkneſſe, but rather reprove them; Which muſt ſup­poſe the publiſhing of thoſe ſinnes, which a man may pretend, by brotherly correction, to reſtore. And it is manifeſt, that ſecret confeſſion of ſinnes hath remained in the Eaſtern Church, and in that of Conſtantinople particularly, even to this time▪ So that no man can imagine, that it was abrogated by Nectarius. Origen in Pſal XXXVII. Hom. II. adviſes, indeed, to look about you for a skilful Phyſitian, to whom you may open the diſeaſe of your ſoul; good reaſon. [Page] For, there being a number of Presbyters by whom every Church was govern­ed; and, it being in a mans choice, whom he would have recourſe to, were he not to blame, that ſhould not make diligent choice? But, when he adviſeth further, that, if he think the ſinne fit to be declared to the aſſembly of the Church, as, where it is to be cured; doth he not require neceſſary Penance, upon voluntary confeſſions? S. Ambroſe de P [...]nit. II. 7. I. 6. II. 8. 9. laboureth to abate the ſhame of confeſſing ſinnes. If he ſpeak of publick ſinnes, there can be no reaſon why: For, what hath he to do to abate that ſhame that cannot be avoided? That which may be avoided, is that, which cometh by confeſſing ſuch ſins, as it is in a mans power to conceal. The ſame is evident in S. Auguſtin [...], Hom. ult. ex L. And is further cleared by this, that it is evident, that, he who was diſcovered, not to have diſcovered to the Church that ſinne, which he was privy to, but the world was not, is, by many acts of the Church, conſtrained to undergo Penance for that default. And, in the Eliberitan [...] Canons, it is provided, that he who confeſſeth of his own accord, ſhall come off with a lighter Penance; he who is revealed by another, ſhall be liable to a harder cenſure. Can. LXXVI. But no evidence can be ſo effectuall, as the introducing of the Law of auricular confeſſion; that is, of confeſſing once a year, as well as re­ceiving the Euchariſt once a year. For, be it granted, as it is moſt true, that this Law comes into force and effect, by the ſecular power of thoſe ſoveraignties of Chriſtendom, which, complying with the intereſt of the Church of Rome, have agreed, and do agree to inact the decrees of thoſe Councils, which have been held by the authority of it, (or the proviſions thereof, during the time that no Councils are held) by temporall penalties upon their iubjects; Is it therefore imaginable, that the Councill could have pretended to introduce this limitation, and demand the ſecular power to inact it, had it not been a cuſtome in force before that act was done, that people ſhould ſubmit themſelves to Penance for thoſe ſin [...]es, which the Church, without themſelves, could not charge them with? Could any man offer ſo much violence to his own reaſon, as to affirm that which himſelf cannot believe, he would eaſily be convinced, by producing the faſhion of Aſhwedneſday, and the order, for the greateſt part of Chriſtians, to declare themſelves Penitents, at the beginning of Lent, with a pretence of obtaining abſolution, to the intent of receiving the com­munion of the Euchariſt at Eaſter. Which, being more ancient then that law, ſufficiently demonſtrateth, that the effect of it was not to introduce the con­feſſion of ſecret ſinnes, which alwayes had been in uſe and force in the Church▪ but, expreſly to limit and determine that which had been alwayes done former­ly, for the future to be done by all, and at the leaſt once a year.
It remains now, to ſhow, the originall and generall practice of the Church, that there is no Tradition to evidence, that no ſinne after Baptiſm can obtain remiſſion but by the Church; (ſpeaking of ſuch ſinnes as make the grace of Baptiſm void) which is ſufficiently done already, if we remenber, that, not on­ly the Mont [...]niſts, or the Novatians, but the Church alſo did ſometimes exclude ſome ſinnes from all hope of reconciliation by the Church, not excluding them, nevertheleſſe, from hope of pardon with God; but, not ingaging the Church to warrant it. For I demand, in what conſideration that pardon is obtained, which the Church ſuppoſes poſſible for them to obtain. Is it not upon the ſame, ſcore as all Chriſtians obtain padon of ſin? To wit, by being qualified for it, with that diſpoſition of mind, which the Goſpel requires; which therefore may be obtained, without the Miniſtery of the Church. For, if it be ſaid, that theſe perſons would willingly undergo Penance, upon condition of being reſtored to the Communion of the Church (upon ſuppoſition, that, by the Miniſtery thereof they are reſtored to Gods grace) and that, therefore, the deſire of re­conciliation by the Church ſupplies it, as the deſire of Baptiſm is accepted, when it cannot be had; If this be ſaid, I will allow, that he who refuſes the Miniſtery of the Church, (tendring him a reaſonable preſumption of attaining recon­cilement with God, by the means of it, according to the juſt Laws of Chriſti­anity) can have no cauſe to promiſe himſelfe pardon without it. In the mean [Page] time, it is not the deſire of reconcilement by the Church, that qualifies him for remiſſion of ſinne, but onely takes away the barre, that hinders Gods grace, to work that diſpoſition in him, which qualifies for it. For, if it be a part of Chriſtianity, to be a member of the Catholick Church, then are not they ca­pable of the promiſes made to Chriſtians, that will not ſeek them by the Mi­niſtery of the Church, when, and how farre, and according as their Chriſtiani­ty ſhall▪ oblige them to ſeek them. To the ſame purpoſe, I alledge alſo the ſe­cond reaſon of S. Pauls indulgence, and the effects of it, in the practice of the primitive Church; To wit, the admitting of thoſe that had committed Idola­try in time of perſecution, (or, who were otherwiſe born out in their ſinnes by faction in the Church) to communicate with the Church, when, in ſuch caſes, there could be no preſumption of ſufficient diſpoſition in the parties for for­giveneſſe from God, but onely to avoid a breach in the Church, of all things moſt prejudiciall to the generall good of the Body. For, can there be any appearance, that the Church, in ſuch caſes, could be ſatisfied of the true and ſuf­ficient converſion of thoſe that are admitted upon ſuch terms, when, it is mani­feſt, that they are not admitted of choice, but to avoid a further inconvenience? Wherefore, ſeeing the Church could not juſtifie the doing of it, if there were not poſſibility of their being qualified for the Communon of the Church; it follows, that this poſſiblity conſiſts, in that the means of grace, being ſuffici­ent for all within the Church, may be effectual without the miniſtery thereof, provided it be within the unity of it.
Here I muſt alledge the cuſtome, even of the primitive Church, impoſing no Penance upon Clergy-men  [...] that weae degraded for thoſe crimes, for which Laymen were reduced to Penance. I remember the firſt Book de Synedris, al­ledges this for an objection againſt the neceſſity of excommunication, ſeeing it was not neceſſary for the Clergy. Not conſidering that excommunication is a­bated by Penarice, as Penance is abated by degradation, in the Clergy. But, caſting a foul aſperſion upon the whole Church, for impoſing Penance upon the people, when as nothing required it, if the Clergy needed it not: And this upon a miſtake, whether in point of fact, or, in point of right. For, it is not true, that the Clergy were not ſubject to Penance, eſpecially in the firſt times of Chriſtianity, either when the crime▪ was of a deeper nature, then ſuch as ordinary Laymen did Pehance for; Or, when a Clergy-man, having been cen­ſured to communicate among the People (which was degradation at that time) relapſed. Though afterwards, they were remitted to do their Penance in pri­vate, not bringing them before the Congregation, for the prayers thereof with impoſition of hands. Neither is the reaſon which the ancient Canons give to be neglected, in point of right. For, the loſſe of their rank in the Church, be­ing to them a rebuke, whereof Lay Chriſtians are not capable; it is neceſſary that a difference ſhould be made between them and the people. Eſpecially, the intereſt of the Church requiring it, in regard of another rule, that, no man that had done Penance, ſhould ever be admitted to the Clergy, becauſe of the common Chriſtianity imbaſed in them who have done Penance, which, in thoſe who are promoted to the Clergy, is required, of the beſt. For thoſe, who, for their qualities might beſt ſerve the Church, if they had done Penance, were ever after unſerviceable; i [...] not, might be reſtored. Whereby it appeateth, that the Church preſumed of them who knew their duty better then ordinary Chriſti­ans, that the loſs of their rank would be ſufficient to reduce them to true re­pentance, without further conſtraint from the Church: As afterwards they were truſted to do their Penance in private. But this is full evidence, that the Church did not think all ſin incurable without the Keys of the Church; For then, the Church could not have referred the applying of the means of pardon which they procure, to any preſumption of any mans good conſcience. The like ap­pears in the reconciling of Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, to the unity of the Church, by ſholes, that is, by whole Churches at once; upon whom, as it is im­poſſible to imagine, that the diſcipline of Penance ſhould paſſe, ſo is it known, upon evidence of Hiſtoricall truth, that thoſe who were not to be baptized a­gain [Page] (as ſome Hereſies were by the Canons in force) were admitted onely with Impoſition of hands, that is, with the bleſſing of the Church, acknowledg­ing thenceforth to pray for them as Chriſtians, not as thoſe for whom ſhe prayes that they may become Chriſtians; Which, not ſuppoſing poſſibility of pardon for them, not undergoing the diſcipline of the Church, could not have been granted. I avow it to be truly ſaid, in this caſe, that the Baptiſm received among Hereticks revives, and comes to effect, by this bleſſing of the Church. For, ſeeing that the onely neceſſary barre to the effect of it was, the denying of that point of Chriſtianity, which diſtinguiſhes every Hereſie from the Catho­lick Church; (or, the deſtroying of the unity of the Church, ſpeaking of Schiſ­maticks) thoſe that ſo return, profeſſing thenceforth the whole faith, and main­taining the communion of the Church, cannot be ſaid to want any thing neceſ­ſary to qualifie them for the promiſes of Chriſtianity. Seeing then this poſſibili­ty is not grounded upon the Miniſtery of the Church, which paſſes not upon them, but upon the common profeſſion of Chriſtians, made by them when they were baptized, and the taking away of that barre which made it ineffectuall a­fore, by returning to the unity of the Church, though without any miniſtration of Penance; neither can it be ſaid, that the diſpoſition qualifying for remiſ­ſion of ſinne, is not to be attained in the Church, without the Miniſtery of the Church, by the diſcipline of Penance, nor, that it is attained by the deſire of it; but onely, that the barre is removed by ſubmitting to it. A viſible inſtance hereof I will propoſe, in the reconciling of England to the Church of Rome in Q. Maries days, an act of the higheſt nature that the power of the Keys could do; And yet it is notorious, that pardon and abſolution, and the bleſſing of the Church was given them, who could not be induced to reſtore the Church goods, ſeized by Hen. the eighth. A thing excluding all pretence, fo [...] any preſumption of true converſion in them whom it concerned, and yet  [...]ound neceſſary, for the reſtoring of the Body in unity. But ſo, that the ſaid neceſſity made it to be evidently for the general good, even upon theſe terms. For, maintaining thoſe, who could not be induced to do right in the point, in the unity of the Church, there was no reaſon why the Church ſhould be thought to warrant that abſo­lution, as to God, which it granteth, as to the Church; Becauſe it appears, that it is granted to avoid a greater miſchief: Leaving them who finde them­ſelves concerned, by the miniſtery of the Church, the communion whereof they regain, to be reduced to that courſe which may aſſure their abſolution as to God. But, I uſe this inſtance onely ad hominem, that my reaſon may be un­derſtood, not intending to juſtifie the proceeding in point of right; as I do un­dertake to juſtifie the Council of Nicaea, in admitting the Meletians, who were guilty of the crime of Schiſm, not onely without ſatisfaction of their repen­tance, but all in their ranks, onely ſuſpending the exerciſe of their offices, till thoſe that were preſently poſſeſſed ſhould depart. Or, as I might undertake to juſtifie Pope Melchiades, in offering to do the like, for the Denatiſts, for which he is commended by S. Auſtine Epiſt. XLVII. which the Church, ſuppoſing Schiſm to be a mortall ſinne, (that is, of that number which the now Church of Rome injoyns Penance) could not do upon other terms then I have ſaid; and, if it had thought no ſinne reconcileable without the Church, could by no means have done. The ſame is to be ſaid of thoſe that are excommunicated, and caſt out of the Church without cauſe. For, as no man ever doubted that to be a caſe which comes to paſs, ſo can no Chriſtianity allow, that a man ſhould be exclu­ded the Kingdom of God for another mans fault. He therefore, that hath the knowledge in Chriſtianity, and the reſolution for it, to keep himſelf to the du­ty of a Chriſtian in ſuch a caſe; (though, being deſtitute of all advantage by the communion of the Church, it is difficult to do) he, I ſay, ſhall obtain par­don of ſinne, without help of the Church, and not by deſiring the Miniſtery thereof, otherwiſe then, as not deſiring of communion with the Church, remains a barre to the work of Gods grace.
In fine, conſider the primititive order of the Church, and that of the Church of Rome at this day, by the law of ſecret confeſſion once a year. For, he that [Page] conſiders, how much buſineſſe the reconciling of a Penitent made the Church in thoſe days, will never imagine, that it could be preſumed, that all ſins, which now come under ſecret confeſſion, ſhould then be expiated by the Keys of the Church. I have given you the teſtimony of Origen, directing, to make choice of ſome of the Presbyters of the Church, to make acquainted with ſecret ſinne, that, if he ſhould require Penance to be done in the face of the Congregation, his preſcription might be followed. This inforces us to underſtand the other part of the alternative; that, if he required no ſuch thing, it ſhould be enough, to take that courſe of humiliation and mortification which he ſhould preſcribe, in private. And truly, one of the Canons of the Council at Elvira XXXII. or­ders Penance to be injoyned by a Prieſt, not by the Biſhop. Which I under­ſtand to be, in private, and not in publick. Allowing it very probable, that this is not▪ properly counted Penance, but onely ſuſpenſion from the Euchariſt, in­joyned by ſome of thoſe Canons in ſome caſe, XXI. L. LXXVII. and is oppo­ſed to Penance, Can. XIV. So that, probably, one of the Presbyters might in­joyn it in▪ ſecret by theſe Canons. But otherwiſe, ſeeing that, all this while, there was no Penance, but by order of the Biſhop, (or as in ſome of S. Cyprians Epiſtles, of the Biſhop and Presbyters, ſometimes, when the caſe was difficult, as in Firmilianus quoted afore, by order of a Synod) what appearance is there, in common reaſon, that all ſinnes, that now come under ſecret confeſſion, could then come under the Keyes of the Church? In the order which Necta­rius aboliſhed, any man may diſcern, there was nothing but a courſe of a­bridging publick buſineſſe of the Church, by referring Penitents to one Prieſt ſet aſide to that purpoſe. When that courſe was abrogated, ſtill they had recourſe to the Biſhop and Presbyters; but it is manifeſt, ſo many could not be diſ­patched as afore. And now it is manfeſt, that▪ to require of every man, to confeſſe all the ſinnes that ever he did ſince he confeſſed laſt, would be an un­ſufferable torture to mens conſciences: And therefore, it is onely required, that they confeſs thoſe which they have in remembrance. I ask then, how thoſe which they have not in remembrance come pardoned? If by inward repen­tance, reſtoring the diſpoſition of a Chriſtian, it is that which I ſeek. If, by be­ing willing to confeſſe them, if I had them in remembrance, he that is not qualified for remiſſion of ſinnes as Chriſtianity requireth, is not qualified, be­cau [...]e he would have been ſo qualified, had it not been his own fault. I adde fur­ther, that it is at this day reſolved by Caſuiſts of very good note, that a Peni­tent is bound in conſcience to impoſe upon himſelf further Penance then that which his Confeſſor injoyneth, in caſe he be ſatisfied in conſcience, that he hath not impoſed that which is ſufficient. For, in the caſe of clave errante, it is ma­nifeſt, that there is no remiſſion by the Keyes, and yet remiſſion is to be had, by the Goſpel, antecedent to the Church. If then, a mans own Chriſtianity may ſupply that means of forgiveneſſe which the Keys of the Church fail of procuring, it is manifeſt, that the uſe of them is not abſolutely neceſſary, for every particular Chriſtian, though abſolutely neceſſary for the whole Body of the Church. Add hereunto the reſtimonies of Eccleſiaſticall Writers, by which it appears, that, as they maintained the diſcipline of Penance, (which I alſo would maintain ſo farre as truth will allow) ſo they ſuppoſed remiſſion of ſins attain [...]ble without it. The exhortations of Tertullian and S. Ambroſe, to Ec­cleſiaſtcal Penance, will no way inferr, that it was then actually a Law in force, that all ſins, that void the grace of Baptiſm, ſhould be made known to the Church, for the obtaining of pardon by the Keyes of it: For how ill doth i [...] become any Law to begge obedience, by alledging reaſons which muſt inforce it, if they be good, were there no Law? But, on the other ſide, what expreſs teſtimonies, what neceſſary conſequences there are to inferr, that there was no ſuch Law in the primitive Church, I remit the Reader to the Collections of the A [...]hbiſhop of Spalato 5. VII. 10-20. and to the anſwer to the Jeſuits chal­lenge in Ireland.

CHAP. IX. Penance is not required to redeem tho debt of temporall puniſhment when the ſinne is pardoned. What aſſurance of forgiveneſſe, the law of auricular Confeſſion, as it is uſed in the Church of Rome, procureth Of injoyning Penance, after abſolution performed. Setting aſide abuſes, the Law is agreeable to Gods. Of the order taken by the Church of England.
[Page]
ANd now it is time to inferre from the premiſes, the judgement that we are to make, of the law of ſecret confeſſion and Penance, in the Church of Rome, premiſing in the firſt place, (that which is evident; ſuppoſing the pre­miſes) that the works of Penance (which they call Satisfactions, becauſe they will have them to make ſatisfaction for the debt of temporall puniſhment re­maining, when the guilt and ſtain of ſinne is aboliſhed) were never required by the Church, but according to the word of God, to render the converſion of the Penitent ſo ſincere and reſolute, as may qualifie him for pardon and Gods grace. It is not neceſſary, for this purpoſe, that I undertake here to ſhow, that God, pardoning ſinne, cannot, or ever doth reſerve a debt of temporall puniſhment, to be inflicted in conſideration of it. It is manifeſt to any man that is neither acted by paſſion, nor by faction, that, the death which God in­flicted on Davids child gotten in adultery, and the other judgements which the Prophet pronounces againſt him, 1 Sam. XII. 10-11. were puniſhments in­flicted in conſideration of thoſe ſinnes which the nature and kind of them an­ſwers expreſly, for murther; that the ſword ſhall not depart from his houſe: for adultery; that his wives ſhould be defiled before the Sun. Therefore, when the Prophet ſayes to him; The Lord hath ſet aſide thine iniquity, thou ſhalt not die; It will be requiſite to take notice, that, though his ſinne is pardoned, ſpeaking abſolutely, becauſe his life his ſpared, which was forfeit by Gods Law, (though into no mans hands but Gods) yet, this pardon extended not to extinguiſh the ſentence pronounced, nor yet that which he proceedeth further to pronounce, concerning the childs death. Whither you will ſay, that, in ſuch a caſe, ſinne is remitted; becauſe, abſolutely, the man is reſtored to Gods grace; or not remitted, becauſe, as to the puniſhments allotted, he ſuffers by Gods vindicative juſtice; is a controverſie about words, which I will not ſpend words to determine. This cannot be denied, that, neither Gods originall juſtice, nor any covenant of his with man, hinders him ſo to proceed. But what is this to the intent of Penance impoſed by the Church; which, I have evidenced, both by the Scriptures, and the originall practice of the whole Church, to have pre­tended the aboliſhing of the guilt and ſtain of ſinne? Indeed, it is not to be denied, that there is ſomething more in that Penance which the Church impo­ſeth. For, he that exacts the ſame revenge upon himſelf, at his own diſcretion and conſcience, which the Church, by the Canons thereof, ſhould exact, pre­tends onelp to ſatisfie his own diſcretion and conſcience, that God is ſatisfied with his repentance; (And there lies the danger, of ſatisfying a mans ſelf with a palliative cure, inſtead of a ſound one) whereas, he that does it upon the ſen­tence of the Church, pretends to ſatisfie the Church, that God is ſatisfied with it, and to aſſure himſelf of his cure. But, when this ſatisfaction to the Church preſuppoſes ſatisfaction ro God, (at leaſt, a preſumption thereof, whither one­ly legall, or alſo reaſonable) well may I, without this exception, make this the pretenſe of Eccleſiaſticall Penance. Neither had there been any cauſe, to queſtion the doctrine and practice of the Catholick Church, concerning the ſa­tisfaction of Penance, had not the Church of Rome ſuffered it to be taught, (for, I ſhould do them wrong to ſay, that they have injoyned it to be taught) that it tendeth to recompenſe the debt of temporal puniſhment, remaining when the ſinne is remitted. For though, under the Goſpel alſo, God may de­cree temporal puniſhment upon that ſin, which afterwards comes to be remitted repentance; yet, he who is reſtored to the ſtate of Gods grace, (to whom all [Page]things cooperate to good, as S. Paul ſaith Rom. VIII. 28.) though he ſuffer tem­porall puniſhment for his ſin by Gods juſtice, yet by Gods grace, to which he is reſtored, it is converted into the means of ſalvation, and of bringing to paſs Gods everlaſting purpoſe of it.
Before I go further, I muſt call you to mind that which I ſaid of the change of attrition into contrition, how it may be allowed by the covenant of Grace, and how it intimateth an abuſive opinion, that the change which qualifieth a man for the promiſes which the Goſpel tendreth, taketh effect in conſideration of the intrinſecall worth of it; and not onely of Gods promiſe, which you have ſeen to be falſe. This diſpute was a long time canvaſed in the Schools, without any reference to the remiſſion of ſinne by the Keyes of the Church. But, the difficulty being ſtarted, that Confeſſion not made in charity, (that is, out of the love of God above all things) may ſatisfie the poſitive precept, but cannot avail to the remiſſion of ſin; Some ſought a ſalve for this ſore in the form of Abſolution: which then proceeded, partly as a Prayer, partly as a de­finitive ſentence: For, they thought the Prayer obtained that Grace, which might be a due ground for the ſentence. But, when the opinion prevailed, that the form ought to be indicative, it remained to ſay, how Confeſſion and Ab­ſolution ſhould render him contrite, that comes onely attrite. Thomas Aquinas, to ſay how the Keys of the Church may be underſtood to attain the producti­on of Grace, imagined the immediate effect of them to be a certain ornament of the ſoul, fitting it for Grace; by virtue whereof, that Grace which a man gets not by Penance when he is not contrite, quickens in him when he becomes contrite; As he that is baptized without that reſolution which obtaineth the promiſes, becomes eſtated in them when it is rectified. And this opinion had vogue among his followers till the laſt age afore this; when, finding it more proper to raiſe then to reſolve queſtions, it was laid aſide by Cardinall Ca [...]etane firſt, then by the reſt of his followers. In the mean time, the diſpute of the change of attrition into contrition remained, moſt maintaining contrition to be neceſſary before abſolution, till the Council of Trent; upon the decree whereof Seſs. XIV. cap. VI. Melchior Canus firſt maintained, ſorrow concei­ved upon meet fear of puniſhment, with the Keys, to qualifie for pardon of ſinne. Whoſe opinion is now grown ſo ordinary, that thoſe, who hardly ſatis­fie themſelves in giving warning of the harm their own doctrine may do, go down the ſtream, notwithſtanding, in yielding to an opinion that hath ſo great vogue. I do not intend hereby to ſay, that that the Council of Trent hath de­creed this opinion, and obliged all to maintain it. The terms which it pitched upon are theſe; That, ſorrow for ſinne in conſideration of the deformity of it, and the fear of Hell, with hope of pardon, but without any intent to ſinne a­gain, though of it ſelf it bring not pardon, yet diſpoſeth to the attaining thereof, by the Keys of the Church. Which may be true, though, onely ſor­row for the offence, and for Gods ſake, qualifie for pardon by the Keys of the Church; if we ſuppoſe, that ſorrow for a mans own ſake, which, of neceſſity muſt firſt ariſe in him who diſcovereth himſelf ſurprized in ſinne, to be the way and the mean, which Gods ſpirit actually aſſiſteth him with, that hath forfeited the gift of it, to work him to that ſorrow for Gods ſake, which qualifieth for pardon by the Keys of the Church.
Now, what I am to ſay, will eaſily appear before I ſay it, to him that conſiders what I have ſaid concerning the diſpoſition that qualifieth for remiſſion of ſinne, without conſideration of the Church, and the Keys of it: The Miniſtery whereof, ſuppoſe inſtituted to procure that diſpoſition, as ſuppoſing the Covenant of Grace which requires it. That he who finds himſelf in the ſtate of damnation by ſinne, muſt, if God ſend him juſtifying faith, in the next inſtance, believe, that he is predeſtinate to life; (without that reſolution for his future Chriſtia­nity, which neceſſarily includeth ſorrow for the offence of ſin, and for Gods ſake; without ground to preſume of his perſeverance till death in it) I have ſhowed to be an imagination utterly deſtructive to Chriſtianity. That he who confeſſes out of ſlaviſh fear, being abſolved, ſhould get that love of God above [Page] all which his pardon ſuppoſeth; though an imagination not more deſtructive to Chriſtianity then that, may be deſtructive to the ſalvation of more Chriſti­ans. That ſlaviſh fear of the puniſhment due for ſinne, though in a perſon guil­ty of ſin, and not cured of the love of ſinne, is the work of the Holy Ghoſt, helping him that hath forfeited the gift of it; the way of recovering the ſtate of Grace loſt demonſtrateth. For, if the Holy Ghoſt work not upon him that is in  [...]n, how ſhall he recover out of it? But is it ſtrange, that he, who finding himſelf in the ſtate of damnation by ſin, knows, the onely means to be ſaved is to live as a Chriſtian for the future, ſhould reſolve ſo to do in obedience to God and for his ſervice, which he cannot do without that ſorrow, which the preſent loſſe of his favour implies? Surely, ſuppoſing the aſſiſtance of Gods ſpirit, it cannot be otherwiſe. If this be the caſe of a Chriſtian as a Chriſtian, what can the Keys of the Church (founded by God upon ſuppoſition of Chri­ſtianity, to bring men to it, and to ſalvation by it) do, but be inſtrumental and miniſterial to the work of grace in this caſe? Confeſſion therefore cannot re­quire contrition (that it, ſorrow for Gods ſake) nor abſolution effect it; But confeſſion muſt be the means to procure it, abſolution the effect that muſt ſup­poſe it. When that courſe of humiliation and mortification, which the Keyes of the Church require, ſhall have had the operation, in ſettling that reſolution for Chriſtianity, which they may preſume upon for the future, the ſentence of obſolution recovereth the effect of Baptiſm, and reneweth▪ the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, which, perfect love that caſteth out fear (according to the Apoſtle) at­tendeth. This, the primitive and Catholick practice of the Church, as well as the covenant of Grace, and the condition thereof, demonſtrateth. It was not then the cuſtome to receive confeſſion of ſin, and immediately to give abſolu­tion; binding the Penitent over to make ſatisfaction for a debt of temporall puniſhment, remaining when the ſin is done away. The firſt thing was to be admitted to Penance; to undertake the ſtate, and habit, and faſhion of a mour­ne [...] during the time: and ſo, to gain the prayers of the Church for his pardon, to be joyned with a mans own indeavours. Is not the means of changing attriti­on into contrition viſible, according to this courſe? Can it be viſible by a word of the Penitent, though profeſſing, at the preſent, to love God, and hate ſin above all things? That the ſentence of abſolution ſhould create that diſpo­ſition which it findeth not, agreeth no beter with the originall practice of the Church, then with the originall condition upon which we are baptized. And, whatſoever Ornament the ſoul may be imagined to get by it, that grace, which quickens in him that becomes contrite, can never be imputable to the Keys of the Church in Penance, which were imployed without effecting it. Nor can it be ſaid to quicken by virtue of any ſuch imaginary ornament, which, by virtue of the Covenant of Baptiſm, quickens of courſe, without imagining of it. The bringing in of a definitive ſentence of abſolution, inſtead of the Prayers of the Church, which a man was admitted to by undertaking Penance, (the communion of the Euchariſt being his actuall and finall reconcilement) argues as much change in the inward Chriſtianity, as in the outward form of the Church. But, If the Prayers of the Church, joyned with the Penance of the Pe­nitent, be a competent means to regain the ſtate of Grace, a Prayer, imme­diately upon confeſſion, immediately before abſolution, is not. How much leſs ſince the Council of Trent, which makes the definitive ſentence the ſubſtance, the Prayers that are uſed, but the acceſſories, of the means of regaining the ſtate of Grace by Penance.
I proceed not hereupon to ſay, that the Miniſtery of Penance becomes void and uneffectuall to the purging of ſin, where it is exerciſed upon theſe terms. For, as he who relies upon the ſentence of abſolution, for the producing of that diſpoſition which is neceſſarily requiſite to the remiſſion of ſinne, muſt needs  [...]ail of that which he promiſeth himſelfe, from that power of the Church, which God never granted upon ſuch terms; So, the impoſing of Penance may be un­derſtood to pretend the ranſoming of temporal puniſhment no otherwiſe, then, looſing the bond of ſin, whereby it may be turned into a ſpirituall bleſſing. [Page] For, though the granting of abſolution, and the communion of the Euchariſt before Penance, is, in reaſon, and according to the originall practice of the Church, a contradiction to that ſenſe; yet, nothing hinders the reaſon and the faith of Chriſtians to bear up, and not be caried away with thoſe corruptions, to which, the imperfection of Laws naturally induceth the perverſe inclinations which we are born with. In the mean time it is worth the while to conſider, what conſequences the conceit of infallibility in the Church (not diſtinguiſh­ing whither the preſent or the Catholick) creates, as well in the opinons of Doctors, as in the practice of people. There is ſo much difference between the way of miniſtring of Penance in the primitive Churdh, and the practice of Auricular Confeſſion in the preſent Church of Rome, as muſt needs ſignifie, the hope of pardon to ſuppoſe the performance of Penance in the one; in the other, to be grounded upon a ſentence of abſolution that ſuppoſes it not; And yet, it will not be acknowledged, that there is any decay of diſcipline, any fault, any defect in the Laws and Cuſtomes (for what is Law but Cuſtome; what rule is there for mens actions, that cuſtome inforceth not?) of the Church, that cauſe ſo much difference in the proceedings of it. Howſoever the cuſtome of redeeming Penance came into the Church, and, how prejudiciall ſoever the voyage of the H. Land, or the like, may have been to the diſcipline of it; the application of temporall good to ſome ſpirituall end, was a poor cloke for ſuch a corruption, in compariſon of that zeal to Chriſtianity, which, fighting for Chriſtians againſt Infidels pretendeth. This is the moſt material occaſion that I find alledged, for that change which the diſcipline of the Church hath ſuffered, in granting abſolution before Penance, To wit, the indulgences granted them that undertook to fight for Chriſtians againſt infidels. And this is enough to render the abuſe, and the decay of diſcipline by the means thereof, viſible. But when Indulgences are propoſed for a ſmall ſumme of Money, (pre-ſup­poſing indeed ſuch qualifications, as need not the Indulgences, if rightly un­derſtood, and had, but as, not being rightly underſtood and had, render the In­dulgences dangerous deluſions) whither poor people will not rather be induced by our common corruption, to imbrace that ſenſe which makes the pardon of their ſinnes void, as ſo had; then that which makes them to be deceived of their money to no effect by the Church, I leave to the conſcience of diſcreet Chriſtians to judge. And, whither this be not horribly to abuſe the Keyes of the Church, I leave to God and man to judge. In the mean time, I onely re­mind you of that difficulty which the ancient Church made, in believing and admitting that thoſe were ſaved, who, being admitted to the communion of the Euchariſt in danger of death, died before they could accompliſh that Pe­nance, upon undertaking whereof they were admitted to it. For, is not the caſe of him, that ſteddily purpoſeth, to perform that Penance which the Church impoſeth according to Rule, if he ſurvive, much more hopeful for ſalvation dying afore, then his, that thinks his ſinne purged by the ſentence of abſoluti­on, without undertaking or performing any Penance at all, in order to the par­don of it?
And here, I ſummon the Conſciences of the Doctors of the Church of Rome. Suppoſe a man take revenge upon himſelfe, according to a good conſcience, that is, proportionably to the weight of his ſinne, according to the Rules that were in force in more uncorrupt times of the Church; another, according to the doctrine that is current in the Church of Rome, profeſſing himſelfe truly ſorry for his ſinne, and receiving abſolution, preſumes of pardon for it, inten­ding to ſatisfie for temporall puniſhment that remains, as he is directed; whe­ther of theſe is upon the better ground? whether of them pretends to par­don upon the better title, ſuppoſing the premiſes, concerning the Covenant of Grace? He, who, ſatisfying his conſcience, upon the original word of the Goſpel, and the primitive practice of the Church, that he hath appeaſed the wrath of God by taking revenge upon himſelfe, and is thereby returned to his firſt reſolution for Chriſtianity; Or he, who, being touched with ſorrow for his ſinne, and ſubmitting the ſame to the Keys of the Church, hath done what the [Page] current practice thereof requires him to do, for redeeming the temporall pu­niſhment of i [...]? For it is evident, in the doctrine of the Apoſtles, and the primi­tive practice of the Church, that the ſatisfaction of Penance appeaſeth the wrath of God upon this ground, becauſe it evidenceth that reſolution for Chriſtianity to be reſtored, which a man otherwiſe ought not to preſume of in himſelfe, when he knows in himſelfe, that it hath been interrupted; much leſſe ought the Church to preſume of it in him, when the interruption thereof hath been viſi­ble to the Church. He then, who, having conceived ſorrow for his  [...]nne, ſub­mits himſelfe to the Keyes of the Church, to be reſtored to Gods grace by the miniſtery thereof, and does as he is injoyned to do, if the Church, and the per­ſon whom the Church truſts for him do their duty, (that is, ſuppoſing the Laws of the Church to be good and ſufficient, and well and ſufficiently exerciſed) hath a good and ſufficient preſumption that he is reſtored. But he who proceedeth upon the common faith of the Goſpel, and the primitive practice of the Church, (whereby all that is doubtful in Chriſtianity muſt be reſolved) attain­eth that aſſurance of his reſtoring to the ſtate of ſalvation, which, I have ſhowed, is attainable. But, not ſuppoſing the Laws of the Church to be either ſufficient, or ſufficiently executed, that preſumption of pardon, which can be built upon it, is neither good nor ſufficient, but rather peremtory to ſalvation, by palliating the crime which it ought to cure. Now, for the ground which the Church of Rome gives a reaſonable man to preſume hereof, it is not to be denied or diſ­ſembled, that the Council of Trent, Seſs. XIV. cap. VIII. declareth, that it is the duty of all Confeſſors, to injoyn wholſome and competent Penance upon all Penitents, (and, that, by virtue of S. Pauls charge, 1 Tim. V. 22. (upon which the Power of the Church in impoſing Penance, is truly grounded; ſeeing the bleſſing of the Church, ſignifieth by impoſition of hands, is as much granted in Penance, as in ordaining) leaſt they become partakers of other mens ſinnes) declaring withall, the intent which they ought to aim at in impoſing them; But we know alſo and ſee thereby, that there is no effectuall courſe taken to ſee that this be done: (whither it be poſſible, to take a courſe that may be effectu­all to be done or not) And we know beſides, how great vogue that opinion hath) which maketh attrition with the Keyes of the Church, (that is, the ſhame of declaring a mans ſinne to his Confeſſor) a ſufficient diſpoſition to forgive­neſſe: And therefore it is juſtly to be queſtioned, whither the Law of ſecret confeſſion, with theſe abuſive opinions, and ſcandalous practiſes, under which it is now exerciſed in the Church of Rome, is for the beſt or not; That is to ſay, whether the greateſt part of them who ſubmit to it, do not unduly per­ſwade themſelves that their ſinnes are cured by it, when indeed they are not. For, conſidering the ground of all ſuperſtition, and counterfeit religion to be this, that man, ſenſible of the wrath of God due to his ſinne on the other ſide, yet favourable to that concupiſcence which ſinne pleaſeth on the other [...]ſide, de­ſireth a colour to perſwade himſelf that he is reconciled to God, by ſuch means, as indeed ſerves not the turn; I know not whether perſwaſion is the more catch­ing, (ſuppoſing the preſent diviſion between the Reformation and the Church of Rome) that a man is juſtified by believing that he is predeſtined to life, and by calling to mind the aſſurance which once he hath had of it; Or, that he hath no more to do but to talke with his Confeſſor and give him content, who, it is great odds, does not believe any Penance to be required to qualifie him for pardon, but to redeem the debt of temporall puniſhment remaining after it is had.
Whereby we may conclude, what to think of the performing of Penance, after abſolution is pronounced. I do remember what I have ſaid of S. James; that, when he commanded the Presbyters of the Church to be ſent for to the ſick, and to pray for him, with aſſurance of pardon for his ſinnes, he ſuppoſeth thoſe ſinnes to be declared by him to them, (whereupon it follows immediate­ly; Confeſſe your ſins one to another, and pray for one another) together with his preſent diſpoſition in regard of them; and that, if the caſe were ſuch as required the hardſhip of laborious Penance, to ſatisfie the Church of the ſincerity of his [Page] converſion, though they prayed for him, (that is, ſuffered him not to go out of the world without the communion of the Church) yet they bound him over to perform that Penance, if he recovered, which the Church required in the like caſes. For, can any man certainly know, that the whole Church uſed ſo to do, from the moſt ancient times that we have record of, and doubt, that the Apoſtle, ſpeaking of that very ſubject, ſhould ſuppoſe the ſame? Neither do I doubt, knowing what varieties fall out in all kinds of moral maters, that the ſame proceeding may be either neceſſary, or reaſonable, in other caſes. But, that the regular proceeding of the Catholick Church ſhould be laid aſide, that no further ſatisfaction ſhould be demanded, then, whether a man hath perform­ed all that was injoyned him when he confeſſed laſt or not; this I ſay, leaves it free to every mans interpretation, whether it tend to aboliſh the ſinne or not; and by conſequence, whether a man can, or ought ſo to reſt ſatisfied, or further, be bound to ſee himſelfe qualified for pardon, according to the Covenant of Grace. To which purpoſe, the form of abſolution, by way of pronouncing ſen­tence not of ſeeking pardon from God, is to be conſidered. Not that I doubt, that the Church hath power to reſtore to communion with the Church (which this ſentence effecteth) and to looſe the bond of that ſinne which it hath tied. For, if it be neceſſary for every Chriſtian to be of the Church, then is it neceſſary for him, to ſeek remiſſion of thoſe ſinnes which are under the Miniſtery of the Church, by the means which the Church hath appointed. But becauſ I know, that the primitive form of abſolution muſt needs agree with thoſe Scriptures, which ſhow, the means of obtaining remiſſion of ſin by the Church, for a great part, to conſiſt in the prayers of the Church; And that the effect thereof did con­ſiſt in nothing elſe, but in being admitted to the prayers thereof for Peniten [...], with impoſition of hands ſignifying the ſame. And therefore, the preſent form is an evidence, that the diſcipline of the Church is decayed in the mater of Pe­nance, ſince the zeal of Chriſtianity came to decay, after that the Powers of the world, profeſſing Chriſtianity, could not but countenance it with thoſe pri­vililedges and penalties, which neceſſarily follow the Religion of the State; and, by conſequence, temporall reſpects were great ingredients in perſwading men to be Chriſtians. What the effect hereof may have been, I will not under­take. But, when the world is obliged to take the ſentence for good, as from God, and not obliged to preſuppoſe the means to produce that diſpoſition, which onely quilifieth for pardon; is not the ſcandall probable, in, and to thoſe, that have not more care of their ſouls then they ſee the Church have? Sentence of abſolution is pronounced, Penance is reſerved in regard of temporall penalties due; what doth this proceeding pretend, but, that he who ſaith he is ſorry for his ſinne, ſo he be content to ſue out his pardon from the Church, is qualified for it by the Keys of the Church; that, is by the ſentence of it, not by the Mini­ſtery of it, in producing that diſpoſition which qualifies for it. It is not then to be ſaid, that the Church, in the diſcipline of Penance, hath not a certain Juriſ­diction, as every Corporation muſt neceſſarily have, in imitation of that, which, by the Roman Laws, is firſt and originally called Jurisdiction, which the ſword of the Empire inforceth. For, if no Corporation can ſtand, without power to provide Laws for themſelves; if all ſuch are mockeries, if they be not inforced by penalties obliging obedience; then is the corporation of the Church, if or­dained by God, by God inabled to inforce and conſtrain obedience, upon ſup­poſition, that a man deſires to be ſaved by his Chriſtianity; and, that the com­munion of the Church is a part of it. And, the exerciſe of this power is rightly called the Jurisdiction of the Church, which ariſeth upon the orignall conſtitu­tion of it. But if this Jurisdiction ſuppoſe the Covenant of Grace, and therefore, cannot diſcharge any man that is not qualified as it requireth; then is the ſentence of abſolution to preſuppoſe, the diſpoſition requiſite for pardon to have been produced by the Keyes of the Church; that is, by uſing the means, which the Church, as a Phyſitian, preſcribeth; but further, as a Judge, conſtrain­eth him to ta [...] ▪ that findeth it requiſite to be reconciled to the Church, becauſe he is a Chriſtian.
[Page]
And now, it will not be difficult to judge of the Law of auricular Confeſſion once a year, now in force, by the Council of Lateran, in the Church of Rome. For, having marked the abuſes hitherto reproved, ſo, that I cannot be ta­ken, by any man that hath any conſcience left, to allow any of them; and, ha­ving formerly inferred, by neceſſary conſequence, that it is in the power of the Church, to limit and determine the circumſtances of doing that which a good conſcience alwaies will indure, and probably will require any man to do; I muſt conclude it to be a Law which the Church hath power to make. Not as if God had commanded the Miniſtery of the Church to be ſecret; For, as I have ſhowed from the beginning, that the prayers of the Church are, by the ap­pointiment of our Lord Chriſt, and the practice of his Apoſtles, the means to obtain pardon; ſo I have ſhowed, that it was alſo practiſed by the primitive Church. And therefore I do maintain, that, from the beginning, there was not, nor could be any difference, between the inward and outward Court of the Church, as now there muſt needs be, whereſoever Excommunion is inflicted upon notorious ſinnes, and, ſinnes that are not notorious, are cured in ſecret by the the Keyes of the Church. For, whether it were the knowledge of o­thers, or a mans own conſcience, that brought his ſinnes to be cured by the Miniſtery of the Church, they came before thoſe that managed the power of the Keyes in behalfe of the Church; and, by their judgement, whether at large, or limited by Canons provided afore-hand for the Church, was the cure ap­pointed. The Council of Trent granteth, that God hath not forbidden pub­lick confeſſion of ſecret ſinne. My reaſons inferre more; That confeſſion of ſinne in ſecret, is an abatement of that diſcipline, which our Lord and his Apo­ſtles inſtituted, for the cure of ſinne by the Church; and by conſequence, an abatement to the efficacy of his Ordinance. Neither can any thing be alledged for it, but the decay of Chriſtianity, by the coming of the world into the Church, and, the neceſſity which that bringeth upon the Church, to abate of that which the primitive inſtitution requireth, that the Ordinances of our Lord may be preſerved, to ſuch effects as can be obtained with the unity of the Church. And therefore, I deny not, that this Law may be abuſed, to become a torture, and ſnare, and an occaſion of infinite ſcandals, to well diſpoſed Con­ſciences. For, who will provide Laws for ſo vaſt a Body as the whole Church of Chriſtendome yet is, that ſhall give no occaſion of offence? They that pre­tend it are but Abſoloms Diſciples, that, to cure one, advance innumerable. No more do I deny, that the skill of all Confeſſors, (that is, all that muſt be truſted with that power which this Law conſtituteth) is not, nor can probably be able to value the ſinnes that are brought to them, and to preſcribe the cure which they requite; ſuppoſing their conſcience ſuch, as will not fail to require that, which their skill finds to be requiſite. In queſtions of this nature, though it were to be wiſhed that ſuch Laws could be provided for the Church, as, be­ing unblameable, might render the Church unblameable; Yet, they that are capable of giving ſentence, what is beſt for ſo vaſt a body, will find it beſt, (as in all other Corporations or Common-wealths) to improve the Ordinances of God, to the beſt of that which can be obtained with the unity of the Church.
And therefore, ſetting aſide thoſe groſs abuſes, which may follow upon the perſwaſion, that thoſe penalties which are to be impoſed by the power of the Keyes, to produce that diſpoſition which qualifieth penitents for remiſ­ſion of ſinnes, tend onely to ſatisfie for the temporall penalty, remaining due when the ſinne is pardoned; And, ſetting aſide thoſe abuſes in the practice of Penance which tend to introduce this perſwaſion; I muſt freely glorifie God, by freely profeſſing, that, in my judgement, no Chriſtian Kingdom or State, can maintain it ſelfe to be that which it pretendeth, more effectually, then by giving force and effect to the Law of private confeſſion once a year, by ſuch means, as may ſeem both requiſite and effectuall to inforce it. Not that I do condemn that order, which the Church of England, at the Reformation, con­tented it ſelfe with, (as rendring the Reformation thereof no Reformation, [Page] and leaving men deſtitute of ſufficient means for the remiſſion of ſinne after Baptiſm) to leave it to the diſcretion and conſcience of thoſe who found them­ſelves burthened with ſinne, to ſeek help by the means of their Paſtors, as ap­peareth both in the Communion ſervice, and in the viſitation of the ſick. But, be­cauſe I ſee the Church of England hath failed of that great peece of Reforma­tion, which it aimed at in this point; To wit, the receiving of publick Penance. This aime, you ſhall find expreſſed, in the beginning of the Commination againſt ſinners, in theſe words; Brethren, in the primitive Church there was a godly diſ­cipline, that, at the beginning of Lent, ſuch perſons as were notorious ſinners were put to open Penance, and puniſhed in this world, that their ſouls might be ſaved in the day of our Lord: And that others, admoniſhed by their example, might be more afraid to offend. In the ſtead whereof, untill the ſaid diſcipline may be reſto­red again (which is much to be wiſhed) it is thought good—What is the reaſon, that  [...]o godly a deſire of ſo evident a Reformation could not take place, when Reformation in the Church was ſo generally ſought, (beſides thoſe common obſtructions, with all good pretenſes will neceſſarily find, in all communities of Chriſtians) I ſhall not much labour to perſwade him, that ſhall conſider, the  [...]ares of Puritantiſm to have been ſowed together with the grain of Reforma­tion, in the Church of England. This I will ſay, that, where viſible Penance is exerciſed, for ſins of themſelves viſible, (and much more, which the conſci­ence of thoſe who commit them makes viſible) there is a reaſonable ground of preſumption, that thoſe, who ſee this done upon others, will not advance to the communion of the Euchariſt, without viſiting their own conſciences, and exacting competent revenge upon their ſins, though they uſe not the help of their Paſto [...]s in taxing it. That vulgar Chriſtians would have been moved voluntarily to ſeek the help of their Paſtors, in taxing the cure of their ſins, without ſeeing the practice of that medicine upon notorious ſins which the diſcipline of the Church required, who can imagine? For, nothing but example teaches vulgar peo­ple the benefit of good Laws: No [...] did ſecret Penance ever get the force of a ge­neral Law, but by example. But, where there is no pretenſe of caſting notorious offenders out of the company of Chriſtians, that, thereby, they may be moved to ſubmit to the cure of their ſinnes, by ſatisfying the Church of their Repen­tance, becauſe the ſecular Power inforces no ſentence of excommunication; it is no Chriſtian Kingdom or Common-wealth, though Chriſtians may live in it,  [...]as Chriſtians may be caſt upon a coaſt that is not inhabited by Chriſtians. For, he that believes, not onely that there is a Catholick Church in the world, but, that he muſt be ſaved by being a member of it, may and will find imperfecti­on enough, in thoſe Laws, by which the Keyes of the Church are imployed and exerciſed; but, if he find no reconciliation of ſinne by the Keyes of the Church, becauſe no excluding of ſinners from the communion of it, will find no part of the Catholick Church there, becauſe no part of the Catholick Church was ever without it. And therefore, I muſt not fail to declare my opinion in this place; that, in a Chriſtian Common-wealth, if by any means, thoſe that are convicted of capitall crimes by Law, come to eſcape death, either by favour of the Law, or, by Grace of the Soveraign (as many times it falls out) and likewiſe, all thoſe that are convicted of crimes that are infamous, having ſatis­fied the juſtice of the Law, ought to ſtand excommunicate till they ſatisfie the Church. And, for the ſame reaſon, thoſe whom the Church convicteth of crimes, which civill juſtice puniſheth not, but Chriſtianity maketh inconſiſtent with the hope of Chriſtians, being excommunicate upon ſuch conviction, ought not to be reſtored to the communion of the Church, until, by juſt de­monſtrations of their conver [...]ion, the Church be ſatisfied of them, as qualified for reconcilement with God. For, where there is means, for thoſe that are de­tected of notorious ſinnes, to be reſtored to the Communion of the Church, without the hardſhip of Penance; there can be no reaſon to imagine, that thoſe, whoſe ſinnes are ſecret, will, of themſelves, ſubmit themſelves to the Keyes of the Church, to procure pardon, or to aſſure themſelves of it. I find great reaſon to believe, that at the firſt, thoſe ſinnes which were brought under pub­lick [Page] Penance by the primitive Church, were onely thoſe three great crimes of Murder, Adultery, and Idolatry, which, the Montaniſts, and Novatians, ex­cluded from reconcilement by Penance, and the branches that were reducible to the ſame. For Pacianus, Paraeneſi ad Poenitentiam, ſpeaking expreſly of this mater, expreſſes no more. But when the Empire was Chriſtian, and the Church became ingraffed into the State; then was the Rule inlarged to all crimes that the Laws of the State made capital, to which, in point of conſcience, thoſe that are infamous by Civil Law are not inferiour, though, being not ſo pernici­ous to the world, they are not by Civil Law puniſhed with death. The Reforma­tion of Eccleſiaſtical Law intended here under Edward VI. hath taken notice of theſe terms. As for the Presbyterians, that would ſo fain be authorized by the State to ſwagger & domineer over the conſciences of their poor Neighbors, that they have not been aſhamed to ſubmit the Original power of the Church to an appeal to the ſecular; (which is in Engliſh, to let Parliament men live as they liſt, ſo themſelves might be inabled to do what they liſted with litle ones) to give them the power of the Church, is to deſtroy the Church, the power where­of they pretend not to exerciſe to the curing of ſin, but onely to the aboliſh­ing of ſcandall, which, the Church never pretended to aboliſh, but by curing the ſinne. And yet, they muſt give me leave to ask further, either how that con­ſcience can be cured of ſinne, that is not wounded with it: or how it can be wounded with it, that is bound to believe the pardon of ſinne before repen­tance. So neceſſary it is, that they be required to diſclaim the remiſſion of ſinne, and the opinion of ſaving faith, without ſuppoſing repentance, and the ſame to be procured by the Keys of the Church, before we ſuppoſe them to be a Church.

CHAP. XI. The Unction of the ſick pretendeth onely bodily health, upon ſuppoſition of the cure of ſinne by the Keyes of the Church. Objections anſwered. The Tradition of the Church evidenceth the ſame.
BEfore I leave this point, I am here to conſider, what Eccleſiaſticall power it is, and how well grounded, which the Church of Rome pretendeth to exerciſe in extream Unction; ſo called, becauſe it belongeth to the ſick in ex­tremity; and, being accounted by them in the number of the ſeven Sacraments, is applyed unto the ſick, over and above the Sacraments of Penance, and of the Euchariſt. The queſtion of the Sacraments, wherein the nature of them conſiſt­eth, and, by conſequence, how many of them there are, I wholly ſet aſide, from the preſent diſcourſe: Becauſe, I conceive, it will be determined more briefly, & upon more ſetled grounds, all at once, when I ſhall have diſcovered, what powers they are, which the Church indeed exerciſeth, by thoſe actions, which are, or which may be pretended to be Sacraments. But, it is plain e­nough, that the Church of Rome pretendeth alſo to exerciſe the power of the Keys in extream unction, becauſe, according to the words of S. James afore quoted, they aſſign the effect of it to be the remiſſion of ſinne. On the con­trary, they who, by the promiſe of bodily health, to be reſtored to the ſick up­on the unction which the Apoſtle preſcribeth, do gather, that the whole office there commanded was temporary, (as only intended for thoſe ages when the miraculous grace of healing was in force in the Church) by conſequence, do not admit any office to be incharged, or any power eſtated upon the Church by it. That which hath been premiſed, to ſhow, that the circumſtances of the Apo­ſtles words, together with the originall and generall practice of the Church ar­gueth aloud, his intent to concern the exerciſe of the Keyes of the Church, and the power of them, towards thoſe that are in danger of death, ingageth my reſolution to be this; That the unction of the ſick, together with the prayers of the Church, for the recovery of their bodily health, (which Chriſtianity alloweth not, without praying principally for the health of the ſoul) [Page] is no way commanded by S. James, but as an appertenance or an appendant to the exerciſe of the power of the Keyes, in reconciling the ſick to the Church, whereupon the prayers thereof become due; and therefore, without further promiſe of remiſſion of ſinne, or grace, then that generall promiſe, which the injoyning of prayer for the ſick preſuppoſeth. The reaſon of this aſſertion is now to be deduced out of the Scriptures, ſuppoſing for grounds, thoſe things which hitherto have been ſetled.
When our Lord ſent his Diſciples to preach the Goſpel, and to do thoſe works, that might witneſſe them to be the Diſciples of him that was ſent by God, it is ſaid, Mark. VI. 13. That they caſt out many Devils, and annointed ma­ny ſick with oyl, and healed them. Now it is evident, that the miracles of the Apoſtles, as did their Maſters, tended to one generall purpoſe; by bodily cures, to intimate the cure of ſinne, and the recovery of life and health to the ſoul, which our Lord pretended to bring and tender them; though, by his works convincing them, that he was the Meſſias, whom they expected to bring them deliverance from their bodily enemies, and the happineſſe of injoying freely the Land promiſed by their Fathers. Whereby we may ſee, what conſi­deration thoſe Writers of Controverſies have of the Scriptures, that ground the unction of the ſick, (which they will have to be a Sacrament of the New Teſtament) upon this action of the Apoſtles; when as the Goſpel, though now in preaching, by the Apoſtles as well as our Lord, yet was not eſtabliſh­ed till his death paſt and accep [...]ed by God, and by his reſurrection declared to be accepted, as the ratification of that ambaſſage of reconcilement and peace which he came to publiſh. Far more diſcreet is that which the Council of Trent hath ſaid; that, being intimated by S. Mark, it is publiſhed by S. James; At leaſt if we underſtand the ground, whereupon we maintain, that the cure of ſin is intimated by that bodily health, which S. Mark relateth to have been reſto­red by the Apoſtles. For ſo indeed it is. The bodily cures which the Apoſtles then did, ſeemed to intimate, that the imbracing and undertaking of Chriſtia­nity, is, from Chriſts death forwards, in conſideration thereof, the cure of the ſoul, and the reſtoring of it from death to life. Which if it be ſo, then hath the Church no further power, in the pardoning or aboliſhing of ſinne, then the abſolute neceſſity of this condition will allow: That is to ſay, that it be under­ſtood to pardon ſinne, in as much, and no otherwiſe, then, as the miniſtery thereof moveth to induce men to be Chriſtians, whither in profeſſion or in performance. Thus thoſe, who, by that Chriſtianity which the Church maintain­eth, are induced to believe, that they are loſt for ever, unleſſe they undertake the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, being induced ſo to do, are cleanſed from ſinne, and made Heirs of everlaſting life, by the Baptiſm which the Church giveth. Thus thoſe, who have forfeited the right which they attained by being baptized, by forfeiting the profeſſion upon which they attained it, being reduced by the Church, to a diſpoſition of making it good for the future, are thereby re-eſta­ted in the ſame right again. And, all the prayers which the Church can tender  [...]o God, for remiſſion of ſinnes, can no way be preſumed, or underſtood to be of force with God, but upon ſuppoſition, that thoſe for whom they are made, are either in the ſtate, or in the way of performing that which their Chriſtian profeſſion undertaketh. This reaſon, added to thoſe circumſtances of S. James his words, and the originall practice of the Church afore quoted, which ſhow, that he intendeth to ſpeak of the applying of the Keyes of the Church to the ſick; throughly convinceth, that remiſſion of ſinne is not attributed to the a­nointing of the ſick, but as an appertenance of the power of the Keyes paſſing upon them, and, upon ſuppoſition, that, by ſubmitting to it, the Church, be­ing inabled to warrant their pardon, could with confidence pray for that bodily health, which they chiefly need in that eſtate. For if, ſuppoſing this condition, nothing can hinder remiſſion of ſinne, if, not ſuppoſing the ſame, nothing can warrant it; what reaſon can we imagine, why the power of the Church, and thoſe perſons which are intruſted on behalfe of it, ſhould be imployed in this buſineſſe, but to procure that diſpoſition, which onely qualifieth for remiſſion of [Page] ſinne? And therefore, I cannot allow the excuſes which the School Doctors uſe, to maintain the effect of this unction, in the remiſſion of ſinne, conſidering it preciſely, without that dependance, which, in the words of the Apoſtle, it hath, upon the Keyes of the Church. They ſay, the effect of it is to wipe away the remains of ſinne, whether originall or actuall, conſiſting in that proneneſſe to the injoying of the creature, that faintneſſe and ſluggiſhneſſe in following true virtue, that weakneſſe in tending to God, which remain even in him that is perfectly reſtored to Gods grace. For theſe, if they be ſinne, then are they cured by the ſame means by which his ſin is cured (which, how it is effect­ed by the Church) hath been oft enough ſaid; If not ſinne, God forbid but the prayers of the Church ſhould prevail to weaken them in the ſick; But, as thoſe Prayers have their force u [...]on ſuppoſition of the condition, ſo muſt they be un­derſtood to have the effect of forgiveneſſe aſcribed them here by the Apoſtle, in virtue of that diſpoſition, which the Miniſtery of the Church ſhall have pro­duced.
And therefore, I am not moved with thoſe arguments which are produced, to prove, that the bodily health here promiſed, hath no relation to the mira­culous graces of the Apoſtles time. It is ſaid, that thoſe Graces are not given according to mens ranks in the Church, but according to Gods good pleaſure, as S. Paul ſaith, 1 Cor. XII. 4-11. where he reckoneth up that variety of Gra­ces, which the ſpirit of God then ſtirred up in the Church, without any intimati­on, that they were given rather to publick, then to private perſons in the Church; And therefore, that it had been impertinent for S. James to name the Presbyters of the Church, had he intended to ſpeak of curing the ſick, by any ſuch grace. But it is eaſie to anſwer, that ſuch graces, though common to private perſons in the Church, yet in reaſon, were moſt frequently imparted to thoſe that were moſt eminent in Chriſtianity: And, that publick perſons in the Church were made ſuch, upon preſumption of their eminence above others in Chriſtianity; which preſumption, though it poſſibly may fail, yet, of neceſ­ſity, muſt hold good for the moſt part. And that, upon this account, as the Apoſtles, the Heads of the whole Church, were moſt eminent in all Graces, ſo it is in reaſon to be preſumed, that the Presbyters of the Church (whatſoever were the office of Presbyters of the Church for the preſent) were after indow­ed with thoſe Graces then private Chriſtians. Whereupon it will follow, (for a thing, which, no reaſon can be ſhowed why it ſhould not come to paſſe, though the Scripture offered no further evidence, that it did come to paſſe) that private perſons, injoying the Grace of healing by the Holy Ghoſt, might re­ſtore to bodily health, by anointing with oyl; Not extending their functi­on to the procuring of forgiveneſs for ſinne, which the publick miniſtery of the Church pretendeth to procure. For, on the other ſide, notwithſtanding the pro­miſe of bodily health in S. James, it is no inconvenience to grant, that the Prayers of the Church might fail of it, though it be not granted, that they fail of forgiveneſſe of ſinne, when the perſon is qualified. The reaſon is, be­cauſe the promiſe of forgiveneſſe of ſinne, by the Goſpel, is abſolute, the con­dition being cleared; that is, ſuppoſing the perſon qualified for it: But for bo­dily health, there is no further promiſe, by the Goſpel, then it ſhall ſeem to God, that the condition of bearing Chriſts Croſs, in this or that man, requireth.
It is alſo ſaid, that, according to S. Paul, 1 Cor. XIV. 22. Tongnes are a ſign to unbelievers, not Chriſtians; And therefore, it is not to be ſuppoſed, that the grace of healing was to be exerciſed to the benefit of believers, but to the converſion of Infidels. For, S. Paul, that cured Publius of a fever, Acts XXVIII. 8. left Trophimus at Miletum ſick, 2 Tim. IV. 20. and had Epaphro­ditus by him ſick to death, Phil. II. 26. 27. and cured not Timothy of his fre­quent infirmities, 1 Tim. V. 23. But I anſwer again with S. Paul, 1 Cor. XII. 7. that, the manifeſtation of the Spirit is given to every man to profit with. That is to ſay; Thoſe  [...]ra [...]es which do manifeſt, that the Spirit of God is in the Church, and therefore, that Chriſtianity comes from God, are given nevertheleſſe to Chriſtians, to do good to Chriſtians with, though not to all alwaies, but to [Page] ſuch as God, who hath given them the Grace, ſhall move them to do good ſo with it. But, though I maintain, that the promiſe of bodily health upon the Prayers of the Church belongs to thoſe graces, by which, it then appeared, that God is in his Church; yet, in that he requires the Presbyters of the Church, in that he promiſes remiſſion of ſinne; it is not to be imagined, that bodily health, and the exerciſe of that Grace which procured it, is onely intended, and ſo, that the precept concerns the Church no more then that grace appears: But, that the effect of it reaches to all ages of the Church, abating that which depended upon the miraculous graces proper to the Apoſtles time. For, ſup­poſe remiſſion of ſinne paſt warranted the ſick, by the Keyes of the Church that have paſſed upon him; Yet all Chriſtians are to aſſure themſelves, that their ſpi­rituall enemies are moſt buſie about them in that extremity: Whither out of deſpair to prevail, if not then, or, out of hope then to prevail; Their malice be­ing heightned to the utmoſt attempt of caſting him down, by the extremity of that inſtance. God forbid then, that the Prayers of the Church ſhould be coun­ted unneceſſary in ſuch an inſtance; though the remiſſion of ſinne be provided for otherwiſe. For, all obſtructions to Gods grace, (requiſite, in ſo great weak­neſſe, to overcome) being the effect and conſequence of ſinne; Neither can it be ſaid, that the Apoſtle attributeth the remiſſion of ſinne to the Unction, by the promiſe which he annexeth to the injunction, whereby he imployes the Keyes of the Church to that end; Nor can it be indured, in a Chriſtian, to count the removing of them, unneceſſary and ſuperfluous; eſpecially, the patient being ſo diſpoſed, and in ſuch a capacity for the effect of them, by ſubmitting to the miniſtery of the Church, for the remiſſion of his ſinne. And therefore cer­tainly, as it is neceſſary to preſume, that the promiſe of bodily health is not ab­ſolute and generall, but, where it pleaſeth God to give evidence of his preſence in and to his Church, by the effect of his temporall bleſſings; So, that health of mind, neceſſary to reſiſt the tempter with, which, Chriſtianity obliges us to ſuppoſe, that Chriſtians prayed for with bodily health, the Prayers of the Church are not effectuall to obtain, but, upon ſuppoſition of that diſpoſition which the Church requireth; and that, procured by the Keyes of the Church, ſuppoſing the party obliged to have recourſe to the Church for it.
How well this opinion agreeth with the ſenſe of the Catholick Church, I have argument enough, both in the ſayings of the Fathers, whereby they ex­preſs the reaſon of anointing the ſick, and in the practice of the Church. Ori­gen Homil. II. in Levit. Eſt & adhuc dura & laborioſa per paenitentiam remiſ­ſio peccatorum, cum lavat peccator in lachrymis ſtratum ſuum, & fiunt ei lachry­mae ſuae panes die ac nocte, & cum non erubeſcit ſacerdoti domini judicare peccatum ſuum, & quaerere medicinam, ſecundum eum qui ait; Dixi pronunciabo adver­ſum me iniquitatem meam domino, & tu remiſiſti impietatem cordis mei. In quo impletur & illud quod Apoſtolus dicit; Si quis autem infirmatur, vocet Presbyteros Eccleſiae, & imponant ei manus, ungentes eum oleo in nomine domini, & oratio fidei ſalvabit infi [...]num, & ſi in peccatis fuerit, remittentur ei. There is yet a hard and painfull remiſſion of ſinnes by Penance, when the ſinner waſheth his Couch with tears, and his tears become his bread day and night; and when he is not aſhamed to declare his ſinne; o the Prieſt of God, and ſeek his cure, according to him that ſaith; I ſaid, I will declare my ſinne to the Lord, againſt my ſelfe, and thou forga­veſt the impiety of my heart. Wherein is alſo fulfilled that which the Apoſtle ſaith; But if a man be ſick, let him ſend for the Prieſts of the Church, and let them lay hands on him, anointing him with oyl in the name of the Lord, and the prayer of faith ſhall ſave the ſick; and if he be in ſinne it ſhall be forgiven him. Here, he gives Prieſts the power of forgiving ſinne from S. James. S. Chryſoſtome de Sacerdotio  [...] II. 8.  [...]. For, not onely when they regenerate us, (by Baptiſm) but afterwards alſo, have they power to remit ſinnes. For, is any man ſick among you? ſaith he; let him call the Paſtors of the Church, and let them pray over him, anointing him with oyl in [Page]the name of Lord. Shall we then aſcribe the effects of this power to the bodily act of anointing with oyl? or to their Prayers, not ſuppoſing that diſpoſition to be procured by their miniſtery, which the promiſe of remiſſion ſuppoſeth? Neither of both will ſtand with the premiſes; ſeeing the Prayers of the Church cannot be effectuall to them, that ſubmit hot to the Miniſtery of the Church, when it becomes ueceſſary for the procuring of that diſpoſition which qualifies for remiſſion of ſinne; ſo that, the ſenſe of the ancient Church, declared here by Origen, and S. Chryſoſtome, muſt be underſtood to proceed upon conſidera­tion of the power of the Keys, exerciſed upon the ſick perſon that receiveth the unction, with prayers for his ghoſtly and bodily health. S. Auguſtine, de Tempo­re Serm. CCXV. Quoties aliqua infirmitas ſupervenerit, corpus & ſanguinem Chriſti ille qui aegrotat accipiat. Et inde corpuſculum ſuum ungat, ut illud quod ſcriptum eſt impleatur in eo; Infirmatur aliquis—Videte fratres, quia qui in in­firmitate ad Eccleſiam accurrerit, & corporis ſanitatem recipere, & peccato­rum indulgentiam merebitur obtinere. As oft as any infirmity comes, let him that is ſick receive the Body and Blood of Chriſt: And then let him anoint his Body, that that which is written may be fulfilled in him; If any man be ſick—See brethren, that he who ſhall have recourſe to the Church in ſickneſs, ſhall be thought worthy to obtain both the recovery of bodily health, and indulgence for his ſinnes. Now I ask, whether the Rule of the Church will allow the communion of the Eu­chariſt to him that hath not recourſe to the Church for the cure of his ſinne, when he ought to have recourſe to it. For, if we ſuppoſe the Euchariſt to be given him upon confeſſion of ſinne, then the reaſon which I pretend appears. If without, it is becauſe nothing obliges him to have recourſe to the Keyes of the Church at that time: And ſo, the prayers of the Church, and the Euchariſt, and the unction are therefore effectual, becauſe the Church rightly ſuppoſeth him qualified for remiſſion of ſinnes, without recourſe to other means; For, dai­ly ſinnes and hourly, are aboliſhed by daily and hourly devotions, with deteſta­tion of the ſame, and yet more firmly aboliſhed by partaking of theſe offices miniſtred by the Church. Here I muſt give notice, that I undertake not that this Sermon is S. Auguſtines own, which, I ſee, is cenſured among thoſe pieces that have crept under his name by miſtake, or by impoſture: For, the ſtile alſo ſeemeth to make it ſome hundreds of years later then his time. But I think it more advantage to my opinion, that it held footing in the Church ſo long after S. Auſtin, then, that it appeareth to have been the ſenſe of his time. For, the ſenſe of the now Church of Rome, that remiſſion of ſin is to be attributed to the Unction, appears to be of ſo much the later date. And therefore I alledge al­ſo the words that are quoted out of the Book de rectitudine Catholicae conver­ſationis, among S. Auſtines Works; Qui aegrotat, in ſolâ dei miſerecordiâ confi­dat, & Euchariſtiam cum fide & devotione accipiat, oleum (que) benedictum fideli­ter ab Eccleſiâ petat, unde corpus ſuum ungatur: Et, ſecundum Apoſtolum, ora­tio fidei ſalvabit infirnuim, & alleviabit eum dominis; Nec ſolum corporis, ſed & animae ſanitatem accipiet. Let him that is ſick truſt onely in the mercy of God, and receive the Euchariſt with faith and devotion, and faithfully ſend for the con­ſecrated oyl from the Church, that his body may be anointed with it; And accor­ding to the Apoſtle, the Prayer of faith ſhall ſave the ſick, and the Lord ſhall give him eaſe; And he receive health, not onely of Body, but ſoul alſo. This, in­deed, is ſomething like that which they ſay now in the Church of Rome, that, our originall inclination to evill, dulneſſe, and faintneſſe to good, and averſe­neſſe of the mind from ſpirituall exerciſes, are thoſe reliques of ſinne, which this Unction cureth. In the mean time, remiſſion of ſinne is or ought to be preſuppoſed by the Keyes of the Church, paſſed upon him that duly receives the Euchariſt; Nor can that health of the mind, which cureth theſe infirmities, be attributed to the Unction which pretends bodily health, but to the prayers of the Church, preſcribe to be made for the ſick in that eſtate. And, ſince thoſe that deduce the office of anoiniting the ſick, and, by conſequence, the ef­fect of it, from the practice of the Apoſtles curing with oyl, as Bede, Theophy­lact, and Euthynius upon Mark VI. how will they juſtifie the ſpirituall pro­miſe [Page] of remiſſion of ſinne, to depend upon the bodily act of anointing the ſick, but upon ſuppoſition of that diſpoſition of the ſoul which qualifieth for it, which cannot be ſuppoſed, when recourſe ought to be had to the Keyes of the Church for obtaining it, and is not? And therefor [...], there can be no greater argument thereof in the practice of the Church, then this; that the or [...]inary uſe of this unction, both in the Eaſtern and Weſtern Church, is after receiving the Eu [...]ha­ri [...]l, which ſuppoſeth in the Church, a legall preſumption at leaſt, of the par [...]es being in the ſtate of grace. The words of venerable Bede, upon Mark VI. 13. are by no means to be neglected, Dicit Apoſtolus  [...]acobus; Infirmatur quis in vobis? Inducat Presbyteros Eccleſiae, & orent ſuper ipſum, ungentes eam  [...]leo in nomine d [...]mini. Et, ſi in peccatis ſit, dimittentur ei. Unde patet, ab ipſis Apoſtol [...] hunc Sanctae  [...]ccleſiae morem eſſe traditum, ut energumeni, vel alii quilibet aegroti u [...]gantur oleo, pontificali benedictione conſecrato. The Apoſtle James ſaith; Is a [...]y man among you ſick? let him bring the Prieſts of the Church, and  [...]et them pray over him, anointing him with oyl in the name of the Lord. And, if he be in ſinnes, they ſhall be forgiven him. Whence it appeareth, that this cuſtome was delivered to the Holy Church by the Apoſtles, that the vexed with evill Spirits, and other ſick perſons be anointed with oyl, conſecrated by the bleſſing of the High Prieſt. I believe no leſſe. By that which the Apoſtles did then it appeareth, that thereup­on S. James ordered, and the Church uſed to anoint the ſick in hope of bodily health; but with prayers for the ſoul alſo, and that, by the miniſters of the Church, when the caſe required their preſence, that is, when the miniſters of the Keyes was requiſite. But when he ſaith; That the vexed with un [...]le [...]n ſpi­rits, as well as the ſick, were to be anointed with it, he toucheth thar whi [...]h he declareth more at large u [...]on James V. 14. 15. Hoc & Apoſtolos feciſſe in Evangelio legimus, & nunc Eccleſiae conſuetudo tenet, ut infirmi oleo co [...]ſecrato ungantur a Presbyteris, & oratione comitante ſanentur. Nec ſolum Presbyteris, ſed, ut Innocentuis Papa ſcribit, etiam omnibus Chriſtianis uti licet eodem oleo, in ſua aut ſuorum infirmitate, ungendo. Quod tamen oleum non niſi ab Epiſcopis licet con­fici. Nam quod ait in nomine domini; ſignificat oleum conſecratum in nomine do­mini. Vel certe, quia, cum ungunt infirnium, momen domini ſuper eum invocare debent. This, was not onely read in the Goſpel that the Apoſtle did, but alſo the cuſtome of the Church now holdeth, that the ſick be anointed with conſecrated oyle by the Prieſts, and cured by Prayer accompanying the ſame. Nor may onely Prieſts, but alſo all Chriſtians, as Pope Innocent writeth, uſe the ſame oyle, when they or theirs are ſick, by anointing. Which oyl, notwithſtanding, is not to be conſe­crated but by the Biſhop. For, that which he ſath, in the name of the Lord, ſignifi­eth that the oyl muſt be conſecrated in the name of the Lord. Or he ſaith it, for­ſooth, becauſe, when they anoint the ſick, they are to call upon the Name of the Lord over him. The words of Pope Innocent, Epiſt. I. Quod non eſt dubinum, de fidelibus aegro tantibus accipi vel intelligi debere, qui ſancto oleo Chriſmatis pe­rungi poſsunt, quo ab Epiſcopo confecto, non ſolum ſacerdotibus, ſed omibus uti Chriſtianis licet, in ſua aut ſuorum neceſſita [...]e, inungendo. Which (words of S. James) are without doubt to be taken and underſtood of believers that are ſick, who may be anointed with the holy oyle of anointing. Which, being conſecrated by the Biſhop, not Prieſts onely, but all Chriſtians may uſe, when they or theirs need it, by anointing. And by and by; Nam poenitentibus iſtud infundi non poteſt, quia genus eſt Sacramenti. Nam quibus reliqua Sacramenta negantur, quomodo unum genus putatur concedi? For it cannot be poured upon Penitents, becauſe it is a kind of Sacrament. For, how ſhould it be thought that one kind can be allowed them, whom the reſt of the Sacraments are refuſed? Bede ag [...]in; Si ergo infirmi in peccatis ſint, & haec Presbyteris Eccleſiae confeſſi fueri [...], ac perfecto corde ea relin­quere at (que) emendare ſategerint, dimittentur eis. Ne (que) enim ſine co [...]feſſione emen­dationis peccàta querunt dimitti. Unde recte ſubiungitur; Confitemini ergo alteur­tium peccata veſtra, & orate pro invicem, ut ſalvemini. In hac autem ſententia illa debet eſſe diſcretio, ut quotidiana levia (que) peccata alterutrum coaequalibus confi­teamur, eorum (que) quotidianà credamus oratione ſalvari. Porro, gracioris leprae im­munditiaem juxta legem ſacerdoti paudamus, a [...]  (que) ad ejus arbitium, qualiter &[Page]quanto tempore juſſerit, pacificari curemus. If the ſick, then, be in ſins, and ſhall have confeſſed them to the Prieſts of the Church, and indeavoured to leave and mend them with a perfect heart, they ſhall be forgiven them. For ſinnes cannot be forgiven without profeſſion of amendment. In which ſentence this diſcretion is to be, that we confeſſe daily and light ſinnes to one anothers equalls, believing that they are cured by their daily prayers. But open the uncleanneſſe of greater leproſie, to the Prieſt, according to the Law, and ſee them reconciled at his diſcretion, how, and how long he orders. This is the very ſenſe that I give the Apoſtles, according to that ſtrait communion Chriſtians then held with Chriſtians as members of the Church: Why not rely upon the advice and prayers of Chriſtians as Chri­ſtians, who are commanded to procure the ſalvation of Chriſtians next their own, in matters whereof they may be thought capable? Therefore, thoſe ſins which S. James directs the Prieſts to pray for, are ſuch, as, for the weight of them, muſt reſort to the Keyes of the Church for their cure. But when Bede, when Pope Innocent allows all Chriſtians to anoint themſelves, or theirs, with conſecrated ovl; when the Sermon de Tempore commands them to anoint their bodies; when the Book de rectitudine Catholicae converſationis, directs them to ſend for it from the Church; it is manifeſt that they ſpeak of Unction alone, whereas S. James, ſpeaks of Unction joyned with the Keyes of the Church, and that the Prieſts office is required in that caſe. It is alſo manifeſt, that Pope Innocent calls that unction a Sacrament which Chriſtians give themſelves, which, though he refuſes Penitents, yet, thoſe whom the Prieſt ſhall have given the Communion to, could not be refuſed it. Which referres remiſſion of ſinne to the Keyes of the Church, but the hope of bodily health to the unction, with prayer, ſuch as the caſe requires. In the Penitentiall of Theodore of Canterbury, thus it was read, according to Buchardus his collection, XVIII. 14. Ab infir­mis, in periculo mortis poſitis, per Presbyteros pura inquirenda eſt confeſſio pecca­torum, non tamen illis imponenda quantitas poenitentiae, ſed innoteſcenda, & cum amicorum orationibus & ſtudiis elemoſynarum, pondus poenitentiae ſublevandum: Ut, ſi fortè migraverint, ne obligati excommunicatione, alieni vel ex conſortio ve­niae fiant. Aquo periculo ſi divinitus ereptus convaluerit, poenitentiae modum à ſuo confeſſore impoſitum diligenter obſervet. Et ideò, ſecundùm Canonicam authorita­tem, ne illis  [...]anua pietatis clauſa videntur, orationibus & conſolationibus Eccle­ſiaſticis, ſacrâ cum unctione olei animati, juxta ſtatuta ſanctorum Patrum com­munione vietici reficiantur. Of the ſick that are in danger of death, a clear con­feſſion of ſins is to be demanded by the Prieſts; yet is not the quantity of Penance to be impoſed upon them, but to be notified, and the waight of it to be eaſed with the Prayers of their friends, and zeal in giving alms; That, if they chance to depart, they be not (as bound by excommunication) ſtrangers, and without the participati­on of paradox. From which danger if God ſave him, and he recover, let him dili­gently obſerve that meaſure of Penance which his Confeſſor i [...]poſed. And there­fore, according to the authority of the Canons, that the door of pity ſeem not ſhut upon them, being comforted with the prayers and conſolations of the Church, with the holy ointing of oyl, let them, according to the conſtitutions of the Holy Fa­thers, be refreſhed with the communion of the Euchariſt. The ſame Burchardus XVIII. 11. quotes that which follows out of the decrees of Pope Euſebius, cap. X. in whoſe decretals now extant, (which Iſidorus Mercator is thought to have forged) I find it not; But, he who obſerves, how proper the order which he preſcribes in the caſe is, to that which the former paſſage preſcribed in that caſe, may perhaps have reaſon to thinke, that it is out of the ſame Penitentiall of Theodore, and that, the paſſage premiſed, is the very order to which he re­ferres; Si quis poenitentiam petens, dum ſacerdos venerit, fuerit officio lin­guae prinatus, conſtitutum eſt, ut, ſi idonea teſtimonia habuerit, quod ipſe paenitenti­am petiſſet, & ipſe per motus aliquos, ſuae voluntatis aliquod ſignum facere poteſt, ſacerdos impleat omnia ſicut ſupra circa aegrotum poenitentiam ſcriptum eſt, id eſt, orationis dicat, & ungat eum ſancto oleo, & Euchariſtiam ei det, &, poſt quam objerit, ut caeteris fidelibus ei ſubminiſtret. If a man that demands Penance, while the Prieſt is in coming, be deprived of the office of his tongue, it is decreed, that,[Page]if he have competent witneſſe that he had demanded Penance; and he, by ſome mo­tion, is ablo to make ſome ſign of his will, the Prieſt fully do all that is written a­fore about the ſick under Penance; That is, ſay the Prayers, and anoint him with the conſecrated oyl, and give him the Euchariſt; and, when he is dead, do ſervice for him as for other believers. By theſe remarkable paſſages you ſee, that, even when Penance and the Unction both were miniſtred, and preſcribed to be mi­niſtred by the Prieſt, bodily health was expected from the Unction, remiſſion of ſinnes from the Keyes of the Church. How much more, having ſhowed, by Pope Innocent, and venerable Bede, and others, that the anointing of themſelves and theirs, was referred to particular Chriſtians; is there reaſon to preſume, that this was done, in caſe, when there was no queſtion of binding and looſing ſinne by the Keyes of the Church? We have, lately publiſhed at Paris, a Leter of Amulo, Biſhop of Lions under Carolus Calvus, next ſucceſſor to A­gobardus, concerning ſome forged reliques, pretending that, fits of convulſions and Epilepſies were ſtirred at the preſence of them, for evidence that they were cured by them, as true reliques. To which he ſaith; Si autem & languores ali­qui ac debilitates accidunt, juxta Evangelicum & Apoſtolicum praeceptum, praeſto habet unuſquiſ (que) ut inducat Presbyteros Eccleſiae, & orent ſuper cum, ungentes eum oleo in nomine domini, & oratio fidei ſalvabit infirmum. But if any ſickneſſe or infir­mity happen, it is ready for every man, according to the precept of the Goſpell and Apoſtle, to bring in the Prieſts of the Church, that they may pray over him, a­nointing him with oyl in the name of the Lord; and the prayer of faith ſhall ſave the ſick. Here, becauſe the occaſion is publick, and notorious to the Church, the Prayers of the Prieſt are directed, though without reference to the miniſtery of the Keyes. Certainly, Proculus the Chriſtian, that cured Antoninus, Son of Severus the Emperour, by anointing with oyle, according to Tertullian, ad Scapulam IV. did it not as a Prieſt, which he did to an Infidel, but as a private Chriſtian, having hope in God, by himſelf, to make his preſence in the Church appear. Onely this difference we find, that, whereas Proculus did this as a ſim­ple Chriſtian, indowed with one of thoſe miraculous graces, whereby God ma­nifeſted his preſence in the Church, at the beginning of Chriſtianity; After­wards, it was provided, that the oyl ſhould be conſecrated by the Biſhop, with the Prayers of the Church, in virtue whereof, whither applyed by the Prieſts, or by private Chriſtians, there might be hope that it might operate. S. Chryſo­ſtome in Mat. Hom. XXXII. Eth. comparing the entertaining of the Apoſtles at home, there mentioned, with obeying their ſucceſſors in the Church;  [...]. For both this Table is farre more precious and pleaſant then that, and this light: which all know, who, anoint­ing themſelves with oyl ſeaſonably, and with faith, have avoided diſeaſes. S. Au­ſtine, de Civ. XXII. 8. Hipponenſem quandam virginem ſcio, cum ſe oleo per­unxiſſet, cui pro illa orans Presbyter lacrymas ſuas inſtillaverat, mox à daemonio fuiſſe ſanatam. I know, a certain maid of Hippo, hauing anointed her ſelfe with oyl, in which the Prieſt praying for her had dropt his tears, was ſtraight cured of a Devil. Here is nothing but the cure of the body, by conſecrated oyl, only, that the Prieſt who gave it the maid, prayed for her when he gave her it. Therefore, when Hilarion cured the Son in law and daughter of Conſtantia with oyl, we are to underſtand the conſecrated oyl, with which, the hinds and ſhepheards of Aegypt cured themſelves of the bitings of Serpents, by his direction. Hieron. in Hilarione. Nor did Malachias in S. Bernard, pretend any more thereby, then bodily cure. Therefore I do not marvail, that Innocent I. ſhould ſpeak of unction without Penance, who ſeems expreſly to grant, that ſick perſons ſhould anoint themſelves with that oyl which the Church ſhould ſend them for that purpoſe: To wit, upon ſuppoſition, that they need not the Keyes of the Church, for the cure of their ſinnes. For, Frier Thomas of Walden de Sacram. Tomo. II. cap. penult. underſtandeth him, as indeed his words impart, if you of­fer them no violence, and the practice of the practice of Egypt, who are ſaid to have ſent it to the ſick, and of the Greek Church, in giving it to thoſe that [Page] are well, ſeems to imply; to wit, that, as when the oblations of thoſe who cannot be preſent at Church, are received, they are partakers  [...]of the benefit of thoſe prayers which the Euchariſt is celebrated with, becauſe they are thereby acknowledged to belong to the communion of the Church; So, the ſending of that unction which they apply to themſelves, importeth the bleſſing of the Church to go along with their Prayers, which it is uſed with. Thus much for cer­tain; when the Greeks contend, that this unction belongs alſo to thoſe that are well, as the complement of their Penance; arguing from the act of the Apo­ſtles, who anointed thoſe to whom they preached repentance, and allowing it to the ſick, as that, which, for the preſent, may be applyed unto them, when as the exigent of their caſe will not allow them to perform Penance as you may ſee by Arcudius V. 4. they do clearly enough expreſs the reaſon which I give.

CHAP. XII. The ground of the Right of the Church in Matrimonial cauſes. Mariage of one with one inſolubly is a Law of Chriſtianity; The Law of Moſes not injoyning it. The Law of the Empire not aiming at the ground of it. Evidence from the primitive practice of the Church.
IN the next place we are to conſider what Intereſs the Church hath in the Mariages of Chriſtians: And that, without granting Mariage to be one of the Sacraments of the Church, or any thing implying what a Sacrament is, and by conſequence, how many there are; But yet, ſuppoſing, for diſputati­ons ſake, that it were a Sacrament; that is, not ſuppoſing the contrary, but, de­manding nothing but that which muſt be granted, whither it be ſo or not, that our diſcourſe may proceed. Two things I ſuppoſe, the one as proved in due place. That the Church is, by Gods Law, a ſociety which all Chriſtians are bound to have communion with; And, that God hath given a peculiar Law concerning the Mariage of one with one, and that indiſſoluble, to all Chriſtians; For, upon ſuppoſition hereof, all the intereſt of the Church in Matrimoniall cauſes ſtandeth. Which is, therefore, now to be proved; thence inforcing, that, whatſoever grows queſtionable among Chriſtians, concerning Mariage, upon the account of that Law which is proper to Chriſtianity, belongs to the Church to determine. For, it is not my purpoſe to ſay, that Chriſtian States have nothing to do in Matrimoniall cauſes; But, that the Intereſs of the State and of the Church, (though not diſtinguiſhable by the perſons, when the fame perſons belong to both) are to be diſ [...]inguiſhed by the cauſes, and grounds, and conſiderations, upon which they ariſe and ſtand. So that, what comes from a reaſon concerning civill ſociety, belong to the State; what from the Law which Chriſtians onely acknowledge, to the Church, to limite and determine. If then, any difference ariſe among Chriſtians concerning Mariage, that ſup­poſeth not ſome proviſion brought in by the Goſpel, I will not under­take that the determination of it belongs to the Church by Gods Law. On the contrary therefore, that which becomes queſtionable upon that account, I chal­lenge to belong to the Church to determine; that is, to thoſe that have right to determine on behalfe of the Church. For, I appeal to the common ſenſe and experience of the world to evidence this; That, when any Law is given to any ſociety or body, founded upon reaſons, which, afore the founding of it were not in force; there will of neceſſity fall out new Caſes, in which it will be queſti­onable, whether the reaſon of the Law is to take place or not. And, let the Chriſtian world be witneſſe, whether it be not requiſite to acknowledge, that, if Chriſtianity come from God, then, God hath provided a courſe to ſecure Chriſtians in conſcience, that their Mariages are not againſt the will of God. Therefore, according to Ariſtoles reaſon, the law which God hath given Chri­ſtians concerning Mariage being generall, and, the caſes which mens particular occaſions produce being infinite, and ſo, not determined by the Law; it fol­loweth, that they are referred by God to the determination of that ſociety (that [Page] is, of thoſe that act in behalfe of it, with right to conclude it) which God hath founded upon the acknowledgement of thoſe Lawes, whereof this is one.
In the firſt place then, I am not afraid to undertake, that the Law of the Mariages of Chriſtians. (that they be of one with one, and indiſſoluble) is gi­ven by our Lord to his Church, and maintained by it. For, I am confident to make evidence, out of that which is received by all Chriſtians, together with the premiſes, that it could neither have come into the world, but by Chriſtiani­ty, nor have been maintained ſo inviolable, as it hath been by the Canons of the Church. I ſay then, that it is impoſſible for any reaſonable man to imagine, that, ſo difficult a Law, as, for all men to be tied to one wife indiſſolubly, as mariage hath alwaies been indiſſoluble among Chriſtians, could have taken ef­fect among all Chriſtians, had it not been received from the beginning for a part of that Chriſtianity, which our Lord Chriſt and his Diſciples delivered to the Church; nor preſerved ſo inviolable as it hath been, but, by the ſociety of the Church. He that will give a reaſon how this Law could have taken place o­therwiſe, muſt either alledge the Law of Moſes, or the Law of the Romane Empire; There being no other Law extant, when Chriſtianity took place. For the law of Moſes, it is evident, that, at ſuch time as Chriſtianity came into the world, it was counted lawfull, according to it, to have more wives then one, and, to put away away a mans wife by a Bill of divorce. I demand then, how this ſhould come to be prohibited by virtue of that Law, which was hitherto thought to allow it.
It will be ſaid, by the true interpretaion of the Law; which, having been ob­ſcured by the falſe gloſſes of the Scribes and Phariſees, our Lord by his Goſpel, Mat. V. 31. 32. XIX. 3-9. Mark. X. 11. 12. Luk. XVII. 18. clears, and injoyns upon Chriſtians for the future. But, I ſhowed before in the ſecond Book, that, when our Lord ſaith, ſo oft, in his Sermon on the Mount, You have heard it was ſaid to thoſe of old; his meaning is, that Moſes ſaid ſo to their Fa­thers, when he gave them the Law; not, that the Scribes and Phariſees ſaid ſo to their Predeceſſors, when they corrupt it: Beſides, there are two things evi­dent in the Scripture beyond contradiction. The firſt, that divers Lawes of Moſes either make it lawfull, or ſuppoſe it lawful to have more wives then one, Deut. XXI. 15-17. the Law ſuppoſes a man to have two wives, the one be­loved, the other not, and provides accordingly, Ex. XXI. 6-11. the Law gives him leave that hath bought the daughter of a Jew, to mary her to his Sonne; (who, if he have another, is  [...]bound to pay her the mariage debt of a wife) ſo that, if he do not, ſhe is to go free, Deut. XXI. 1-14. the Law inables him that hath taken a captive in the War whom he likes, to marry her: not condi­tioning, if he have no other wife. Call theſe two later, wives, or call them Concubines, ſo long as the Law of God allows them, evident it is, that it al­lows that which Chriſtians by their Chriſtianity think themſelves bound to for­bear. Adde hereunto, that the King is bound not to take too many wives, Deut. XVII. 16. 17. that David is not reproved as tranſgreſſing this Law, though Solomon is; But on the contrary, that God imputes it as a favour to him, that he gave him many wives, 2 Sa [...]. XII. 8. which he could not do, had he not allowed it; I ſay, adde the practice, as the life of the Law, to the leter, as the carcaſe of it, and, I may juſtly conclude that Polygamy is not prohibited by the Law of Moſes. Beſides, the Law provides, that an Ebrue ſlave, who may go free at the ſeventh year▪ if his Maſter have given him a ſlave of his own to wife, and he have children by her, muſt part wedlock with his wife, and leave her and children to his Maſter for his goods, Exodus XXI. 3. 4. nullify­ing the contract of Mariage, by the choice of him who proffers his freedom before his wife and children in bondage; a thing utterly inconſiſtent with the inſolubility of Mariage by Moſes Law.
Secondly, our Lord in the Goſpel ſaith not onely; It was ſaid to them of  [...]ld; He that puts away his wife, let him give her a Bill of Divorce; But, I ſay unto you—as Mat. V. 31. 32. But further, when they ask him, Mat. [Page] XIX. 7. Why did Moſes then command to give a Bill of divorce, and ſe [...]d her a­way? He anſwereth; Moſes for your hard-heartedneſſe, ſuffered you to put away your wives; But from the beginning it was not ſo. Now I ſay unto you, that he that puts away his wife for fornicatio [...], and maries another, commits adultery; and he that maries her that is put away, commits adultery. And all this, having laid his ground afore; He that made them from the beginning, made them male and female, and ſaid; therefore ſhall a m [...]n leave father and mother and cleave to his wife, and they two ſhall be one fleſh. So they are no longer two, but one fleſh. Therefore, what God hath joyned let no man part. Whereby it is evident, that he derives not the prohibition of putting away a wife to take another, from any interpretation of Moſes Law; to the proviſion whereof he oppoſeth the pro­viſion which hereby he introduceth; But, from the commiſſion which he pretendeth, by virtue whereof, he reſtoreth the primitive inſtitution of Paradiſe, which, the Law of Moſes had either diſpenſed with, or, did ſuppoſe it to have been formerly diſpenſed with. For, he ſaith not onely, You have heard that it was ſaid to them of old, which may be thought to be underſtood of the Scribes and Phariſees; But alſo, Moſes ſaid, and I ſay, oppoſing his own ſaying to that of Moſes, ſo farre, as prohibiting that which he had allowed imports, without licenſing that which was prohibited by the Law. And upon this ground; that by mariage, man and wife become one fleſh; he proceeds to prohibite the divor­ces which Moſes Law alloweth; ſo that, the reaſon why mariage is indiſſolu­ble is, becauſe man and wife are one fleſh by the Goſpel of Chriſt, according to the firſt inſtitutions in Paradiſe. This indeed, is the difficulty which I here ſup­poſe already declared; how this firſt inſtitution loſt, or, may appear to have loſt the force of a Law, till revived by our Lord Chriſt: though I conceive, the e­vidence of this truth cannot be obſtructed, by not declaring the reaſon of it here, S. Paul having ſo fully laid down the effect and intent of his maſters Law, 1 Cor. VII. 1-6. Now, of that you writ to me about, it is good for a man not to touch a woman. Nevertheleſſe, becauſe of fornications ſake, let every man have his wife, and every woman her husband; let the man render his wife the be­nevolence that is due; likewiſe the wife to the Husband. The woman hath no power of her Body, but the man. Likewiſe, the man is not maſter of his own Body, but the wife. Defraud not one another, unleſſe upon agreement, for a time, that ye may at­tend to faſting and prayer, and come together again [...], leaſt Satan tempt you for your incontinence. For here, it is manifeſt, that, becauſe man and wife are one fleſh, they have an intereſs in one anothers bodies, not to be diſpoſed of upon any other, to the prejudice of it. And, upon this ſuppoſition, the mariage of the firſt Adam in this earthly Paradiſe, being the figure of the mariage between the ſecond Adam and his Church, becomes the rule and meaſure of the Mari­ages of Chriſtians in the Church, as the ſame Apoſtle declares at large, Epheſ. V. 22-33. And this will ſerve alſo to make evidence, that the Law of Chriſti­ans mariage cannot be imagined to come from the Lawes of the Empire, grant­ing, as the truth is, that they allowed no man to have more wives then one at once.
For. there is nothing more evident then this, that this mutuall intereſſe in one anothers body, was never acknowledgeded by Pagans, no [...] cannot be thought to have ſtand by their Laws. It were to be wondred at, otherwiſe, that, (whereas, not only the Romans, but, in Greece, the Athenians, and the Germans among the Barbarians, as Tacitus ſaith, contented themſelves with, one man one wife) Gods people ſhould be licenſed to have more then one. But, he that reflects upon the conſideration, in which theſe Pagans reſtrained them­ſelves, will not find it ſtrange, that Gods people ſhould be permitted that, which they denied themſelves. For, this mutuall Intereſt in one anothers bo­dies, which God provided, for the means to prevent the ſad effects of mans in­bred concupiſcence, in diſhonouring their bodies with uncleanneſs, we ſhall not find to have been had in conſideration among them, or, that uncleanneſs ſeemed at all diſhonourable to man, but prohibited as injurious to mens beds, and the ſucceſſions of families. The Lawes of the Empire made it no adultery for the [Page] man to lye with another woman, which, in the woman it was, as the Chriſtians complain. Lact antius Hiſt. VI. 23. Non enim, ſicut juris publici ratio eſt, ſol [...] mulier adultera eſt, qu [...] habet alium; maricus autem, etiam ſi plures habeat, à cri­mine adulterii ſolutus eſt. Sed divin [...] lex ita duos in matrimonium, quod eſt in cor­pus unum, pari jure conjungit, ut adulter habeatur, ſi  [...]uis compagem corparis in diverſa diſtraxerit. For the Woman onely is not the adultereſs, having another man, but the husband free from the crime of adultery, having more women, as is the courſe of publick Law. But the Law of God joyns two in wedlock; that is, into one body; upon ſo equall right, that the party is to be counted an adultererer, which ſhall part the body ſo compacted into more. S. Hierome Ep. ad Oceanum. Ali [...] ſunt leges Caeſarum aliae Chriſti, aliud Papinianus aliud, Paulus noſter praecipit. Apud illos viris impudiciti [...] fr [...]na laxantur, & ſolo ſtupro at (que) adulterio condemnatis, paſſim perlupana [...]ia & a [...]cillulas libido permi [...]titur, quaſi culpam dignitas faciat non volunt as. Apud nos, quod non licet uxoribus, aeque non licet viris, & eade [...] ſer­vitus pars conditione cenſetur. Other are the Laws of the Caeſars, then that of Chriſt; other is that which S. Paul, then that which Papinian preſcribeth. Among them, the rains are let looſe to mens uncleanneſſe, and rape, and adultery onely prohibited,  [...]uſt walks free all over ſtewes, and maid-ſlaves, as if the eſtate, not the will, made the fault. Among us, that which Wives may not do, neither may Husbands; the ſame obligation is taxed upon equall condition. S. Auguſtine, de adult. Conjug. II. 8. Sed [...]iſti, qu [...] bus diſplicet, ut, inter virum &  [...]xorem par pudicitiae forma ſer­vetur, & potius eligunt, maxime (que) in hac cavſâ, mundi legibus ſubeſſe quam Chriſti, quoniam jura forenſia non eiſdem f [...]minas quibus viros pudicitiae nexibus videntur aſtringere; legant quid Imp. Antoni [...]us—But thoſe, who like not, that the ſame form of chaſtity ſhould be obſerved between man and wife, and had ra­ther, eſpecially in this cauſe, be under the Laws of the world then of Chriſt; be­cauſe the Court Laws doe not ſeem to tie women by the ſame bond of chaſtity as men; Let them read what the Emperour Antoninus—Who knows not the lawful­neſſe of unnaturall luſts among the Pagans, that reads the firſt Chapter to the Romanes? And, can we think it ſtrange, that Husbands ſhould not be forbid­den unmaried perſons? Wherefore, where the Lawes allowed not one man more wives then one, there they puniſhed not wandring luſts, but provided for mens reputation, and their ſucceſſions. Whereas, the law of Moſes, which gives a man leave to mary a Jeweſs, ſold him for a ſlave, to himſelf, or to his Sonne, provides her an intereſs in his body, for the preventing of uncleanneſs; as you ſaw before. And, all thoſe Idolatrous Nations which Gods people were invironed with, uſing more wives then one, it is the leſſe marvail, that God al­lowed his people ſomething in it, that the race of thoſe that feared him might not be quite extinguiſhed and over-run, by the multitude of them that ſer­ved Idols.
And this is the true reaſon, why S. Paul declares thoſe that are converted to Chriſtianity, not to ſtand obliged to the Wives or Husbands which they had ta­ken before, 1 Cor. VII. 12-15. Suppoſing firſt, that, by Moſes Law, the ma­riages of Jews with Idolaters were void, and unlawfull to be uſed, as we ſee by Ezra IX. X. & Nehem. X. 30. On the other ſide, that, in the Romam Empire, the wife as well as the Husband, had power to divorce her ſelfe, and to diſſolve wedlock: which is argument enough, how farre they were from being the mariages of Chriſtians. Whereupon I ſay, that, the mariages of Pagans not be­ing made upon the ſame ground as the mariages of Chriſtians, which is the mu­tuall intereſs in one anothers bo [...]ies; as it is no marvail on one ſide, that S. Paul obliges them not to part as Moſes did, (becauſe, thoſe that were not tied by Law, might, for the particular love they had to their wives turned Chriſtians, tie themſelves to them alone, and, upon thoſe who did ſo, the wives had great ad­vantage to grant them to Chriſtianity, as he alledges) So it is evident on the other  [...]de, why he allows them to part; to wit, having no confidence of that faith in wedlock from them, which Chriſtians of neceſſity profeſſe. The reaſon, why the mariages of Jews, with Gentiles were void by the Law, is thus gi­ven by S. Auguſtine, de adult. Conjug. I. 18. Nam (que) hoc dominus aliquan­do[Page]per Ezdr [...]m Prophetam fieri juſſit, & fact [...]m eſt; dimiſerunt Iſraelit [...] uxores alienigenas, qui [...]un (que) tunc haber [...]  [...]tuerunt, per quas fiebat, ut & ipſi ad alien [...]s ſeducerentur deos, non ut ill [...] per  [...]rit [...]s vero acquirerentur deo. No [...]dum enim tanta gracia ſalvatoris illuxer [...], & promiſſis temporale [...]us v [...]teris T. ad [...] in­hiabat illius populi multitud [...]. Et propterea, cum b [...]na terrena, qu [...] pro magn [...] ex­pecta [...]a [...] a domino, viderent etiam his abundar [...] qui mult [...]s falſ [...]s colebant d [...]os, blanditiis uxorum prius  [...]s verebantur offendere, d [...]i [...]d [...] indicebantur & colere. For, this the Lord once commanded to be done by Ezdras the Prophet, and done it was: The Iſraelites diſmiſſed their ſtranger wives, as many as then had of the [...], by whoſe means it came to paſſe, that even they were ſeduced to ſtrange Gods. For as yet ſo great grace of our Saviour bad not ſhined o [...] them, and the multitude of that people yet gaped for the temporall promiſes of the old Teſtament. And there­fore, ſeeing thoſe who worſhipped many falſe Gods abound with earthly goods, which they expected at Gods hands for great maters; firſt, upon the blandiſhments of their wives, they were afraid to offend, then, they were induced alſo to worſhip them. But under the Goſpel, the mariage of Gentiles, not being againſt Gods Law, be­comes not unlawfull, when the one turns Chriſtian. And, juſtice allowing to part for fornication; unbeliefe being a greater fornication, juſtifies him or her that parts in conſideration of it, having never contracted it inſoluble. All this is evident, by the ancienteſt inſtance of this caſe that the Church hath; in Juſtine the Martyrs Apology for the Chriſtians, or rather in Euſebius Eccleſ, Hiſt. IV. 17. where the paſſage of Juſtine is related intire, which, in R. Stevens Copy of Juſtine, is maimed in this part. It is the caſe of a Gentleman ſo debauched to the  [...]uſt of women, that he was content his wife ſhould play the good fellow as well as himſelfe, that ſhe might not have to reproach him with. It pleaſed God, the wife, being reclamed to Chriſtianity, thought it neceſſary to relin­quiſh ſo riotous a Husband: But, being perſwaded by her friends, had the pa­tience to try, whether there remained any hope of reducing him. And when he, being gone to Alexandria, had flown out more looſly then ever into the de­bauches of the place, that ſhe might not ſeem a party to his wickedneſſe, dwel­ing with him, whom it was in her power to part with, ſhe ſent him  [...], ſaith Juſtin; ſuch a Leter of divorce, as the Law alloweth the wife to diſcharge her ſelfe with. Which example juſtifies the relation of Baſil of Sel [...] ­cia, concerning S. Thecla, the firſt Martyr of the Woman-kind, in his firſt Book of her life; that being contracted to a noble man of the Country, called Th [...]yris, being converted to Chriſtianity, by the preaching of S. Paul at Ico­nicus, forſook her ſpouſe, a declared enemy to Chriſtianity. I ſay, that there is in all this, nothing contrary to Chriſtianity, the other example juſtifies. One­ly, both of them give us ſufficient occaſion to ſay, that S. Paul is not well un­derſtood, by them, that would have him to extend that cauſe of divorce which our Lord had delivered, unto the caſe of deſertion, upon the converſion of the o­ther to the faith. For, if the premiſes be true, it is not a divorce which S. Paul allows, but a nullity, which he pronounces, of thoſe mariages, which ſtand not upon profeſſion of that intereſs in one anothers bodies, which Chriſtianity re­quires. And therefore S. Auguſtine, in his Book de Fide & operibus cap. XIX. doubts of her, who, being a Concubine, profeſſeth, that if her Lord ſhould diſ­miſs her, ſhe will never mary any body elſe, whether ſhe is to be admitted to Baptiſme or not. For indeed there is no doubt in the caſe. Not becauſe the Church, from the beginning, generally condemned thoſe Concubines, who, un­der a profeſſion of fidelity to their own Lords, (profeſſing interchangeably to know no woman elſe) contented themſelves with that right of a wife which Chri­ſtianity requires, without the ſecular priviledge of d [...]wry, or the right to it, which obliges the Husband to expenſe anſwerable. For the ſame Auguſtine, de bon [...] conjug. cap, V. declares ſuch a conjunction as this to be mariage, as to Gods Law, though not, as to the priviledges of the world; whereas, not ſuppo­ſing this profeſſion, he condemns it for meer adultery: And they are expreſly allovved by the Council of Toledo, can. XVII. Though S. Leo Ep. XCV. al­lovv the mariage of a vvoman to a man that already hath a Concubine, as no [Page] maried man. For, that may be, upon ſuppoſition, that there never was any ſuch troth between him and his Concubine; Which muſt be the reaſon, vvhy S. Au­ſtine condemns them in another place, Hom. XLIX. & L. S. Jerome truly, and Gen [...]adius de Eccleſ. dogmat. cap. LXXII. allovv the  [...] effect to a Concu­bine, as to a Wife, in making a man digamus as to the Ca [...]ons: And for this rea­ſon, Conjugales ergo tabulae & jura dotalia, n [...]n coitu [...] ab Ap [...]ſt [...] condemn [...]tur? In the vvords of S. Jerome; Is it then the deed and right of  [...], or carnall knowledge, that the Apoſtle condemneth? This is not then the reaſon why S. Au­ſtine refuſes a Concubine Baptiſm; but, becauſe ſhe is a Concubine, without mutuall profeſſion of that intereſs in one anothers bo [...]s, which makes her a wife as to Chriſtianity. Nor am I moved to the contrary, by ſeeing, that S. Au­ſtine refuſed Baptiſm to thoſe that put away their vvives, and maried others, as Adulterers manifeſt. Which is the occaſion of his Book de  [...]ide & operibus, as he ſayes in the beginning of it. It vvas but his opinion, or at the moſt, a locall cuſtome. For Concil. Eliber. can. X. Si [...]a quam C [...]tech [...]e [...] reliquit duxerit maritum, poteſt ad fontem lavacri admitti. Hoc & circa feminas Catech [...]e [...]  [...]it obſervandum. If a woman dimiſſed by a pretender to Chriſtianity m [...]ry a Husband, ſhe may be admitted to the F [...]nt of Baptiſm. The ſam [...]  [...]s to be obſerved concerning women that pretend to Chriſtianity; In caſe th [...]y diſmi [...] ▪ a Husband that maries again, and then deſires Baptiſm, becauſe of the nullity of mariage made in unbelief, when one party turns Chriſtian. In the Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles, VIII. 33  [...], A Chriſtian man or woman, maried in bondage, let them either part or be ejected. Here, the mariage of ſlaves is ſuppoſed void to the party that turns Chriſtian. The Church further commands it to be voided. How ſtands that vvith that vvhich went afore? VIII. 32,  [...]. If he have a wife, or a woman a husband, let them be taught to contain themſelves to one another; according to Chriſts Law. But, if the one party be not under Chriſts Law, ſo that it cannot be preſumed that a ſlave will do ſo, they muſt be parted. And by this means it remains demonſtrated, that it is our Lord Chriſt alone that hath introduced a new Lavv into his Church of the mariage of one to one alone. Which, though it be expreſſed in the Scrip­ture rightly interpreted; yet, had not the practice of the Church, having recei­ved this right ſenſe for Law to their converſation, giving bounds to the licenti­ouſneſſe of thoſe wits, whoſe intereſs might be to deſtroy the ſtrictneſſe of the Lavv; it cannot be imagined, that there ſhould never be any viſible attempt, within the body of the Church, to infringe the validity of it. For, ſeeing there is no more mention in the Scripture, of that diſpenſation in the firſt Ordi­nance of mariage in Paradiſe, whereby it was lawfull, under the Lavv, to have more vvives then one; and, ſeeing it is a maxime of ſuch appea­rance in the Scripture, that, nothing is prohibited by the Goſpell which the lavv allovveth, vvould no ſuch pretence have framed a plea for thoſe, that never wanted will, to ſtudy the reconciling of carnality vvith Chriſtianity? Suppoſing the conſent of a body, vvhereof they thought themſelves to be mem­bers, it is no marvail that there would not; Not ſuppoſing that, it muſt needs appear utterly unreaſonable.
As for the inſolubility of mariage by divorce, I vvill not ſay there hath been ſo abſolute a conſent in it, by the practice of Chriſtians, as in the mariage of one to one. It is argued indeed, in the late Book, called Ʋxor Ebraica, (pre­tending onely to relate the opinions and practice of Chriſtians in mater of di­vorce, but intending, (as it ſhould ſeem by the Authors opinion declared elſe­where, that there is no ſuch thing as Eccleſiaſticall Power, or any ſociety of the Church by Gods Law) to inferre, that the Church hath nothing to do vvith Matrimoniall cauſes, vvhich it hath nothing to do with, if any thing but the lavv of the Church can ſecure the conſcience in point of divorce) p. 543. 544. that, ſo long as the Chriſtians vvere mingled with the Jews, they obſerved the judi­ciall laws of the Synagogue, and therefore corrected all divorces good be­  [...]or God, which were according to Moſes Lavv. And therefore, that, vvhatſo [Page] ever was in force among Chriſtians before Conſtantine, was in force meerly by the voluntary conſent of Chriſtians, vvhich vvas to give vvay, vvhen the ſecular Power ſhould otherwiſe provide, as in mater of divorce, ſo in other Matrimoni­all cauſes. This is th [...]  [...]ich ſeems to be intended p. 559. But this pretence is rooted up, by proving the Church to be a ſociety and Body founded by God, to communicate in the ſervice of God, for the attaining of everlaſting life. For, thereupon it rem [...]ns evident, that the Lavvs thereof came not originally from the voluntary conſent of Chriſtians, (unleſſe you underſtand that conſent whereby they ſubmit to the Chriſtian faith, that they may be ſaved, and there­upon find themſelves tie [...] to ſubmit to them from whom they receive that faith, whereby they hope to be ſaved) but, from thoſe who firſt delivered Chri­ſtianity to the Church, that is, from our Lord & his Apoſtles. And, had Chriſti­ans been left to their own choice, it is not poſſible they ſhould have impoſed upon themſelves, (that is, that the whole Church ſhould have received) that charge, of not divorcing, which the Rules and Cuſtomes of the Church evi­dence to have been in force through the whole Church, as by and by it will ap­pear. As for the time when the Chriſtians obſerved Moſes Law, that excellent ſaying of Juſtine the Marty [...], takes place;  [...]. They obey the Lawes, and, by their own lives, go be­yond the Laws For▪ the Jews Law was then their Civill Law, becauſe autho­rized by the Romanes, in as much as they reſtrained it not. So, by complying with the Jews, they gained the free exerciſe of their Chriſtianity, as well as invited them to admit and receive it. But, did they therefore renounce the Law of Chriſt, where it reſtrained them more then the Law of Moſes? Did they allow themſelves more wives then one, when Moſes allowed it the Jews, and they complyed with Moſes? Certainly, the Law that allows a man more wives then one, never conſtrained any man to make uſe of that allow­ance. So well might the Chriſtians, acknowledging Moſes Law, acknowledge themſelves bound not to uſe the power of putting away their wives, when Mo­ſes Law allowed it.
But it is further argued there, lib. III. cap. XXVIII. XXIX. XXX. (at leaſt, it ſeems upon the ſame ground to be argued) that the Roman Laws, from Con­ſtantine, to the fall of the Eaſtern Empire, in a maner, do allow divorce upon ſuch cauſes as the Soveraign thought fit. Which Laws, being made by Chriſtian Princes, intending to limit that infinite liberty, which the former laws of the Empire allowed either party, to diſſolve mariage at pleaſure, with all that he brought, muſt needs pretend to ſecure Chriſtians in point of conſcience, divor­cing upon no other cauſes then thoſe laws allow. Conſtantine therefore reſtrains the liberty of divorce to three cauſes on either ſide; On the wives ſide, if the  [...]usband ſhould Murther, Poyſon, or Rob graves: On the husbands, if the wife ſhould be an Adultereſs, an Impoiſoner, or a Bawd. And this, at ſuch time, as he adviſed with Biſhops in all that he did, granting then, an appeal to their Courts, by an act dated the ſame year, (as it is probable) and lately publiſhed in Sirmondus his Appendix to Theodoſius his Code, without date for the year, but directed to the ſame Ablavius, P. P. to whom the form is directed, Cod. Theod. lib. III. Tit. XVI. which Theodoſius the younger, a very Chriſtian Prince, extends to many more: Juſtinian (the legiſlative humour being then predominant) limits the mater otherwiſe, as he thought fit; His ſucceſſor Ju­ſtine goes beyond him, in allowing divorce upon conſent of parties, though at neither parties choice. Which Law is not found to have been repealed, till it was left out of that collection of Laws called the Baſilicae, into which, Leo the wife about the year DCCCC. compiled all the Laws which he meant ſhould ſtand unrepealed. The particulars you may ſee curiouſly collected there. Which I ſhould make no account of, did it not appear alſo, by ſundry teſtimonies of later times, there alledged, that the Greek Church did proceed according to the ſaid Laws, in bleſſing Mariages made upon ſuch divorces, and, conſequent­ly, allowing the communion of the Church to thoſe that made them. Balſa­mon upon Syn. VI. Can. LXXXVIII. defines an unreaſonable cauſe of divorce [Page] to be that, which the Judge (to wit, according to the Law) allows not. No [...] makes he any exception to them, from any Canon of the Church, writing up­on Photius his N [...]mocanon, Tit. XIII. 4. 30. And upon Can. Carthag. CV. al­ledging Juſtinian Novel. CXVII. he ſaith; That the Canon▪ is not in force: (to wit, the Law having provided otherwiſe) referring himſelfe to that which he had written upon the VI Synode, quoted afore. Harmenopulus alſo in Pro­chicro, ſayes plainly, that divorces were judged, amongſt them, by the Imperi­all Laws. And Matthaus Monachus, Quaeſt. Matrim▪ Juris Gr [...]co-Rom. To­mo. I. p. 507. So alſo the Canons of Alexuis Patr. CP. about MXXX. alledg­ed by our Author out of a written Copy, p. 613. And Michael Chryſocepha­lus, upon Can. Apoſt. XLVIII. p. 600. Beſides Matth [...]us Blaſtares in Nomocan. alledged by Arcudius p. 517. where he, being a Greek, confeſſeth, that the Greek Church had ſometimes practiced according to the Civill Laws. Which, had they not ſecured the conſcience, it could not, it ought not to have done. And, what caſe can there be in point of mariage, wherein the Law of the Land ſe­cures not the conſcience, if, in point of divorce it do? Or, where is the indiſ­ſolubility of mariage, and the Intereſt of the Church in mariage grounded up­on it?
But becauſe it would be two groſs for a Chriſtian to ſay, that mans Law, al­lowing divorce, can ſecure a Chriſtian in conſcience againſt Gods Law, for­bidding it; (our Lord having ſaid, Whoſo puts away his wife but for adultery,  [...], and maries another; and he that mari [...]s her that is put away, com­mits adultery, Mat. V. 32. XIX. 9. Mark. X. 11. 12. Luk. XVI. 18.) it is pre­tended there, p. 454. that  [...] in the Goſpels, ſignifies any thing that is diſ­honeſt; and that, what the State judges diſhoneſt, is juſt ground of divorce. You muſt know, that, in our Lords time, there was a difference (which is ſuppo­ſed to be the occaſion of the queſtion made to our Lord) between the Schools of Hillel and Shammai, (two great Heads of the Phariſees) about the meaning and extent of the Law concerning divorces, Deut. XXIV. 1—which allows him that likes not his wife, becauſe he hath found, or having found mat [...]r of naked­neſſ [...] in her, to put her away. For, Shammai confined the intent of it, to that which is diſhoneſt, and deſerveth ſhame, as nakedneſſe doth. But Hillel ex­tended it to any thing that offends the Husband; as, ſay they, for example, if ſhe burn his Meat. As for R. Akiba, that allowed it, if a man can get a fairer wife, his opinion is but the inlargement of Hillels, which expoundeth Moſes his words; If he have found in her mater of wickedneſſe; to ſignifie, either na­kedneſſe, or other mater beſides. This queſtion then being on foo [...] at that time, it is argued, p. 478—that our Lord intends nothing elſe but the reſo­lution of it; the Phariſees demanding nothing elſe, and therefore making no oppoſition to that which he reſolves, Mat. XIX. 3-9. And, thereupon, great pains is beſtowed, cap. XXIII, & XXVII. to ſhow, that our Lords exception,  [...], or  [...], ſignifies no more then  [...] in Moſes according to the opinion of Shammai. For, if we ſuppoſe our Lord to have ſpoke in that Ebrue which the Jews then ſpake, and now we read in the Talmud and Chaldee Paraphraſes, then muſt he uſe the word which the Law uſeth  [...] (which the Goſpels muſt tranſlate  [...]) If in Syriack, the word  [...], properly ſignifying the uncleanneſſe of the Stews, is neceſſarily underſtood, by the circumſtance of the place where it is uſed, to ſignifie all un­cleanneſſe, but may be extended to all ſinne, whereby we go a whoring from God, as the Scripture uſes to ſpeak. So, according to this opinion, our Lord, ex­cluding onely arbitrary divorce, allows it where Moſes, according to Shammai, allows it; for any cauſe of diſhoneſty, or, that deſerves ſhame, as nakedneſſe does. And, if theſe premiſes be pertinent to that which follows, that is, to ju­ſtifie thoſe divorces that are made according to the Imperiall Laws related af­terwards (for the Author all the while proteſts to determine nothing, p. 496.) the inference muſt be this; That, thoſe cauſes of divorce, which Chriſtian powers by their Lavvs have allovved or ſhall allovv, are the true interpretation of that [Page] cauſe, which Moſes under the time of  [...] or nakedneſſe, our Lord of  [...], which is uſually tranſlated For [...]ication, alloweth.
I forbear to relate any more of that which is alleged to ſhevv, that  [...], in the words of our Lord, may ſignifie the ſame that  [...] in Moſes, according to R. Ak [...]ba; For, the reaſon which I rely upon, admits no conſideration of it. The reſolution of our Lord is manifeſtly inconſiſtent vvith the Law of Moſes, and therefore, with any interpretation that can be thought ag [...]eable to it. For, when he ſaith; Moſes for your hard-heartedneſſe—But I ſay unto you—What can be more evident, then, that he repeals the proviſion of the Law, and reſtrains what Moſes had allowed? Is it not manifeſt, that, wh [...]n he  [...]llegeth, that God, having made firſt one man, and one woman, joyned them in mariage to be part­ed no more; he granteth, that Moſes Law had abated of this, and declareth the reviving of Gods firſt appointment, among his own Diſciples? Can the allow­ance of divorce, according to the Law, ſtand with the primitive inſtitution of Paradiſe, more then having more wives at once? Can we ſuppoſe the Phariſees come to our Lord to decide between Hillel and Shammai, who condemns all Phariſees? Or is it a marvail, that he, who pretended to be the Meſſias, ſhould introduce a proviſion differing from Moſes, and  [...]rom all that pretended onely to interpret his Law? That there ſhould be no further diſpute of the mater of his reſolution, when there lay no diſpute, but about his authority, whi­ther from God or not? Suppoſe our Lord, to them, no more but a Prophe [...], to his Diſciples the Meſſias; why ſhould they diſpute that which they knew his Diſciples admitted, when they ſaw the primitive appointment of God, rela­ted by Moſes, clear on his ſide? That is to ſay, why ſhould they not be put to ſilence now as well as other times, when they could not anſwer his allegations out of the Scriptures. It is therefore utterly unreaſonable to imagine, that our Lord, intending to reſtrain thoſe divorces which Moſes law alloweth, ſhould uſe a term, of the ſame extent with that which  [...]e intended to reſtrain. The Jews indeed inſiſt upon this; That a Prophet had alwaies power to ſuſpend the obligation of any poſitive Precept, for the time, as Elias that of ſacrificing no where but at Jeruſalem, Levit. XVII. 1-9. Deut, XII. 5-18. 26, 27. XIV. 21-26. when he ſacrificed in mount Carmel, 1 Kings XVII. 22-39. But, our Lord introducing a new Law inſtead of Moſes his Law, their a [...]ceſtors cru­cified him therefore, and they to this day maintain it. Indeed, there is cauſe to believe, that the Prophet Malachy, reproving the oppreſſions which the Jews then laid upon their wives, for the love of ſtrangers, which they had maried over their heads, contrary to the Law, Mal. I. 14. 15, 16. propounds the liberty of divorce which the Law allows, for an expedient acceptable to God, as his own proviſion, when he ſaith; For the Lord God of Iſrael ſaith; If thou hateſt, put away, as the Jews there expound it. For, they who conſtrue it; The Lord God of Iſrael ſaith, that he hateth putting away; cannot give ac­count, why the Prophet ſhould mention the mater of divorce, where his pur­poſe is to blame the oppreſſion of Iſraelitiſh wives, for the love of ſtrangers maried againſt the Law. Whereas, when he addeth; For one covereth violence with his Garment, ſaith the Lord of Hoſts,: He aggravateth the ſame fault by this conſideration, that the covenant of mariage (ſignified uſually in the Scripture, by covering the woman with the mans Garment, Ezek. XVI. 8. Ruth III. 10.) is imployed for a means of oppreſſion and violence, upon her, that, out of love entred into it. And the Prophet Mala [...]hi, holding his Commiſſion by virtue of Moſes Law, how ſhall he ſay that God hates that, which, by his law he provi­ded, though for a remedy of further miſchief?
There is indeed great diſpute, whither the allowance of Moſes law did ſe­cure them that put away their wives under the law, in point of conſcience to God; And it is certain, if that be true which I have ſetled in the ſecond Book, concerning the inward and outward, the civill and ſpirituall obedience of God under Moſes law, and the difference between them; that it could not alwaies do it. For, could he, that kn [...]w he put away his wife for  [...]uſt, or for wrath, or [Page] for advantage, think that he loved his wife, whom, all men know they are to love above others, being bound to love all Iſraelites as himſelfe? But on the contrary, he that had lighted upon a wife of crooked conditions, and, having done his reaſonable indeavour to reclaim her, had found her incorrigible, how ſhould he think he did her wrong, uſing the power that Gods law had given him ſo moderately, in putting her away? Had God given them a Law, which could in no caſe be uſed without ſinne? For, had the nakedneſſe, which the law allowed for a juſt cauſe of divorce, ſignified nothing elſe but that which our Lord by his Goſpel allows, what queſtion remains, whither the conſcience be ſecured by it or not? But among Chriſtians, covenanting with God upon ex­preſs promiſes of the world to come, under a  [...] and more excellent rule of obedience, with promiſe of helps proportionable to go through with it, it is marvail, if an obligation be acknowledged, of bearing with patience the maners of the wife, vvhich a man himſelfe chuſes, never giving over the hope of redu­cing her to reaſon, until ſhe falſifie the truſt of wedlock? That, when the ma­ter is come to that point, it ſhould no more be mater of precept, but mater of counſail, to indure ſuch a wife, when the infamy of a mans bed my be ſaved, and hope of reclaiming her may remain? So that, the queſtion, whether the meaning of Moſes his words, be the meaning of Chriſts, is the ſame in this particular of mariage, vvhich the Chriſtians have generally with the Jews, whe­ther our Lord Jeſus, perſiting the Lavv by bringing in the Goſpell, be the Chriſt or not. The reſolution whereof, as it neceſſarily infers the difference between them, which I have ſetled in the ſecond Book, ſo that difference vvill as neceſſarily inferre, this proviſion of our Lord to be ſeverall from that of Moſes. Out of Origen, in Mat. VII. a pleaſant conceit is alleged; Forſitan au­dax aliquis & Judaicus vir, adverſus doctrine Salvatoris noſtri dicet, quoniam & Jeſus dicens; Qui cun (que) dimi ſerit uxorem ſuam exceptâ cauſâ fornicationis facit  [...] machari, permi [...]it uxo em dimittere quem ad modum Moyſes, qu [...]m retulit, propter duritiem cordi [...] Jud [...]orum hoc pr [...]cepiſſe. Et hanc ipſam inquiet eſſe cau­ſam fornicationis, per quam juſte ux [...]r à viro dimittitur, ſecundum quam & Moyſes praecepit dimitter [...] uxorem, ſi inventa fuerit res turpis in  [...]â. Perhaps ſome bold Jewiſh fellow may ſay, (croſſing our Saviours Doctrine) that even Jeſus, ſaying; Whoſoever ſhall ſend away his wife but for fornication, makes her com [...]it adultery; hath given leave to put a wife away, even as Moſes, who, he relareth, did command this for the Jews hard-heartedneſſe; And will ſay, that this is the very ſame cauſe of fornication, for which a wife is juſtly put away by a Husband, according to which Moſes alſo commands to put away a wife, if a foul thirg be found in her. Whence it is argued, that there were then, that expounded our Lords words to the ſame intent vvith Moſes. That there were, Origen ſayes not, that there might be, I grant. But they muſt be Jews, and adverſaries to our Sa­viours Doctrine that ſhould do it. For, he that ſhould ſay ſo, muſt blame our Saviour, for pretending to contradict Moſes (vvhich Origen ſuppoſeth no Jevv could deny) ſaying, indeed, the ſame thing Othervviſe, he muſt contradict the Synagogue, for allowing divorce where Moſes allowed it not, if the ſoul thing which Moſes allows divorce for, be onely that fornication for which our Lord allows it. Then, he that would make uſe of Origen, to prove that the terms of our Lord, and of Moſes, may ſignifie the ſame thing, muſt firſt anſwer the Ar­gument wherewith he convinces him that thus ſhould blaſpheme our Lord. A­dultery, ſaith he, is no cauſe of divorce, but of death by Moſes law, therefore that diſhoneſt thing for which the Law allows divorce, is not adultery. In fine, he that examines all that is ſaid, or can be ſaid, of the diverſe ſignifications of  [...] in the Scriptures, will find but two; the one proper, in the caſe of man and wife; the other, by tranſlation to the alliance between God and his people, perpetually compared to a mariage all over the Scripture. That this ſignificati­on cannot take place here, this may ſerve to evidence; That the cauſe upon which our Lord allovvs divorce, muſt be ſomething betvveen the Wife and the Husband, as it vvas in the Lavv; For, vvould it not be impertinent, to pu­niſh tranſgreſſion of Gods Covenant, vvith diſſolution of vvedlock? The pro­per [Page] ſignification of  [...] indeed, is larger in the Scriptures, then according to the Atrick Greek; to ſignifie all uncleanneſſe, at the mater requires. For, vvhen S. Paul ſayes, 1 Cor. V. 1.  [...]—for a man to have his Fathers wife, would not have been  [...] in ordinary Greek. But it is no marvail, if the Jews that ſpoke Greek, call all that  [...], which their uſuall language called  [...] the Syriack  [...] So that  [...] in our Lords words, is exactly expounded by Heſychius, and the Etymologick turning,  [...]. Who being Chriſtians, do uſually expound that pro [...]erty of the Greek, which is uſuall among Chriſtians, out of the Bible.
And this is demonſtrated to be the ſignification here meant, becauſe it is not poſſible to ſhow, that ever there was any opinion, rule, or practice received in the Church, that it is lawfull to divorce but in caſe of Adultery. I do truly con­ceive, that there was anciently a difference of opinion and practice in the Church, whither it be lawfull to mary again upon putting away a wife for adul­tery; or, whether the bond of mariage remain undiſſoluble, when the parties are ſeparated from bed and bord for adultery. But this difference argues con­ſent in the reſt; that is, that, excepting the caſe of Adultery, there is no di­vorce to be among Chriſtians. Neither do I now ſpeak of the baſe times of the Eaſtern Empire, of which, I will give you ſuch an account, as I find moſt reaſon­able, when I come to the difficulty that is propoſed. I ſay it may appear, that the Church originally granted no divorce but for adultery, whether the innocent party, or whether both were allowed to mary again, living▪ the other or not. It is acknowledged by our Author, that Tertullian, cont. Marc. IV. 34. de Pudiciti [...] cap. XVI. both expounds our Lords words in this ſenſe, and determines againſt divorces out of them; that Origen, in Mat. H [...]. VII. accepts them in the ſame ſenſe, and diſputes for it. That Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom. II. ſub finem, condemns the divorces vvhich the Roman Lavvs then licenſed, and mariage up­on them. That S. Chryſoſtome in Mat. Hom. XVII. and LXIII. Libro de Vir­ginitate. Serm. I. de debitore X. millium. S. Ambroſe, in Luc. lib. XVII. S. Je­rome Epiſt. XXX. in Mat. XIX. S. Baſil. ad Amphil. Can. IX. in Hexaem, Hom. VII. Aſterius Hom. ult. S. Auſtine de adulterinis conjugiis ad Pollentium,  [...]ollovv the the ſame ſenſe, and deliver the ſame Doctrine, vvhich ſeems to be alſo S. Gregory Nazianz [...]nes, vvhen he calls a Wife,,  [...] An evill which, being g [...], is not to be l [...]t go. The record is yet to ſeek, that may ſhovv any ſuch opinion in the Church, and, having eſcaped ſo diligent hands, I may vvell challenge all the world to produce it. For, vvhereas it is ſaid, p. 155. that Origen ubi ſupra, argues, that there are faults no leſſe deſtructive to any ſociety or communion in wedlock, then adultery is; And therefore, that adul­tery is named but as an inſtance, in a ſentence to be extended, by reaſon of e­quity neceſſarily inherent in the caſe, to all faults equally deſtructive to mari­age; I grant that Origen hath ſo argued, and that Grotius (out of whoſe Anno­tations upon Mat. V. 31. 32. all this duſt hath been raiſed) hath ſeconded him in it. But it is one thing to ſay, that, by conſequence of reaſon, where the fault is no leſſe deſtructive to mariage then adultery is, there ought to be the ſame liberty of divorce; Another thing to ſay, that, by the Leter of our Lords words, all cauſes of divorce, that Moſes Law, or the Civil Lawes of Chriſtian Sta [...]es allows, are allowable in point of Conſcience. The one leaves the weight of the fault, and the equality of it with adultery, to be judged by the Church: The other takes away the Church, and the judgement of it, which Origen ne­ver meant to do. Again, I ſay, that thoſe things which are diſputed by Origen, were never held of ſuch conſideration to the Church, that either the opinion, or much more the practice of the Church ſhould be valued by them. It is plain he was allowed ſo to argue, but it is as plain that his arguments took no ef­fect, either in the opinion, or in the practice of the Church. As for S. Auguſtine, who was ſo much perplexed, whither our Saviour might not mean ſpiritual forni­cation in thoſe words, Retract. I. 29. having delivered it for his opinion before, in his expoſition of the Se [...]mon in the Mount; Will any man believe, that he, who ſo  [...]ifly holds, that it is unlawful to mary after divorce, for Adultery, as [Page] S. Auſtin, in his Books de adulterinis conjugiis ad Pollentium, and elſewhere, does, can allow divorce for any thing but Adultery? The truth is, he that con­ſiders the buſineſſe throughly ſhall ſee, that it was that ſuppoſition that obli­ged S. Auſtine to this doubt; as, on the contrary, the improbability of the doubt, is that which chiefly renders the ſuppoſition improbable. Which, being a thing not yet obſerved, ſo farre as I know, and there being no means to judge what is in the power of the Church, and what is not, in matter of divorce, o­therwiſe; I will go out of the way to debate, rather to reſolve it, before I go forwards.

CHAP. XIV. Scripture alleged to prove the bond of Mariage inſoluble in caſe of adultery, unef­fectuall. S. Paul and our Lord ſpeak both to one purpoſe, according to S. Je­rome, and S. Auſtine. The contrary opinion more reaſonable, and more general in the Church. Why the Church may reſtrain the innocent party from marying again. The Imperial Lawes could never be of force to void the Power of the Church. Evidence for it.
SOme texts are alleged to prove the bond of Mariage undiſſoluble, which to me, I confeſſe, do not ſeem to create any maner of conſequence. S. Paul ſaith, Rom. VII. 2. The wife that is under a Husband, is tied to her Husband li­ving, by the Law: But if her Husband dye, ſhe is clear of her Husband. So, li­ving her Husband, ſhe ſhall be ſtiled an adu [...]tereſs if ſhe become another husbands: But if her Husband dye, ſhe is free from the Law, ſo as to be no adultereſs if ſhe be­come another Husbands. Where, ſay they, it is plain, that ſhe who maries be­fore her former Husband is dead, is an adultereſs. As alſo in 1 Cor. VII. 39. The wife is tied by the Law as long as her Huband lives; but if her Husband fall aſleep, ſhe is free to mary whom ſhe pleaſe, onely in the Lord. And yet it is mani­feſt, that S. Paul, in the firſt place, ſpeaks according to the Law, in the ſecond, according to Chriſtianity; and, that there is no queſtion, that, under the Law, mariage might be diſſolved. Therefore, the words of S. Paul are not ſuperfici­ally to be conſidered, when he ſaith, Rom. VII. 1, Know ye not brethren, (For, I ſpeak to thoſe that know the Law)  [...]; For the meaning cannot be, that the Law hath power of a man, as long as the man lives that the Law hath power upon; but, as long as the man lives who hath power over him by the La [...]; As it is evident, by the inference; For the wife living, is tied by the Law to her Husband; but if her Husband die, ſhe is clear of her Husband. And the compari [...]on fro [...] which S. Paul argues holds thus; As a wife is no longer tied to her Husband, by the power which the Law gives him, when he is dead; ſo are not Chriſti [...]ns  [...]ed to God by the Power, w [...]h the Law gives him, when it is voided by the death of Chriſt; but, by the new bond which the Covenant o [...] Gr [...]ce knitteth. Now, by the Law, the bond of Mari­age is not to be diſſolved, but by the will of the Husb [...]nd; but, if the Hus­band will, it is diſſolved by a Bill of divorce. And therefore, that exception is neceſſarily to be underſtood in S. Pauls words. Which being underſtood, it will be ridiculous to infer [...]e, that ther [...]fore the mariage of Chriſtians is indiſ­ſoluble. Though diverſe o [...] t [...] Fathers, it is true, h [...]ve thought it a good infe­rence. But among Chriſtians, when S. Paul ſayes; the wife is tied by the Law, as long as her Husband lives; his intent can require no more, then, that ſhe is free, when he is dead, to mary again; Not, that ſhe can no way be free while he is alive. Again, Eph, V. 28-32. He that loveth his wife loveth himſelfe. For never did any man hate his own fleſh, but feed and cheriſh it, as our Lord his Church. For we are members of his body, of his fleſh, and of his bones. Therefore ſhall a man leave Father and Mother, and cleave to his wife, and they two ſhall be­come one fleſh. This myſtery is great, but I mean in Chriſt, and in the Church. The mariage of Adam with Eve, was intended by God for a figure and pro­pheſie of the incarnation of Chriſt, and his ſpiritual mariage with the Church, [Page] by virtue of it; as the Scripture, whereſoever it ſpeaks of the firſt and ſecond Adam, declareth. Therefore, as I ſaid, their mariage was an indiſſoluble union of one with one, as the mariage of Chriſtians, which reviveth it. Be the mari­age of Chriſtians then a Sacrament, as much as any man would have it to be; be it a commemoration (if Adams was a prediction) of the incarnation of Chriſt, and of his mariage with the Church; Let it contain a promiſe of Grace to them that exerciſe it as Chriſtians ſhould do; it is therefore indiſſoluble in the point of right, I confeſſe; that is to ſay, it is the profeſſion of an obliga­tion upon the parties, to hold it indiſſoluble. But, is it therefore indiſſoluble in point of fact? May not the obligation ſo profeſſed be tranſgreſſed? And, is not mariage a civill contract, even among Pagans and Infidels, and that by Gods appointment? And, may not the Law which God  [...]ath reſtrained the mariage of Chriſtians to preſuppoſe the conditions of a civill contract? And are not civill contracts void? when one party tranſgreſſeth the condition on which they are made? Or, cannot mariage ſignifie the mariage between Chriſt and his Church; cannot the obſervation of it oblige God to give grace, unleſſe we underſtand all ſuch conditions thereby to be extinguiſhed? The union of the word with our fleſh, the union of Chriſt with his Church, depends one­ly upon that effectuall Grace which himſelf purpoſed from everlaſting, becauſe, as I ſaid, upon ſuppoſition of our perſeverance. The union of Wife and Hus­band ſignifies it no leſſe, though, the obligation being tranſgreſſed, it may be­come void. But, how ſhall marying as a Chriſtian ſhould mary be the means to obtain Grace unleſſe, as well the union, as that promiſe may be forfeited, by tranſgreſſing the condition upon which it is made?
The cheife difficulty then lies in the words of our Lord, Mat. V. 30. 31. XIX. 3-9. in which, I muſt, in the firſt place, conſider, that there are diverſe things obſervable in them, to ſhow that our Lord, though he declared not openly, that the Gentiles ſhould imbrace Chriſtianity, and the Jews refuſe it, yet ne­vertheleſſe propounds it ſo, that he muſt be underſtood to intend it for the Gen­tiles ſo converted, as well as for the Jews. That of Origen in the firſt place. For, the Law appointing death for the puniſhment of adultery, what need the exception of adultery to the Jews, among whom divorce for adultery was death? Secondly, his words in S. Mark. X. 11. 12. Who ſo  [...]utteth away his wife and mariet [...] another committeth adultery againſt her, and, if a wife put away her Husband and mary another, ſhe committeth adultery. For, by the Jews Law, though the Husband might put away his wife, yet the wife could not put away her Husband. And, though Joſephus report, that Herods ſiſter Salome ſent her Husband a Bill of divorce, yet he reports it as that which never was done a­fore; and therefore, cannot be thought to have come to a cuſtome in our Lords  [...]ime. Thirdly, how could our Lord ſay, according to the Jews Law, that he who maried a woman divorced committeth adultery, when as, what hindred a man then to mary a divorced wife, out of meer charity, to keep her from com­mitting adultery? Laſtly, if we conſider S. Pauls wordes, whereby he teacheth, as I have ſhowed, that, the wife having the ſame intereſſe in the Husband, as the Husband in the wife, by the Chriſtian Law, the wife can no more leave her Husband, then the Husband the wife, 1 Cor. VII. 1-5. I. 11. it will appear, that his Doctrine, extending to the condition of man and wife by the then Ro­mane Law, is derived, as it muſt needs be derived, from this ſenſe of his Maſters. Seeing then, that divorce, not onely among the Jews, but among  [...]he Romanes, was alwayes underſtood to diſſolve the bond of Mariage; what appearance can there be, that our Lord, when he ſayeth; He that putteth away his wife, unleſſe for adultery, and marieth another, committeth adultery, and, he that marieth her who is put away committeth adultery; intendeth not to extend the exception to marying again, as well as to putting away? And therefore, that he who putteth away for adultery, & ſhe who is not put away for adultery may mary again? For, if thoſe whom he ſpoke to could underſtand nothing by divorce, but that which they ſaw, and the divorce which they ſaw, or heard of, inabled all parties to mary again, then, that divorce which the exception of fornication allows by our [Page] Lords law, underſtanding that exception, inables to mary again. Two reaſons are oppoſed from our Lords words. Firſt, in S. Mark X. 12. S. Luke XVI. 18. the exception is not expreſſed, and yet it is ſaid; He that puts away his wife and maries another, commits adultery. To which it is anſwered; That, the Goſpels are, as S. Juſtine the Martyr calls them, remembrances of the ſayings and doings of our Lord, the effect whereof was delivered to, and received by them who were baptized, as the Law of Chriſtianity. And that therefore, in recording them, it was thought enough, to remember the heads of thoſe things which were undertaken to be believed and obſerved. That therefore, all that undertake to expound the four Goſpels, do uſe to adde, whatſoever any of them hath more then the one which he hath in hand, to make up his ſenſe. In fine therefore, that in this point, the ſenſe of our Lord is not to be meaſured by that which S. Mark and S. Luke hath leſſe, but that which S. Matthew hath more. And therefore, that, when our Lord ſaith, He that puts away his wife, and maries again, commits adultery: And he that maries her that is put away, com­mits adultery; He is to be underſtood with this exception, unleſſe for adul­tery. It is objected ſecondly; That by this account, ſhe that is put away for a­dultery may mary again, and neither her ſelfe, no [...] he that maries her, be charge­able with adultery; which were a groſs inconvenience, that, by the Law of our Lord, a woman, by committing adultery, (or man in like caſe) ſhould ad­vantage himſelfe, to mary again with a good conſcience. For if it be true; He that puts away but for adultery, and maries again; and, he that maries her who is put away but for adultery, commits adultery; then will it follow, that, he who puts away his wife for adultery, and maries another, and he that ma­ries her that is ſo put away, commits no adultery. To which I anſwer, that it follows not, that our Lord ſo ſaying, ſhould mean this conſequence; But ra­ther, that he who maries her that is put away for adultery, commits adultery much more: Though he who puts her away is no cauſe of it, neither charge­able with adultery for marying again. For, if the Husband be chargeable with adultery, when the wife maries again, being not put away for adultery; why is he chargeable with it that put her away for adultery? If, becauſe he maries a­gain, not putting his wife away for adultery; putting her away for adultery, why is he chargeable with it? The difficulty will be; Then is the knot of wedlock tied to the one party, and looſe to the other? which ſeems a knot more indiſſoluble then that of wedlock; but is indeed none at all, if we diſtin­guiſh between the metaphor of a knot tied, and the obligation ſignified by it. For, though the act of conſent to the contract of wedlock, is the act of two parties, whereof a third, that is God, is depoſitary, to diſcharge the innocent, and to charge the guilty; yet, the bond or obligation which is contracted by it is anſwerable ſeverally, by each party, in the judgement of God. And, is there the ſame reaſon, that God ſhould call him to account for adultery, who thinks himſelfe free of that contract which he ſtood to till his party tranſgreſſed it, as her that gave him cauſe to think himſelfe free by tranſgreſſing it?
The difficulty then reſts in the meaning of S. Paul, when he ch [...]rgeth the wife not to depart from her Husband: If ſhe do, to abid [...] unmaried, or to be re­conciled to her Husband. And the Husband, not to put away his wife, 1 Cor. VII. 12. And that having before charged maried people not to part, even for devotion, but for a time, for fear of temptation by concupiſcenſe. For, can it then be imagined, that he allows them to part upon any occaſion, but that of adultery? Therefore, thoſe that are parted for adultery he forbids to marry a­gain. And theſe are the Texts that have moved S. Jerome Epiſt. XLVII. to be of this mind. But S. Auſtine further, expounding the Sermon in the mount upon this ſuppoſition, (as he himſelfe profeſſes in the beginning of his books de adultrinis conjugiis, written expreſſe to maintain it) and deſiring to ſhow how our Lords Law injoyns the ſame with his Apoſtles; imagines, that our Lord might mean ſpirituall fornication or adultery, according to which the Pſalme ſaies, Thou haſt deſtroyed all that commit fornication againſt thee; when he gave it. Which ſenſe compriſeth all ſinne, that carieth with it a conſtruction of de­parting [Page] from our Covenant with God, both in truth, and according to S. Au­ſtine, de Sermone domini in monte, I. 16. Whereupon the Mileritane Canon, XVII. ſpeaks thus; Placuit ut, ſecundum Evangelicam & Apoſtolicam diſci­plinam, ue (que) dimiſſus ab uxore, ne (que) dimiſſa à marito alteri conjungantur; ſed ita maneant, au [...] ſibi reconcilientur: Quod ſi contempſerint, ad poenitentiam redigantur; In qua cauſà legem I [...]perialem petendam promulgari. It ſeemed good, that, ac­cording to the diſcipline of the Goſpel and the Apoſtles, neither he that is dimiſſed by his wife, nor ſhe that is dimiſſed by her husband, be wedded to another; but re­main ſo, or be reconciled to one another; which if they neglect, that they be put to Pe­nance; and that requeſt be made for an Imperial Law to be publiſhed in the caſe. Where, alleging the Goſpel, and S. Paul both, it is plain, the Canon proceeds upon the opinion of S. Auſtine; For, he was at this Council, and, in all proba­bility, had the penning of the Canons.
That which moved them to be of this opinion, I confeſſe moves me to be a­gainſt it. I cannot be perſwaded that S. Paul in this place, and our Lord in the Goſpel, ſpeak both to one and the ſame purpoſe. All ſubjects of the Ro­mane Empire, when S. Paul writ, had power to leave their wives or their hus­bands at pleaſure, without giving the Law account. But, ſuppoſing them Chri­ſtians, were they not to give God account? were they not to give the Church account? Certainly if they maried again, they muſt give the Church account, becauſe our Lord hath ſaid, He that leaveth his wife but for adultery, and marieth again, committeth adultery; For of adultery, account is to be given the Church. And truly, who parts with a wife, it is great odds, does it out of a deſire to ma­ry another; which, all the Church agrees, he cannot do, unleſſe ſhe be an adul­tereſſe, part of it ſayes further, though ſhe be he cannot do it. But, if he mary not another, but part with his wife, he muſt give God account, whether he be bound to give the Church account or not. And this account S. Paul inſtructs how to give. He will not have Chriſtians to part bed and bord, much leſs to repu­diate, to part families, to ſend one another a way with that which they brought; but, if they will needs try how good it is living unmarried, he would have them know, that they could not mary elſewhere, becauſe of our Lords Law, which, in caſe of fornication, he ſilently excepteth. For, to me it ſeemeth manifeſt, that our Lord, in caſe of fornication, provideth for the reparation of the party wronged, whoſe bed and iſſue is concerned; reſtraining the divorce which the law allowed, onely to the tranſgreſſion of mariage in [...]cted by the inſtitution of Paradiſe, when two continue not one fleſh. But S. Paul, for the conſcience of particular Chriſtians, upon what terms they may or ought to forbear  [...]ohabita­tion; to wit, ſo as they mary not again: Which is exhortation enough, to ſet aſide animoſities, and return to bed and bord again. S. Auſtine, and Venerable Bede upon the Goſpel, following him, confeſſe, that, according to their inter­pretation, our Lord permits to part, not for the fornication which the other party hath done, but for that which himſelfe may do; To wit, which, by the company of an ill diſpoſed yoke-fellow, he may be moved to do. So, divorce, according to this opinion, is grounded upon the precept of the Goſpel; If thine eye offend thee pluck it out; and, is that which the Church of Rome at this day main­taineth, by the XXVI Seſſion of the Council of Trent, Can. VIII. (and that, as I think, according to S. Paul onely, that he leaves it to the Conſcience of particular Chriſtians, without intereſſing the Church the intereſt whereof, I conceive, cannot be excluded, though S. Paul, here, provide not for it) as Car­dinall Bellarmine de Matrimoni [...] I. 14. diſputeth. But, in caſe of adultery, it never was, nor ever could ſeem queſtionable, (ſo as S. Paul to decide it) whi­ther a man might ſo put away his wife or no; all Civill Law that then was, counting him acceſſory to the ſtain of his bed and iſſue that did not; And there­upon, the ancient Canons of the Church impoſing penalties upon any of the Clergy, who, being allowed to dwell with their wives, ſhould indure an adul­tereſſe. And therefore, I conclude, that S. Paul, though he allow not, either husband or wife, to part with wife or husband, as to cohabitation, without re­nouncing the bond of wedlock, no not for the ſtate of continence,; (as S. Au­ſtine [Page] very well argues; if not for continence, then for no other cauſe) yet▪ forbids not what he allows not. But, ſeeing ſuch offences fall out among Chriſtians that be maried, as are not eaſily diſcernable, where the fault of them lies; no [...] allowing them to part, nor yet condemning both parties, he limits them, in caſe they do ſo, not to marry again; impoſing thereby, upon the innocent party, the neceſſity of continence, which his innocence makes to­lerable, and the A [...]oſtles adviſe, if it proceed not to the parting of families, eaſily recover [...]ble. As for the guilty, if it prove a burthen, or a ſnare, he may impute it to his fault. And, as it was not neceſſary, that the Church ſhould be intereſſed in it, ſo long as both parties were inabled by the Law to depart, and neither proceeded to mary again; So, the Law not allowing it, there is no mar­vail that the Church ſhould interpoſe.
Let us then ſee how the reſt of the Church allowes the exception of adulte­ry, to the pur [...]o [...]e of marying again. Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom. II. in fine,  [...]. The Scripture plainly in­acteth; Thou ſhal [...] not a ſmiſs thy wife but upon account of adultery: Counting it adultery to mary while the one of the parted is alive. Athen [...]goras, de reſurrect. mortuorum,  [...] A Chriſtian is to ab [...]de as he was born, or a [...] one mariage: For, ſaith he, he that diſ­miſſeth his wife, and marieth another, committeth adultery. This neceſſarily concerneth no mor [...], th [...]n marrying again upon that divorce, which the Romane Law in [...]led eith [...]r p [...]rty to make, without rendring a reaſon; and may well b [...]a [...] the ex [...]eption of marying upon divorce for adultery, by the Chriſtian Law. And the ſ [...]  [...]xception may well be underſtood, in the XLVIII. C [...]non of the Ap [...]s▪  [...] ▪ If a Lay-man, caſting ou [...] his wife, take another, or one that is put away  [...]y another, let him ſtand excommunicate. Provi [...]ion is made againſt taking to wi [...]e one that had been put away, for the reputation of the Clergy: For, it muſt needs be a ſ [...]ain to bring ſuch a one into a mans houſe. If it be true that Grotius alleges out of ſeverall paſſages of Tertulliane; that the Church, in his time, admitted them to mary again, who had parted with their wives for adultery, we need no more. But, though thoſe allegations, (as not quoted, ſo) are no where to be  [...]ound; yet Tertullianes opinion is to be ſeen, by the plea that he makes, contra Marc. IV. 32. that our Lord abrog [...]teth not that di­vorce which Moſes had inacted, though he reſt [...]ineth it; Which could not be ſaid, if the divorce which our Lord alloweth, did not import right to mary a­gain. Lactantius plainly ſignifies the ſame, when he ſayes; Adulterum eſſe, qui à marito dimiſſam du [...]erit: Et eum qui, praeter crimen adulterii, uxorem dim▪ ſe­rit, ut alterum du [...]t; That he is an adulterer, who maries a wife put away by her husband: And that ſo is he, that ſhall put away his wife to mary another, ex­cepting the crime of adultery. The great Council of, almoſt all the Weſt, at Arles, in the buſineſſe of the Donatiſts, provides, Can. X. That thoſe who take their wives in adultery, being young Chriſtians, be exhorted not to mary o­thers as long as they live; leaving thereby, hope of reconcilement. Certainly, they counted it not adultery, which they only exhort not to do. The Council of Elvira, Can IX. That the wife that forſakes her husband for adultery, and maries another, ſhall not communicate ſo long as he remains alive; of the husband, nothing. By the VIII. & X. She who leaves her husband without cauſe, and maries another, is not to communicate, no not at the point of death. (At the date of this Council, before the act of Conſtantine, man or wife parted without ſhowing cauſe. Without cauſe then, is, when that cauſe which the Church al­lows, viz. adultery, is not) She that maries him, who, ſhe knew had put a­way his wife without cauſe, not till the point of death. This is the difference between committing adultery, and marying him that commits adultery by put­ting away his wife without adultery. And, it is plain, the wife is ſtricter uſed by theſe Canons then the husband. The Commentaries upon S. Pauls Epiſtles [Page] under S. Ambroſe his name, ſay plainly, 1 Cor. VII. That the man may mary a­gain, having put away his wife for adultery, not the wife having put away her husband; becauſe the man is the head of the woman. I do not find this rea­ſon ſufficient. For, S. Paul maketh the intereſt of the wife in the husband, and that of the husband in the wife both one and the ſame. Nor do I find the reaſon ſufficient which Cardinall Cajetane hath given for him, upon Mat. XIX. 9. to wit, becauſe our Lord, ſaying; He that putteth away his wife, unleſſe for adultery, and marieth again, committeth adultery; ſayes nothing of what the woman may do in that caſe. For Mark X. 11. 12. he ſayes as much for the wife as for the husband, not expreſſing the exception; Why then ſhould I not be extended to her, when he addeth it? But I conceive, that, though, by Gods Law, the woman be reſtrained no more then the man, yet the Law of the Church might reſtrain that which Gods law reſtrained not; And ſo, though the man be onely adviſed not to mary again, by the Canon of Arles; yet, the woman might be put to Penance, ſo long as her firſt husband remained alive, by the Canon of Elvira. For, I ſee, S. Baſil ad Amphil. Can, IX. confeſſes, that, though S. Paul makes the caſe of both equall, yet, cuſtome put the wo­man to Penance, marying upon the adultery of her husband. Some ground of difference nature it ſelfe inforces, in that, the man taints not the wives iſſue, nor brings that infamy upon her bed, as ſhe upon his. In the mean time, whatſoever we ſay of that, it is manifeſt, they held it not adultery, for the party that parted for adultery, to mary again. And as for Fabiola, who, ha­ving put away a notorious adulterous husband, & maried another, after the death of this ſecond, did voluntary Penance for it; as you find in S. Jerome, Epiſt. XXX. It may be the Church exacted it not, becauſe, during her ſecond Hus­bands time, it is not ſaid that ſhe communicated not; And it may be ſhe fol­lowed S. Jeromes opinion, which he expreſſeth Epiſt. XLVII. Some paſſages of S. Baſil, S. Chryſoſtome, and Gregory Nazianze, are alleged in vain, ſigni­fying onely the inſolubility of mariage; which may allow the exception which the Goſpel maketh, and muſt allow it, when we ſee the cuſtome, teſtified by S. Baſil, to the contrary. And S. Chryſoſtome, when S. Paul ſayes of the wife, If ſhe part—underſtands him; If ſhe part upon ordinary diſpleaſures, which he calls  [...], or puſillanimities, which, the courage of a true Chriſtian would neglect and over ſee. Innocent I. Pope, Epiſt. ad Exuperium, puts them on­ly to Penance, that mary again, having put away wives or husbands; Not ſup­poſing adultery: But Epiſt. IX. ad Probum Statuimus fide Catholica ſuffragan­te, illud eſſe conjugium, quod primitus erat divina gratia fundatum: Conventum (que) ſecundaemulieris, priore ſuperſtite, nec divortio ejectâ nullo pacto poſſe eſſe legitimum. We decree, the Catholick faith voting for it, that to be mariage, which firſt was founded upon Gods grace: (that was firſt made according to Chriſtianity) and that the wedding of a ſecond wife, leaving the firſt, can by no means be lawful. Which exception could poſſibly ſignifie nothing, if in no caſe, (not of adulte­ry) a ſecond could be maried, while the firſt is alive. And in the Weſt, Chro­matius of Aquileia, in Mat. V. as well as in the Eaſt, Aſterius Homil. an li­ceat dimittere uxorem; the firſt damns him that ſhall mary again excepting a­dultery. The ſecond would have his hearers perſwaded, that nothing but death or adultery diſſolves mariage.
But do I therefore ſay, that the Church cannot forbid the innocent party to mary again? or, is bound by Gods law to allow it? All Eccleſiaſtical Law be­ing nothing but the reſtraining of that which Gods Law hath left indefinite? And the inconveniences being both viſible and horrible? I conceive, I am duly informed, that George, late Arch-biſhop of Canterbury, was ſatisfied in the proceeding of the High Commiſſion Court, to tie them that are divorced from marying again, upon experience of adultery deſigned upon colluſion, to free the parties from wedlock; having been formerly tender in impoſing that charge. The Greek Church may beter avoid ſuch inconveniences, not being tied to any Law of the Land, but the tempering of the Canons remaining in the Gover­nors of the Church. But, they that would not have the Lawes of the Church, [Page] and the juſtice of the Land, became Stales and pandars to ſuch vilanies, muſt either make adultery death, and ſo take away the diſpute, or revive publick Pe­nance, and ſo take away the infamy of his bed, and the taint of his iſſue, that ſhall be reconciled to an Adultereſſe; or, laſtly, bear with that inconvenience which the caſualties of the world may oblige any man to, which is, to propoſe the chaſtity of ſingle life, in ſtead of the chaſtity of wedlock, when the ſecurity of a mans conſcience, and the offence of the Church allows it not. But though this, in regard of the intricacies of the queſtion, and the inconveniences evident to practice, may remain in the power of the Church; yet can it ne­ver come within the power of the Church to determine, that it is prejudiciall to the Chriſtian faith to do ſo, as by Gods Law. And the Church, that erres not in prohibiting mariage upon divorce for adultery, will erre, in deter­mining for mater of faith; that Gods law prohibites it, ſo long as ſuch reaſons from the Scriptures are not ſilenced by any Tradition of the whole Church. It is eaſie to ſee by S. Auguſtine, de adulterini conjugiis, II. 5-12. that pub­lick Penance was the means to reſtore an adultereſſe to the ſame reputation a­mong Chriſtians, which an adultereſſe that turned Chriſtian, muſt needs recover among Chriſtians. And that is the reaſon, why the Canon of Arles orders, that young Chriſtians be adviſed not to mary again, that their wives may be re­covered of their adultery by Penance, and ſo their mariage re-eſtated. I ſee al­ſo that Juſtiniane Nov. CXVII. hath taken order, that women exceſſive in in­continence, be delivered to the Biſhop of the City, to be put into a Monaſtery, there to do Penance during life. And, ſuppoſing adultery to be death, accord­ing to Moſes Law, the inconvenience ceaſeth. If the Civil Law inable not the Church to avoid the ſcandall of this colluſion, it is no marvail that the Church is conſtrained to impoſe upon the innocent, more then Gods law requires, to avoid that ſcandall which Gods law makes the greater inconvenience.
And, thus having ſhowed you, that S. Auſtines interpretation of fornication is not true, I have, into the bargain, ſhowed you, that it cannot ſerve to prove divorce upon other cauſes beſides adultery; and ſo, the inſolubility of mariage, excepting our Saviours exception, is as firmly proved, as the conſent of the Church can prove any thing in Chriſtianity. I know Origen argues, that poyſo­ning, killing children, robbing the houſe, may be as deſtructive to the Society of Wedlock, as Adultery; And he thereupon ſeems to inferre, that our Savi­our excepts adultery onely for inſtance, intending all cauſes equally deſtructive to wedlock; as Grotius, who follows his ſenſe, ſeems to limit it. But Origens opinion will not interrupt the Tradition of the Church, unleſſe it could appear to have come into practice, ſometime, in ſome part of the Church. Neither would it ſerve his turn, that would have thoſe divorces which the ſecular Power allowes to extend to marying again. For Origen never intended, that his own opinion ſhould bind; but, that it is in the power of the Church to void mariages upon other cauſes. For, he ſaith, he knew ſome Governours of Churches ſuffer a woman to mary, her former husband living, Praeter Scripturam, beſides the Scripture. And that, as Moſes permitted divorce, to avoid a greater miſchiefe. But I may queſtion, whether they thought that againſt the Scripture, which O­rigen thought to be againſt the Scripture. And, in the mean time, as I do not ſee, what breach his report can make upon the Tradition of the Church; ſo it is plain, the Power of the Church, and not the ſecular, did that which he reports. And truly, what the teſtimony of S. Auſtine, (extending that Adultery upon which our Saviour grants divorce to all mortall ſinne; but, confining him that is ſo divorced not to mary another) can avail him, that would intitle the ſecu­lar Power to create cauſes of divorce, to the effect of marying again; let all reaſon and conſcience judge. I ſhall conclude my argument; Exceptio firmat regulam in non exceptis. An exception ſettles the rule in all that is not excepted. Either our Saviour intended, that, who had put away a Yoke-fellow for adulte­ry, ſhould mary again, or not; If ſo, he hath forbidden marying again upon o­ther cauſes; If not, much more: For, though upon adultery, he hath forbid­den to mary again. And thus is the Power of the Church in Matrimoniall [Page] cauſes, founded upon the Law which our Lord Chriſt hath confined all Chriſti­ans to, of marying one to one, and indiſſolubly, whither without exception, or, excepting adultery. For, ſeeing that, of neceſſity, many queſtions muſt ariſe upon the execution of ſuch a Law; and that Civil Power may as well be ene­my to Chriſtianity, as not; and that, as well profeſſing to maintain it, as profeſ­ſing to perſecute it; to ſay, that God hath left the Conſciences of Chriſtians to be ſecured by the Civil Power, ſubmitting to what it determines, is to ſay, that, under the Goſpell, God hath not made the obſerving of his lawes the con­dition of obtaining his promiſes. This is that power which Tertulliane in ſeve­ral places expreſly voucheth, de Pudicitiâ, cap. IV. Penes nos (ſpeaking of Chriſtians, that is, of the whole Church) occultae quo (que) conjunctiones, id eſt, non pri [...]s apud Eccleſiam profeſſae, juxta maechiam & fornicationem judicari percli­tantur. Among us, even clandeſtine mariages, that is, not profeſſed before the Church, are in danger to be cenſured next to adultery and fornication. And there­fore, Ad uxorem II. ult. Unde ſufficiamus ad ſenarrandam faelicitatem ejus ma­trimonii quod Eccleſia conciliat? How may we be able to declare the happineſſe of that mariage, which the Church interpoſeth to joyn? de Monogamiâ, cap. XI. Quale eſt id matrimonium, quod, eis a quibus poſtulas non licet hahere? What ma­ner of mariage is that, ſaith he (ſpeaking of marying a ſecond wife) which, it is not lawfull for them of whom thou deſireſt it, to have? Becauſe it was not lawful for the Clergy, who allowed the people to mary ſecond wives, themſelves to do the ſame. Ignatius, Epiſt. ad  [...]. It becometh men and women that mary, to joyn by the conſent of the Bi­ſhop, that the mariage be according to the Lord, and not according to luſt. It hath been doubted, indeed, whether we have the true Copy of Ignatius his Epiſtles or not; whether this be one of them or not: But, that Copy being found, which Euſebius, S. Jerome, and others of the Fathers took for Ignatius his own, and hath all that the Fathers quote, juſt as they quote it, nothing of that which ſtood ſuſpected afore; to refuſe them now, is to refuſe evidence, becauſe it ſtands not with our prejudices. Not that this power of the Church ſtands up­on the authority of two or three witneſſes. Theſe were not to be neglected. But, the Canons of the Church, and the cuſtome and practice of the Church ancient [...]r then any Canons in writing, but evidenced by written Law, which could never have come in writing, had it not been in force before it was writ­ten, ſuffer it not to remain without evidence. In particular, the allowance of the mariages of thoſe who were baptized, when they were admitted to Bap­tiſm, evidenced out of S. Auſtine, the Conſtituions, and Eliberitane Canons, evidenceth the Power of the Church in this point unqueſtionable.
And therefore againſt the Imperiall Lawes, I argue, as againſt the Leviathan; that is, if any man ſuppoſe, that they pretend to ſecure the conſcience of a Chriſtian, in marying according to them upon divorce. Either the Soveraign Power effects that as Soveraign, or as Chriſtian. If as Soveraign, why may not the Chriſtians of the Turkiſh Empire divorce themſelves according to the Al [...]oran, which is the Law of the Land, and be ſecure in point of conſcience? If as Chriſtian, how can the conſcience of a Chriſtian in the Eaſtern Empire be ſecured in that caſe, wherein, the conſcience of a Chriſtian in the Weſt can­not be ſecured, becauſe there is no ſuch Civil Law there, the Chriſtianity of both being the ſame? For, it cannot be ſaid, that the Imperiall Lawes alleged, were in force in the Weſt, after the diviſion of the Empire. I argue again; That they cannot ſecure the conſcience, but under the Law of our Lord, as contain­ing the true interpretation of fornication in his ſenſe. And can any man be ſo ſenſeleſſe as to imagine, ſo impudent as to affirm, that the whole Church, agree­ing in taking the fornication of maried people to ſignifie adultery, hath failed; but every Chriſtian Prince, that alloweth and limiteth any other cauſes of di­vorce, all limiting ſeverall cauſes, attaineth the true ſenſe of it? Will the common ſenſe of men allow, that Homicide, Treaſon, Poyſoning, Forgery, Sacriledge, Robbery, Mans-ſtealing, Cattle-driving, or any of them, is con­tained [Page] is the true meaning of Fornication in our Lords words? That conſent of parties, that a reaſonable cauſe, when Pagans divorced per bonam gratiam, with­out diſparagement to either of the parties, can be underſtood by that name? For, theſe you ſhall find to be legall cauſe of divorce, by thoſe acts of the Emperours. Laſtly I argue; If theſe cauſes ſecure the conſcience in the Empire by virtue of thoſe Laws, why ſhall not thoſe cauſes, for which divorce was al­lowed or practiced amongſt the ancient French, the Iriſh, the Welch, the Ruſ­ſes, do the like? For, that which was done by virtue of their Lawes, reported there, cap. XXVI. XXX. is no leſſe the effect of Chriſtian power that is Sove­raign. He that could find in his heart to tell Baronius (reproving the Law of Juſtine, that allowed divorce upon conſent) that Chriſtian Princes, who knew their own power, were not ſo eaſily to be ruled by the Clergy, p. 611. can he find fault with the Iriſh marrying for a year and a day, or the Welch, divor­cing for a ſtinking breath? Had he not more reaſon to ſay, that, knowing their power, they might chuſe whether they would be Chriſtians or not? The diſpute being; What they ſhould do, ſuppoſing that they are Chriſtians. And therefore, it is to be maintained, that thoſe Emperours, in limiting the infi­nite liberty of divorces by the Romane Law, to thoſe cauſes upon which dow­ries ſhould be recoverable or not, (being made for Pagans as well as for Chriſti­ans) did, as it were, rough hew their Empire to admit the ſtrict law of Chriſtia­nity in this point. And, that this was the intent and effect of their acts, appears by the Canons which have been alleged, as well in the Eaſt, as in the Weſt, made during the time when thoſe Laws were in force. For, ſhall we think the Church quite out of their ſenſes, to procure ſuch Canons to be made, knowing that they could not take place in the lives and converſations of Chriſtians, to the effect of hindring to mary again? If we coulde ſo think, it would not ſerve the turn, unleſſe we could ſay, how S. Baſil ſhould teſtifie, that indeed they did take place to that effect, and yet the Civill Law not ſuffer them to take effect. From our Lord Chriſt to that time, it is clear, that no Chriſtian could mary again after divorce, unleſſe for adultery; ſome not excepting a­dultery. In the baſe [...] times of that Empire, it appears by the Canons of Alexi­us, Patriarch of C P. and by Matthaeus Blaſtares, alleged by Arcudius, p. 517. that thoſe cauſes, which the Imperiall Lawes allowed, but Gods law did not, took place to the effect of marrying again. But, that ſo it was alwaies from Conſtantine, who firſt taxed legall cauſe of divorce, nothing obliges a man to ſuppoſe. For, though the Emperours Law, being made for Pagans as well as for Chriſtians, might inable either party to hold the dowry; yet, the Chriſtian law might, and did oblige Chriſtians not to mary again. The Mileuitane Ca­non ſhowes it, which provideth, that the Emperour be requeſted to inact, that no Chriſtian might mary after divorce. For this might be done, ſaving the Im­perial Laws. But, when we ſee the Civil Law, inforce the Miniſters of the Church to bleſſe thoſe Mariages which the Civil Law allows; but Gods Law makes adulteries, the party that is put away, and not for adultery, remaining alive; Then we ſee what a horrible breach the civil Power hath made upon Chriſtiani­ty, by hindring the Power of the Church to take place. For, on the one ſide, the bleſſing of the Church, ſeems to concur to the ſecuring of the conſciences of particular Chriſtians, that they forfeit not their intereſt in the promiſes of the Goſpell, by doing that; to which, the Church, for avoiding greater miſ­chiefe, is conſtrained to concurre: On the other ſide, that which is done, is, not onely, by the conſent of the whole Church, in the ſenſe of our Lords Law, but by thoſe Divines of the Eaſtern Church, which writ during time that this corruption is pretended, as Euthymius and Theophylact upon Mat. V. con­demned for adultery. Now, ſuppoſing the Law to part Wedlock, the Canon not ſuffering to mary again, S. Pauls alternative is whole; Either not to part, or parting, to be reconciled, but not to mary again. And therefore the Church had no more reaſon to interpoſe in that caſe, then to cenſure who does wrong in going to ſute. For wrong is alwaies done, but, becauſe it is between two, it is not cenſurable; onely S. Pauls aim of reconciling them is harder to be at­tained, [Page] when the dowry is recovered, then when cohibitation onely is parted. And therefore, as that licentiouſneſſe in divorcing, which the ancient French, the Iriſh, the Welch, the Ruſſes, and Alyſimes, did, or do uſe, is an evidence that Chriſtianity was not ſo fully received, or did not totally prevail amongſt them; So, when the Greek Church yielded to allow thoſe divorces which the Civil Law allowed, which at the firſt it did not do, then was their Chriſtianity im­baſed and corrupted. Which, though it cannot have come to paſſe without the fault of the Clergy, yet it is moſt to be charged upon the ſecular power, the intereſſe whereof it inlargeth to the prejudice of Chriſtianity. For, as in times of Apoſtacy, and factions in the Church, it hath been many times con­ſtrained to receive or retain thoſe; of whoſe ſalvation it cannot preſume, at the peril of their own ſouls; So, when it ſeems leſſe evill to yield to that violence which the ſecular Power offers, then to abandon the protection thereof, thoſe that impoſe violence are far more chargeable with the ſouls that periſh by the means thereof, then thoſe that yield to i [...] for the beſt. And, that this may ſerve for a great part of excuſe for the Greek Church, we have great argument to believe; Becauſe, ſince the taking of Conſtantinople, being no more tied by the Civil Laws of the ſupream Power, they allow no divorce but for adultery: Nei­ther is there any further difference between them and the Latin Church, but, whither Gods law, upon divorce for adultery, allow marying again or not. Which the Council of Trent hath no further impeached, then, in caſe it be maintain­ed that the Church erreth in ſaying, that the bond of mariage remains inſo­luble, notwithſtanding adultery on either ſide, Conc. Tied. Seſs. XXIV. cap. VII. leaſt the ſubjects of the State of Venice ſhould be condemned unheard, who had alwaies maried after divorce for adultery; as the Hiſtory relateth.

CHAP. XIV. Another opinion, admitting the ground of lawfull Impediments. What Impedi­ments ariſe upon the Conſtitution of the Church, generally as a Society, or parti­cularly, as of Chriſtians. By what Law ſome degrees are prohibited Chriſtians. And, of the Polygamy of the Patriarchs. Mariage with the deceaſed wives Siſter, and with a Couſin Germane, by what Law prohibited. Of the Profeſſion of Conſcience, and the validity of clandeſtine Mariages. The bounds of Eccle­ſiaſticall Power in Mariage upon theſe grounds.
I Am now to propoſe another opinion, pretending to juſtifie the Imperiall Laws examined concerning divorce, the moderation whereof I do much eſteem above theſe novelties, tending to caſt one Article concerning the Holy Catholick Apoſtolick Church, out of the common faith of all Chriſtians. It ſaith, that the ſecular Power is able to limit the conditions upon which mariage is contracted (as being indeed a civill contract) ſo that mariage, contracted contrary to the conditions limited by the ſecular Power, ſhall be ipſo facto void, the perſons being, by the Law, rendred uncapable of contracting the ſame: And that, by the ſame reaſon, the ſame Power is able to preſcribe ſuch conditions, as, com­ing to paſſe after mariage, are of force to void it by virtue of the proviſion go­ing before, declaring it void, whenſoever ſuch conditions ſhould come to paſſe. As, in caſe of murder, poyſoning, treaſon, forgery, robbery, ſacriledge, in caſe of impotence, abſence of long time and the like; for, in caſe of mutual con­ſent, or, upon reaſonable cauſe, without diſparagement, themſelves dare not take upon them to ſay, that the ſecular power can make any lawfull divorce. This opinion is indeed conſiderable, in regard of thoſe impediments, which, Canoniſts and Caſuiſts declare to have the force of avoiding mariage conſum­mate by carnall knowledge. For if they, or ſome of them, may appear to be well grounded, there can be nothing more effectuall to clear my firſt intent, to wit, what is the true intereſſe and right of the Church, in determining Ma­trimonial cauſes.
I ſay then, that, upon the ſuppoſitions premiſed, that the Church is a Socie­ty [Page] founded by God, and that there is a peculiar Law of our Lord concerning the mariages of Chriſtians, it neceſſarily followeth; that, as there are diver [...]e things, which make mariages void, or unlawfull, ſo the Church is to be ſatisfi­ed, that there is none of them to be found in thoſe mariages which it alloweth. If we conſider the Church generally as a Society of reaſonable people, certain­ly, thoſe things which render the contracts of all reaſonable people, either void or unlawfull, in what Society ſoever they live, muſt needs be thought to ren­der, either void or unlawfull, thoſe mariages, that are ſo contracted in the Church. As for the purpoſe; Whatſoever is contracted either by fraud or by force, is of it ſelfe originally void, ſuppoſing that fraud, or that force to have been the cauſe why it was contracted. The reaſon being the ſame, that ties a man to any thing which ever he contracted; which is, his own free conſent, in what he is not limited to by the law of God and Nature. For, if this be the reaſon that obliges, where this reaſon fails, the obligation of neceſſity ceaſeth. And ſhall it then be thought, that any ſolemnity, which the Church may cele­brate a mariage contracted by force with, can avail to make that contract bind­ing? Or that a cheat, which, had it not been believed, a man would not have maried, nor the mariage have been ſolemnized, when it is ſolemnized, ſhall have force to oblige? This to thoſe, who, believing that mariage is a Sacra­ment, do think it conſequent, that the ſolemnizing of mariage, renders thoſe mariages of force to bind the parties, which, otherwiſe, are not onely unlaw­ful, but alſo void. For, though I cannot here balk my order, and reſolve how many Sacraments there are, and whether mariage be one of them or not; yet, ſince I can ſay, that, ſuppoſing it were, this would not follow, for the reaſon which I have ſaid, nothing hinders ou [...] diſcourſe to proceed, as ſuppoſing it were, not granting that it is. In particular, ſeeing that, by the Law of Chriſtia­nity, none can mary with one that is bound to another already; the innocent party ſo married by couſenage, is ſo farre from being obliged by it, as to be ob­liged not to uſe it upon notice. Again, in particular, ſeeing that Chriſtianity de­clareth mariage to intend procreation, and the remedy of concupiſcence, the uglineſſe whereof was never diſcovered by Idolators and Pagans; whereſoever is diſcovered a naturall impotence to per-form the act of mariage, there ap­peareth an error, which had it not been, the mariage had not been made; And therefore, adding the generall to the particular, the contract muſt appear voide. The ſame is much more to be ſaid, if, by any deceit, there hath been an error in the ſex of one of the parties. Difference in Religion between Chriſtians and Pagans, between Chriſtians and Jews, renders mariage void by virtue of the premiſes, though it oblige not Chriſtians to make uſe of their right, by re­nouncing it, as Jews were obliged to deſert Idolaters. But, that there may ſome new Religion ſpring up in the world, upon the diviſions of the Church, (which, we ſee, are poſſible) which, queſtion may be made, whether it be law­ful, or, whether expedient for Chriſtians, either to mary, or to continue ma­ried with; (ſuppoſe for the preſent that of the Gnoſticks, that of the Pri­ſcillianiſts, that of our Ranters, or Quakers) who can deny? And, ſuppo­ſing ſuch a queſtion made, and ſuppoſing the Church to be a Society truſted with the guard of Gods Law concerning mariage, what determination can ſecure the conſcience of a Chriſtian, but the determination of the Church, in a cauſe grounded on mater of Chriſtianity, for the guard whereof the Church ſtand­eth? Doth not all the world acknowledge a publick reputation of that honeſty which Chriſtianity pretendeth, and challengeth to be performed, in the mari­age of Chriſtians as they are Chriſtians? Do not all Chriſtians acknowledge, that there is a neerneſſe both of blood and of alliance, within which Chriſti­ans are forbidden to mary?
You will ſay to me, that theſe degrees are limited by the Law of God, in the XVIII of Leviticus, and, that the Church hath no more to do in prohibiting that which is not there prohibited, then in licenſing that which is. But that will not ſerve my turn, having proved, that the Law of Moſes, in the firſt in­ſtance, was given for the civill Law of one people of the Jews, and, for their [Page] civill happineſſe in the Land of promiſe, given them on condition of living ac­cording to it, with a promiſe of freedom over themſelves ſo doing. The Church, on the contrary, a ſociety of all Chriſtendom, founded upon undertaking the Law of Chriſt, with promiſe of everlaſting happineſſe. For, what appearance is there, that the ſame Law ſhould contain the condition of temporall and e­ternal happineſſe, in any part of humane life and converſation? Indeed, he that ſhould argue, that, ſeeing God prohibited to many degrees of affinity and con­ſanguinity in the mariages of his ancient people, whom he treated expreſly with upon onely temporall promiſes; all the ſame degrees therefore are prohi­bited Chriſtians, whom God deals with upon the promiſe of the world to come; I cannot ſee how his argument could find an anſwer. But, having ſhowed, that Chriſtians are bound to ſtraiter terms of Godlineſſe by the law of Chriſt, then the ancient people of God, whom God obliged himſelfe to for the world to come, but by intimations, which needed ſtronger inclinations to virtue to im­brace; will it not follow, that the proviſion of the Levitical Law, is no excepti­on to this generall in mater of mariage? Indeed, it is not the power of the Church, that brings in this ground of reſtraining more then is reſtrained by the Levitical Law; but the nature of Chriſtianity, which, I ſhowed from the begin­ning, to be, in order of nature, before the conſtitution of the Church, and an­cient to it. But, having ſhowed, that there is no preſumption in Chriſtianity to hinder that to belong to the Law of the Church, which is not recorded in the Scripture; by conſequence I have ſhowed, that the practice of the Church may be ſufficient evidence for it, and, that the power of the Church is not onely ſufficient, but neceſſary, to the determining of that which is not determined by it. I confeſſe, I have a difficult objection to anſwer▪ when I read Levit. XVIII. 24. 25. Be not polluted with any of theſe. For with theſe were the Nations pol­luted, which I drive out before your face. And the earth is polluted, and I viſit the iniquity thereof upon it, and, ſhe ſpueth out her inhabitants. For, by this it ſhould ſeem, that all the prohibitions of that chapter, contained in the gene­nerall term of theſe thinge, ſtood by the perpetuall Law of God and Nature, ſo that they were never diſpenſed with before the Law, and that, therefore, there can be no reaſon to underſtand any degree to be prohibited Chriſtians, which was not prohibited Jews. The objection were difficult enough, had we not per­emtory inſtances to choke them with, that argue thus. For is it poſſible for any reaſonable man to imagine, that God ſhould call thoſe things which the Fathers practiſed till now, thoſe abominations for which he drives out the ſeven Nati­ons from before his people? Is it not manifeſt, that Jacob was maried to two Siſters at once, that Moſes and Aaron came of the mariage of the Mothers Si­ſter, Exod. VI. 20? that Abraham was maried to his brothers daughter, at leaſt? And is it ſtrange, that ſhould be prohibited by Moſes Law, which before was diſpenſed with? But, ſuppoſing that difference between the Law and the Goſpel that I have proved, were it not ſtrange, that that no more ſhould be prohibited under the Goſpel, then by the Law?
Of the Polygamy of the Fathers before the Law, I ſaid enough afore, to ſhow that it was diſpenſed with; how it was diſpenſed with, I ſaid not, which ſeems to make men difficult of beliefe in the point. And, truly that which the Fathers ſay ſometimes, that they were taught by Gods ſpirit, that they might do it, for the maintenance of the righteous ſeed; ſeems ſomewhat ſtrange, if we under­ſtood it, as if the world did acknowledge it to be prohibited, till the chiefe friends of God had particular revelation from him, that it was allowed them, being forbidden all the world beſides. Now, we have good information from the Jews (which all men of learning do now accept for Hiſtorical truth) that, after the flood, there were certain precepts delivered to Noe, and his Sons, (which therefore, they call the ſeven precepts of the Sonnes of Noe) with an intent to oblige all Nations; among which there was one, that prohibited the uncovering of nakedneſſe, ſignifying thereby, the forbearance of all that was then to be counted uncleanneſſe. Which what it was, and what it was to con­tain afore the Law, though it be not recorded in Scripture; yet we are to ſtand [Page] aſſured, that nothing that we find practiced by the Fathers, was any part of it; Becauſe, being ſo highly favoured by God as we find they were; we are not to think, that they lived in rebellion againſt any part of his Law. The Jews in­deed ſay, that the ſame Precepts were all delivered to Adam, and to his poſte­rity, ſaving one concerning the eating of blood, which was added, when the reſt were renewed to the Sons of Noa after the flood; which I think my ſelfe at liberty not to believe. For then, whatſoever is not contained in theſe pre­cepts, muſt be underſtood to be allowed all the Sons of Adam, before the flood. Whereas, the Polygamy of Lamech ſeems to be recorded by Moſes, for the firſt tranſgreſſion of the originall inſtitution of Paradiſe. And, when we read, after the world had ſtood XVC years, that men began to multiply upon earth; there is appearance, that, thitherto, Polygamy was not in uſe among the children of God, ſuppoſing them to be the poſterity of Seth, which conti­nued in the ſervice of God, as the moſt received interpretation hath it. For, had Polygamy been then in uſe, they would have multiplyed faſter, as after the flood, and, as the Iſraelites in Egypt. Not that it was not then in uſe among the children of men, after Lamech had begun it; but becauſe, being not en­tertained by the children of God, (one halfe of mankind at that time) it took not the like force, even among the children of men, as after the ſlood. This is the reaſon why, believing that the inſtitution of Paradiſe was in force, at leaſt among the children of God; I admit the Tradition of the Jews, con­cerning the precepts of Noahs children after the flood, according to S. Jerome again Jovinian, where he ſaith, that neither divorce, nor eating fleſh, was licen­ſed untill the flood. Polygamy and divorce being maters of ſo near kinne, that the one cannot be imagined to have been allowed, when the other was not. For if God gave the Sonnes of Noah theſe precepts, he gave them aſſurance of his favour, living within the compaſſe of them, which is to diſpenſe with the pri­mitive inſtitution of Paradiſe.
But, I do not therefore think my ſelfe tied to thoſe bounds, which the Jews limit the meaning and intent of this prohibition of uncovering nakedneſs with; (namely in the point of ſimple fornication, which, they no where allow to have been prohibited by it) as the Lawes of Moſes (they ſay well) extend not to them, being made for free Denizens of Gods people, unleſſe it be other­wiſe expreſſed; as in the prohibition of eating that which is torn, which they are commanded to give to the ſtranger within their gates, Deut. XIV. 21. For, ſeeing that they were utterly prohibited to ſuffer Idolaters to live within the Land of promiſe; but, that it is ſuppoſed, ſtrangers ſhould live in it, which, be­ing not tied to their Laws, were not circumciſed, and, that they might have ſlaves of this rank; we have certain evidence, for the truth of the Tradition concerning certain precepts given all mankind after the flood. But if, becauſe there is no puniſhment aſſigned for the fornication of ſtrangers, it ſhould there­fore be thought, it was then no ſinne, by Gods Law to all Nations; I ſhould deny the conſequence. The fornication of Judah with Tamar, whom he took for a proſ [...]itute, we ſee he avowed not. And that of Samſom with Dalilah, I may as eaſily ſay, was, under pretenſe of mariage, as the Jews, that ſhe was a Proſelyte of the Children of Noah. For, it is agreed upon, that, by the Law, an Iſraelite might neither commit fornication with an Iſraeliteſs, nor with a Gentile; The one by the Law of Deut. XXIII. 18. & Lev. XIX. 19. The o­ther by that which you read in the Book de Jure Naturali & Gratium ſecun­dum Ebrues V. 12. Wherefore, ſeeing the Law ſuppoſes Harlots, when it for­bids the Hrie of them to be conſecrated to God, Deut. XXIII. 18. it ſeems to follow, that the Law allow, that trade only to ſtrangers of the Sonnes of Noah, that is to ſay, not Idolaters, in the Land of promiſe. For though the Jews will have this Law to take hold of him that lies with a Gentile, or ſlave, or Jeweſſe, that is forbidden him, whither by the law of uncleanneſſe, Levit. XVIII. or any other; yet we find it not puniſhable by the Law, unleſſe it be with a Gen­tile-ſlave, who, having partly obtained her freedom, is eſpouſed to an Iſraelite, Lev. XIX. 20. as the Jews limit it; becauſe, otherwiſe, they were forbidden to [Page] mary ſlaves, according to Joſephus, Antiq. IV. 8. For, they that counted the diſ­honour of Dinah ſuch a reproach to them, that, notwithſtanding all poſſible reparation tendred, they were to revenge it ſo deeply in blood; ſhall we ima­gine, that they counted it indifferent in the reſt of mankind, even thoſe who were retired from Idolatry, to profeſſe the true God, as the Jews their ſuc­ceſſors ſeem to do? Rather are we to attribute this opinion of the indifference of it to the coming in of Idolatry, which was the Apoſtacy of the Gentiles from the Law g [...]ven the Sonnes of Noah; S. Paul Rom. I 24-27. according to the Author of the Book of Wiſedom, III. 12. 16, 19. VI. 3. 6. aſcribing that inundation of uncleanneſſd, which overflowed all the world but Gods people, to the coming in of Idols. And therefore, fornication, though forbid­den, by the Decalogue, is not alwayes puniſhed in the Iſraelites themſelves; becauſe the law, (which S. Paul ſaith came in becauſe of tranſgreſſions, Gal. III. 29. and, was not given the righteous, but the unrighteous, 1 Tim. I. 9. 10, 11) intending to prohibite the groſſer ſins, which civil Society is chiefly offended with; expected ſpiritual obedience, upon the belief of God and his providence, in taking account for our actions here, together with the promiſe of deliverance by the Meſſias to come; and not from the conſtraint of temporal puniſhment, which the Law was armed with. For, if this were the means of grace provided for the ſeed of Abraham, well might it ſerve thoſe ſtrangers, who, renouncing the ſervice of Idol [...], ſhould joyn themſelves to Gods people, & ſo become parta­ker [...] of the ſame means with them, to induce a reſolution of ſpiritual obedience.
We have further to perſwade us, to admit of this diſpenſation in the primi­tive inſtitution of Paradiſe; the Tradition of the Jews, affirming, the prohibiti­on of Levit. XVIII. to have belonged in part to the ſtranger within their Gates, in part not. Which Tradition, being committed to writing▪ ſo late af­ter the diſſolution of the Goverment, and, having ſtill the force of Law, where ſtrangers ſhould make themſelves Jews (which certainly, at the writing of their Traditions, fell out many times) we muſt needs allow, for the inter­pretation of that law which was in force while their ſtate ſtood; though we queſtion, whither it contain the due bounds of this prohibition, as it was firſt delivered to mankind after the flood. And hereupon, well may wee an­ſwer with them, that when Moſes ſaith; that for theſe abominations the ſe­ven nations were driven out before the children of Iſrael; he is to be underſtood, reſpectively to thoſe abominations which were committed againſt the true in­tent of the prohibition of uncleanneſſe, injoyned on all mankind; but not to thoſe things which we ſee were in uſe among the Fathers before the Law, nor to whatſoever was committed againſt the firſt inſtitution of Paradiſe. Which if it be admitted, then, all that is eſtabliſhed by the Law of Levit. XVIII. will oblige the whole Church, without diſpenſation by any power of it; though, not becauſe, by the act of giving the Law to the Iſraelites, the Church is obli­ged; but, becauſe there is more reaſon why Chriſtianity ſhould reſtrain that which was allowed by the Law, then that the Law ſhould reſtrain that which was allowed by the Patriarchs. And, upon this principle, we ſhall not need to runne upon any inconvenience, to obtain one degree of affinity, and one of conſanguinity to be unlawful for Chriſtians, though not expreſſed in the leter of the Scripture; to wit, the mariage of the ſiſter to a mans deceaſed wife, and, that of couſin Germanes.
The former is thought to be ſecured by the Text of Levit. Thou ſhalt not un­cover the nakedneſſe of thy Brothers wife, it is thy Brothers nakedneſſe. For, the wives ſiſter being as neer as the Brothers wife, the one being prohibited, and, neerneſſe the onely reaſon of the prohibition; the other cannot be licenſed, ſaving the reaſon of the Law. Therefore the proviſion of D [...]ut. XXV. 5-10. that the next of kin, though a Brother, ſhould mary the wife of the Brother deceaſed, ſo that the children ſhould be, in account of Law, the children of the deceaſed; All this, ſignifies▪ no more, but that, the Law being poſitive, this ex­ception is made to it by him that made it. So that, when it follows, Levit. XVIII. 18. Thou ſhalt not take a wife to her ſiſter to vex her, to uncover her na­kedneſs,[Page]beſide her in her life time; It is obſerved, that in the Ebrue, to take a wife to her ſiſter, is, to take a wife to another wife: And therefore, that this Law is a prohibition of Polygamy, at leaſt when the taking of another wife may be an occaſion to vex the former wife; Not, that a Jew was licenſed hereby to mary his wives ſiſter after her death. This, indeed, was the interpretation of the Sadduces, and of thoſe Jews that admit no interpretation of the Law of Tra­dition, but onely by the leter of it; for which they are reproved by the Tal­mud [...]ſts, the off-ſpring of the Phariſees; in the Book called Peſikta. Though it is to me difficult to believe, that the Sadduces of old, or their ſucceſſors, the Scriptuary Jewes, did thereupon, tie themſelves to one wife. It is, in­deed, difficult enough to give an evident reaſon of difference in nearneſſe of blood; wherefore the brother, ſhould be prohibited his brothers wife, and the ſiſter allowed her Brothers husband. But, it is one thing to alledge an incon­venience, an other thing to anſwer an argument; nor are we to preſume, that God doth nothing by his Law, without acquainting them whom he impoſed it upon with the reaſon of it. Now, this interpretation cannot ſubſiſt, without o­verthrowing all that hath been ſaid, to ſhow, that Polygamy after the flood was firſt prohibited by Chriſtianity. For, when thy Brothers wife is generally prohi­bited in Leviticus, and afterwards licenſed, or commanded, in caſe he die child­leſſe, it is but a particular exception to a general. But if, in Ex. XXI. 10. a man is ſuppoſed to have power of having more wives then one, and by Lev. XXIII. 10. injoyned to have no more then one, in Deut. XXI. 11-15-18. ſuppoſed to have more then one; can theſe be thought reconcilable? Certainly, the tenor of theſe Lawes imports no ſuch thing as diſpenſing, but a liber­ty already in uſe, which the Law reſtrains not; but this Law would reſtrain, if, had it been thus meant. And why ſhould the Law ſay, in her life time, if the intent of it were, that a man ſhould not have two wives at once? Could there be any queſtion, whether a man might mary a ſecond wife or not? Therefore, that clauſe muſt be thought to be added, to ſignifie, that, after death, this Law forbids not to take the wives ſiſter to wife. And ſo, that which Jacob had done before, is, by this Lavv, forbidden to be done for the future. For Jacob, vvhen firſt he found that he had beded his vvives ſiſter, vvas innocent for all that vvas done, but had been utterly diſabled to have companied vvith any other for the future, vvithout diſpenſation in this Lavv; vvhich, vve muſt imagine, either to have come betvveen Labans propoſition of marrying both, and Jacobs aſſent; or elſe, to have gone before all the actions of like nature, vvhich the Scripture teſtifies; vvhereof, vvhither is the more reaſonable, let any man of reaſon chuſe. As for the limitation added to the right of having more vvives then one under the Lavv, Exod. XXI. 10. vvhereby, he that hath an inferiour vvife, bought vvith his ſilver of Gods people, is bound to pay her the benevo [...]ence due to a vvife, though it make the mariage void by abuſe of his right; (for it is ſaid; He ſhall let her go free, vvhich implies the diſſolution of the marriage) yet, it no vvay ſignifies, that he vvas not able to mary her afore. And, vvhen the Prophet, Mal. 11. 14. 15. 16. blames the Jevvs for oppreſſing their vvives, out of love to ſtrange vvives, vvhich, by the Lavv they might not have; be this adultery, if you pleaſe, (becauſe ſuch a mariage, as, I have ſhovved, vvas ipſo facto void) be it trea­chery in tranſgreſſing his covenant vvith the firſt vvife; yet did not he that took a ſecond vvife ſo as to oppreſſe the firſt, violate this Lavv of Levit. XVIII. 18. For, hovv can a mariage that is good and valid, become void by oppreſſing? but, as an Ebrue ſlave that one maries is made free by the Law, if ſhe be not uſed as a wife (and ſo, no longer his wife) that reliefe being onely provided by the law in that caſe. Therefore when the Law ſaith,—to vex her, it is not limitation, but a reaſon, which the Lavv follows in ſiſters, becauſe, in them, as it is more likely to come to paſſe, ſo it is more unreaſonable, as in Jacobs example; whereas, being a perpetual attendant of Polygamy, as in the wives of Elkanah, it was not, nevertheleſs, admitted for a reaſon totally to prohibite it. And there­fore, I ſay, that I am no waies tied to give a reaſon, why God, who prohibited two Brothers to have the ſame wife, ſhould allow two ſiſters to have the ſame husband, after death. For, the Lavv being poſitive, (as it is confeſſed by the [Page] diſpenſation introduced by the Law, on the one ſide) the will of the Law-giver is the reaſon of thoſe bounds which he limits, and therefore he is not obliged to inact thoſe bounds, vvhereof there is no reaſon to be ſeen. His ovvn knovv­ledge, of what was fitting for his deſign, of husbanding the reſtraints of the L [...]vv,  [...]o as to make vvay for the neceſſity of the Goſpel; being the only reaſon that remain [...] undiſputable. And is not the inſtance manifeſt, in that, the Fa­thers ſiſters being prohibited by the Law, the ſiſters Daughter is not, vvhere­upon Herod maried his ne [...]ce, and eſpouſed his daughter to his brother Ph [...]r [...] ­ras, Joſ. Ant. XII. XVI? Which he that conſiders, will not deſpiſe a probable reaſon evident to the Jevvs, though he acknovvledge that it inforces nothing, ſ [...]tting the vvill of the Lavv-giver aſide; To vvit, that the young are vvont to frequent their Grand-fathers and Grand-Mothers houſes, and there to have conv [...]rſation vvith their Fathers ſiſters, having leſſe intereſs in Brothers houſes, and ſo frequenting them leſſe. Which holds alſo in the brothers houſe, more then the wives ſiſters. And ſo the reaſons of the prohibitions, of Leviticus, XVIII. being two, ne [...]rneſſe of blood, occaſion of uncleanneſſe, if the Law had not made the mariages of ſuch perſons unclean; this reaſon may way where the other does not appear. As for the inconvenience that is feared, that Chriſtian people ſhould licenſe themſelves to do that under the Goſpel, which, it is confeſſed, that Gods people under the Law, were not prohibited to doe; (for, it is manifeſt, that ſome which count themſelves great Saints have done it) either people do believe the Holy Catholick Church, or not: If they believe it, they muſt believe the power of the Church, in limiting that which our Lord Chriſt hath not limited, in  [...]eſtifying where our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles have li [...]ited, though not recorded to us by the Scriptures; according as I have deduced it in the premiſes. If not, it is no marvail to ſee, that, Apoſtacy from the belief & unity of Gods Church, ſhould now & then draw after it licentiouſ­n [...]ſſe in ſuch a point as this is. If the Canons and Cuſtomes hitherto reveren­ced by all Chriſtians, as the remains and evidence of the converſation delive­red over by the ſucceſſors of our Lord to his Church, cannot prevail with men, to forbear that which no example but their own warrants; the Scripture can­not ſtand long, ſtanding onely upon motives of conſcience. It is as ordinary to hear it ſaid, that the Scripture which is contained in the Bible, is not the Scripture, but that which is written in the heart; that the man that was crucifi­ed at Jeruſalem is not Chriſt, but he that dwels in the he [...]r [...]; as it is to ſee a man mary the ſiſter of his deceaſed wife. Temporall puniſhments may de­terre  [...]en from publiſhing ſuch blaſphemies; But, if the unity of the Church come not in, to evidence the motives of faith, and, by conſequence, to pro­cure the reverence of thoſe Laws, whereby onely it may be maintained; it will be as eaſie and obvious to deſpiſe Chriſtianity and the Scriptures, as the Church, and thoſe Rulers, wher [...]by the ſervice of God is maintained in the unity of it.
As concerning the Mariages of Couſin Germanes, the premiſes being ſup­poſed, I am not a whit troubled, that I cannot produce ſuch Canons in wri­ting, as may evidence, that all Chriſtians from the beginning forbore it. For,  [...]aving ſhowed, that all the Canons of the Church were in effect and force be­fore they were written and inacted by Councils; and, that the inacting of them was but the limiting of ſome circumſtances, abating the rigour of primitive cu­ſtomes, becauſe, the number of Chriſtians multiplying, could not ſo eaſily be h [...]ld to it; I cannot ſee how S. Auguſtine can be refuſed, when he tells us, de Civ. dei. XV. 16. Raro per mores fiebat, quod fieri per leges licebat, quia id nec divina prohibeat, & nondum prohib [...]erat lex  [...]uman [...]: Ver [...]ntamen factum  [...]eti­am licitum propter vicinitatem horrebatur illiciti. Seldome was that done, by reaſon of cuſtome, which by reaſon of l [...]w might have been done, becauſe, neither did Gods Law prohibite it, nor as yet  [...]ad mans Law prohibited it: Notwithſtand­ing, being lawful to be done, it was abhorred for the neighbour-hood of that which was unlawful. Gods Law in Leviticus, had not forbidden it. Nor the Laws of the Empire as yet. How then came Chriſtians to abhorre that, which, the law [Page] of God and Man, ſaith S. Auguſtine, (that is to ſay, the law of Moſes, and of the Empire) licenſed? Is it poſſible that Chriſtendom, of it own free motion▪ ſhould conſpire to impoſe upon it ſelfe ſuch a reſtraint, having no ſhare in Chri­ſtianity? It is ſtill as eaſie to maintain, that the world was made by the caſuall meeting of Atomes, according to Epicurus, denying providence. But, ſuppoſe the Apoſtles and their ſucceſſors, to have received for a neceſſary point of Chri­ſtianity, that, unleſſe our righetouſneſſe exceed the righteouſneſſe of the Scribes and Phariſees, we ſhall by  [...]o means enter into the Kingdom of heaven; and, ſuppoſe them to have the allowance of all mariages, that is, the diſcerning of what is agreeable to Chriſtianity, from what not; and you render a ſufficient reaſon, how ſuch a cuſtome ſhould prevail in the Church, which, otherwiſe, is not to be rendred. And, ſuppoſing ſuch a cuſtome, you grant that, that which Chriſtians abhorred onely becauſe it was neer that which the law of Moſes, or the law of the Empire made unlawfull; was become it ſelfe unlawfull, by virtue of that cuſtome, which, no Chriſtian, that would not offend the unity of the Church, could lawfully tranſgreſſe. The ſaying of Juſtine the Martyr, Ep. ad Zenam & Ser [...]num, is truly Apoſtolical, and takes place here again;  [...]. They obey the Lawes that are, and in their lives, go beyond the Lawes; ſpeaking of the Chriſtians. But if it were the character of Chriſtians to go beyond the Laws, ſhall we count it a thing law­ful for a Chriſtian, to efface in himſelfe the common character of Chriſtians? When the Great Theodoſius made it a Law to the Empire, not to mary Couſin Germanes (which is the Law that S. Auguſtine intimates, for which he is ſo much commended, not onely by S. Ambroſe, Ep. LXVI. but by the Heathen Hiſtorian Sex. Aureli [...]s Victor in Theodoſio) did he do this for a frolick, (all reaſon of ſtate diſſwading the impoſing of unneceſſary burthens, where the neceſſary were ſo great) or, did he do it becauſe he would promote Chiſtiani­ty, by impoſing upon the Empire, before it was all Chriſtian, the cuſtome of Chriſtianity? I know this act was repealed by Juſtinian, and perhaps upon advice of ſome Biſhops, who alwaies frequented him, as we underſtand by Procopius. But, neither is the authority of Juſtinian of weight in the queſtion of Chriſtianity; neither did thoſe Biſhops, that might give this advice, act in the quality of Biſhops, but of his friends and Counſailers; their opinion as Biſhops, would not have ſerved to change the cuſtomes of the Church. There­fore this repeal never took place in the Weſt. For firſt, the Gothes retained Theodoſius his Law, as Caſſidore VII. 46. teſtifieth, (which Cvias ſaith, is the reaſon, why, in Gai [...]s, (out of whom Juſtinian took his Inſtitutes for the moſt part) it is at this day read; Duorum fratrum vel ſororum liberi, vel fratris & ſororis jungi non poſſunt. The children of two Brothers or Siſters, or, of a Bro­ther and Siſter, may not mary together; contrary to that which Juſtinian is known to have inacted) Then, the later Emperours revived the Law of Theodoſius; upon which occaſion it is ſtill read in many Copies of the Inſtitutes, de Nupt. X. 4. non poſſunt, expreſly againſt many parts of Juſtinians Law. And, for the Eaſt, how ſhall we ſay that Juſtinians Law was repealed, or, upon what ground, but that the cuſtome of the Church prevailed to move Chriſtian Emperours to repeal it, ſeeing Chriſtendom ſcandalized at the licenſe introduced by it? He therefore that alleges I [...]ſtinian in theſe caſes, or, even Moſes, let him allege He­rods marying his Brothers Daughter, and eſpouſing his Daughter to his Brother Pheroras in Ioſephus, A [...]t. XII. & XVI. and ſo allowing the ſame; which when Claudius for his own luſt licenſed▪ there was ſcarce found a Gentleman in Rome that would do the like, as Tacitus reporteth. Indeed, when S. Auſtine ſays, this was rarely done afore Theodoſius, ſignifying, that, ſometimes it was done; we muſt accknowledge, not onely that the mariage was not void, that was ſo made from the beginning (for neither is the mariage of the deceaſed wives Si­ſter, or, of the neece, void by the Canons of the Apoſtles, and the Eliberine Canon injoyns, upon marying the wives ſiſter, five yeares Penance, ſignifying that it was not void) but alſo we remain uncertain whether it were cenſured by the Church, or how.
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But, when S. Gregory allows Auſtine the Monk, to allow the firſt Chriſtian Saxons to mary in the fourth degree, we are not certified, whither according to the account of the Romane Law, or, according to that account which the Popes afterwards brought in uſe. For, the Romane Law, counting the ſtock for one, made no firſt degree in the croſs line, but reckoned Brothers the ſe­cond, and, by conſequence, Couſin Germanes the fourth, determining both legall ſucceſſions and affinities within ſeven degrees, which are ſometime called ſix, as you include both terms, or exclude the one, L. X. ff. de gradibus & af­finibus. Paulus, Sent. IV. 11. ubi Anianus & Modeſt. L. XLV. ff. de gradibus & affinibu [...]. Whereupon mariage was firſt forbidden in the Weſt, as far as the ſeventh degree incluſive, Cauſ. XXV. q. 2 & 3. & cap. 20. ib. Greg. P P. I. Nic. P P. II. c. 17. ib. & ſentent. IV. diſt. XL. Iſid. Orig. IX. & c. 6. Cauſ. XXXV. q. 5. Grat. c. 21. whereby it ſhould ſeem that this degree was diſpenſed with by S. Gregory, being otherwiſe, then prohibited. But the Pope afterwards, intro­ducing a contrary way, of counting brothers for one degree, and Couſin Ger­manes the ſecond, (which before were the ſecond and the fourth) determi­ned, kindred by ſeven of theſe degrees, which were before juſt halfe ſo many Alex. PP. 2. c. 2. Cauſ. XXXV. q. 5. and all theſe prohibited, c. 14. Cauſ. XXXV. q. 2 & 3. till reduced to the fourth by the Laterane Council under In­nocent III. for the difficulty and burthen of it, (which fourth, is juſt the eight by the former account) which is now the law of the Weſt under the Pope. A thing which I cannot admire at enough, either how propoſed, or how admitted. Whereas in the Eaſt, the ſeventh degree (according to the Roman account) is neither permitted, nor the mariage diſſolved if conſummate. Ius. Graecorum. L. III. p. 204. lib. IV. pag. 266. afterwards, under Michael Patriarch of C P. Ib. lib. 3. p. 206. the ſeventh was forbidden, the eighth alwayes licenſed. See further, Harmenop. lib. IV. Tit. 5, Arcudius VII. 30. which I allege, all to no purpoſe but this, that the conſent of Chriſtendom, ſubmitting to be reſtrain­ed beyond all degrees, any way pretended to be expreſſed by Gods Law, is an evidence of the two Principles alledged, that they were from the beginning ad­mitted by all Chriſtendom. Indeed, when it is ſaid, that which the Church cen­ſured not, which S. Gregory diſpenſed with, which the Romane Emperours and Gothiſh Kings reſerved themſelves a power of diſpenſing in, as appeares by a Law of Honorius and Theodoſius, in C. Theod. Si nuptia ex reſcipt [...] p [...]tantur and by Caſſi [...]d. VII. 46. It is no marvail if it be permitted by the Statute of H. VIII. XXXVI. 38. we may ſee the caſe hath been not much otherwiſe with us, ſince that ſtatute, then with Chriſtendom, before the act of Theodoſius. For, as then, the known cuſtome of the Church; ſo ſince, with us, the remains of the opinion of that publick honeſty, which Chriſtianity firſt introduced, hath been the cauſe that few have uſed the known liberty of the temporal law; and that, with ſuch reluctation of judgement, as hath been thought the occaſion of evill conſequences. As for thoſe degrees, which, being prohibited by the Popes, are of courſe diſpenſed in for paying the fees, without any notice of particular reaſon in the caſe; as it is not for me, either to maintain the abuſe of Eccleſiaſticall power, or, becauſe of the abuſe, to yield, the Church to have no power in thoſe cauſes, which it could have no power in, if that power might not be abuſed; ſo, I am able to conclude, that it were more Chriſtian for any Chriſtian ſtate, to undergo a burthen altogether unreaſonable, then to ſhake of a burthen, for which there is ſo much reaſon in Chriſtianity, as I have ſhow­ed, for prohibiting the mariage of Couſin Germanes.
Another impediment, of force to void mariage, whether onely contracted, or conſummate alſo by carnall knowledge, pretended by the Church of Rome, and practiſed in the Eaſtern Church, is that of profeſſion of ſingle life, to attend upon the ſervice of God alone. For, whether Chriſtians under wed­lock, upon conſent, may part from bed and bord for this purpoſe, there is no reaſon for any Chriſtian to make difficulty, the wiſh of S. Paul, that all were as he, 1 Cor. VII. 1. taking place in them as well as in all others; That to avoid fornication, one man ſhould mary one wife; not taking place, but in them, in [Page] whom no ſuch reſolution is ſuppoſed. Upon which ſuppoſition, they are com­manded to return to the uſe of wedlock, after having retired for Prayer and Faſting, leaſt Satan tempt them through their incontinence. But this is diſpu­table, whether it be a diſſolution of the bond, or onely a ſuſpenſion of the ex­erciſe of mariage. It is further pretended, that the one party may, by publiſhing ſuch a profeſſion, make void the mariage that is not yet conſummate by carnall knowledge, leaving the other free to mary elſewhere. This in the Church of Rome. For, in the Eaſtern Church, I doubt not that thoſe Imperial Laws took place, which made this profeſſion a lawful cauſe of diſſolving mariage in being, per bonam gratiam, as the Romane Law called it; whether the party ſo deſert­ed, were allowed to mary elſewhere or not. And indeed we find S. Baſil, qq▪ fuſius explicat XII. and S. Chryſoſtome, in Mat. hom. LXIX. ad pop Ant. & in 1 Tim. hom. XIV. together with Caſſiane in the example of Theonas Collat. XXI. 9. 10. in their zeal to monaſticall life, adviſing maried perſons not to ſtay for the conſent of their parties, in making ſuch a profeſſion as this; At ſuch time as the Weſt, where monaſticall life was not yet ſo originally ſpread, S. Hierome, Epiſt XIV. and S. Auguſtine, Epiſt. XLV. & CXCIX. & de adult▪ conjugiis, maintain the contrary opinion: Which to me, I confeſſe, ſeems fa [...] more probable. For, granting ſingle life, duely ordered, to be the ordinary way and means of attaining perfection in Chriſtianity, according to the pro­miſes; this ſtate of eminence neceſſarily ſuppoſeth that which is neceſſary to the being of Chriſtianity. Therefore, the way to perfection muſt be grounded up­on juſtice. Now, in juſtice, the contract of mariage among Chriſtians, gives each party that intereſſe in the others body which mariage exerciſeth. Which intereſſe, noting but conſent ſeems to diſſolve. And therefore, ſeeing there is no Tradition of the whole Church to inforce this right, not onely particular Churches, not allowing it, ſhall not ſeem to me to depart from the Unity of the whole in ſo doing: But alſo Soveraign Powers, through their ſeverall do­minions, in regard of the intereſſe which all States have in the mariage, or ſingle life of their ſubjects, ſhall lawfully uſe their Power, to limit the force of it. But, as for mariage conſummate and uſed, I cannot ſee, how the party deſerting up­on ſuch pretenſe, is excuſed from the guilt of adultery which the deſerted may commit, either ſingle or maried again. As for the queſtion that may be made, whither the mariage of one that hath profeſſed ſingle life be void or valid; ſup­poſing the profeſſion of ſingle life to be agreeable to Chriſtianity, (as, I con­ceive, I have ſhowed ſufficient reaſon to believe) there is no conſideration ſuf­ficient to make mariage after it valid, but the abuſe of the profeſſion it ſelfe, a­mounting to ſuch▪ a height, as may ſerve to ſatisfie a Chriſtian, that, in conſide­ration thereof, it is it ſelfe in the firſt place become void.
Another impediment yet remains queſtionable, whether it be of force to diſſolve thoſe mariages which are called clandeſtine, whither for want of con­ſent in the Parents, or the ſolemnities of the Church. Some think, that want of conſent of Parents, not onely makes the act unlawfull, which all agree in, but the mariage void. As if the reverence due to Parents by Gods law, did make a mans contract with a thirdperſon void, who is no waies bound to inquire, whither his free conſent be lawfully exerciſed or not. In the Scriptures, we ſee, Gods people proceed by conſent of Parents, and, daughters eſpecially, S. Paul ſuppoſes to referre themſelves to their Fathers, 1 Cor. VII. 36. But, neither was Eſaus mariage taken to be void, becauſe it was made without ſuch con­ſent, Ge [...]. XXVII. 45. Nor was there any particular conſent of Iacobs Pa­rents to his mariages, Gen. XXIX. nor were the Fathers of Iudah or of Tobias, made acquainted with their mariages. And, as for the Romane Laws, which void mariages for want of this conſent in ſome caſes, it is no more an argument of the Law of nature, then the power of the Father by the ſame Laws, which, nevertheleſſe, allow the Mother none, when as Gods Law alwayes, as well as the Law of Moſes, gives them equall intereſſe. It is therefore manifeſt, that there is ground in Gods Law, to make this impediment of force to diſſolve ma­riage contracted without it. And that, either for the Church, as the reverence [Page] of Parents, is a part of Gods law now in being, which the power of the Church pretendeth to preſerve; Or, for the ſecular Power, as the intereſſe of Parents in the mariages of their children, is of conſequence to the publick peace and wealth. The ſame may be ſaid of thoſe mariages that are made without witneſs, or, without ſolemnities of the Church, ſaving that, thoſe ſolemnities which contain the approbation of the Church, ariſing upon the account of the Church, it is evidently more proper for the Church, to make this impediment of force to diſſolve mariage; For the ſecular power, to in [...]ct the Law of the Church by force of arms and temporall penalties. There remains one cauſe more to hinder mariage, ſo as to diſſolve it when conſummate, being made notwith­ſtanding it, the condition of ſlavery in either of the parties, at ſuch time, when as the rights of bondage ſubſiſted. This cauſe ſtands now by the Canon Law, and is in [...]orced and limited by the Caſuiſts: But it was not the Canon Law, that firſt voided the mariage of a ſlave taken for free, but the Laws of the Empire, as Ivo himſelfe, a Collector of the Canons, witneſſeth, Epiſt. CCXLIII. where, having produced the Law of Iuſtiniane, he thus proceedeth; In tali er­go contractu, quod lex damnat, non homo ſed i [...]ſtitia ſeparat; quia, quod contra le­ges praeſumitur, per leges ſolui meretur. In ſuch a contract then, that which the law oondemns, it is not man but juſtice th [...] ſeparates. Becauſe, what is preſumed a­gainſt Law, by law deſerves to be diſſolved. Which re [...]ſon takes place alſo in legall kindred, according to the Imperiall Lawes, whereby, an adopted Bro­ther is diſabled to mary his ſiſter by adoption. In imitation whereof, an opi­nion of the publick honeſty of Chriſtianity, ſo prev [...]iled in that Church after­wards, that, being once Goſſips, came to be an hindrance of mariage; which opinion, howſoever grounded, notwithſtanding, introduced the ſame kind of bur­then, and no other, then that of legall kindred by adoptions. Theſe reaſons, though not admitted by all profeſſions in Religion that ſhall meet with this, yet ſeeing they proceed upon one and the ſame common ground, the effect and conſequence whereof cannot be admitted in ſome, and refuſed by the reſt: And ſeeing that ſome of them are admitted on all ſides, there being no other reaſon ſufficient, why they ſhould be admitted; may ſerve to evidence the in­tereſſe of the Church in Matrimoniall cauſes. And that evidence may ſerve to inferre, that, though the ſecular Power hath alſo an intereſs in the ſame; yet in regard of the trouble which concurrence may cauſe in civill Government, Chriſtian Princes and States, have done wiſely (as well as in regard to the inte­reſs of the Church, they have done Chriſtianly) in referring the conduct of Ma­trimonial cauſes, almoſt wholly, to the Church. Eſpecially, ſuppoſing that they take good heed, that the laws thereof neither trench upon the Intereſs of their Crown, not the wealth of their ſubjects. But, whither ſecular Power can make laws, by virtue whereof, that which a man voluntarily acts afterwards, ſhall be of force to void mariage contracted afore, (upon wich ground, the opi­nion which I propounded laſt, would juſtifie the divorces which the Imperiall Laws make, to the effect of marrying again) will be a new queſtion. Seeing that if any thing b [...] to be accepted, it will be in any mans power to diſſolve any mariage; and the law of Chriſt, allowing no divorce but in caſe of adulte­ry, will be to no effect. Neither will there be any cauſe, why the ſame Divines ſhould not allow the act of Juſtine, that diſſolves mariage upon conſent, which they are forced to diſclaim, allowing the reſt of thoſe cauſes which the Impe­rial Laws create. Indeed, whither any accident, abſolutely hindring the exer­ciſe of mariage, and, falling out after mariage, may, by Law, become of force to diſſolve it, I need not here any further diſpute. For, ſo the ſecuring of any Chriſtian mans conſcience, it is not the act of ſecular Power inacting it for Law, that can avail, unleſſe the act of the Church go before, to determine, that it is not againſt Gods Law, and therefore ſubject to that civil Power which is Chriſtian. The reaſon indeed may fall out to be the ſame, that makes impo­tence of force to do it, and it may fall out to be of ſuch force, that Gregory III Pope, is found to have anſwered a conſultation of Boniface of Mence, in the affirmative, XXXII. q. VII. c. Quod propoſuiſti. But this makes no diffe­rence [Page] in the right and power of the Church, but rather evidences the neceſſity of it. For though, as Cardinall Cajetane ſayes, the Canon Law it ſelfe allows that Popes may erre in determining ſuch maters, cap. IV. de divortiis. c. licet de ſponſa duorum, (which every man will allow in the decree of Deuededit Pope, Epiſt. unicâ) yet the ground of both Power witneſſing the Conſtitution of the Church, as a neceſſary part of Chriſtianity; as it determines the true bounds of both, ſo it allows not the conſcience of a Chriſtian to be ſecured by other means. And were it not a ſtrange reaſon of refuſing the Church this Po­wer, becauſe it may erre, when it muſt, in that caſe, fall to the ſecular Powers, who have no ground to pretend any probable cauſe of not erring? For he that proceedeth in the ſimplicity of a Chriſtian heart, to uſe the means, which God, by Chriſtianity, hath provided for his reſolution, may promiſe himſelfe grace at Gods hands, even when he is ſeduced by that power which is not infallible. But, he that leans upon that warrant, which God, by his Chriſtianity, hath not referred him to, muſt anſwer for his errors, as well as the conſequences of the ſame.

CHAP. XVI. Of the Power of making Gouernours and Miniſters of the Church. Upon what ground the Hierarchy of Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons ſtandeth, in oppoſition to Presbyteries and Congregations. Of the Power of Confirming, and the evidence of the Hierarchy which it yieldeth. Of thoſe Scriptures which ſeem to ſpeak of Presbyteries or Congregations.
NOw are we come to one of the greateſt Powers of the Church. For all So­cieties, according as they are conſtituted, either by the act of Superiors, or by the will of members, are, by their conſtitution, either inabled to give themſelves Governours, or tied to receive them from thoſe by whoſe will they ſubſiſt. The Society of the Church, ſubſiſting by the will of God, is partly regulated by the will of men, voluntarily profeſſing themſelves Chriſtians. If God, having limi­mited the qualities, and the Powers by which his Church is to be Governed, do referre the deſigning of perſons to bear thoſe qualities and powers, to his Church, it muſt needs appear one of the greateſt points that he hath left to their choice. Therefore, I have made it appear, from the beginning, that the originall of this Power, was planted by our Lord Chriſt in his Apoſtles and Diſciples, to whom, immediately, he committed the truſt of propagating it. And now, that I may further determine, within what bounds, and under what terms, thoſe his immediate Commiſſaries did appoint it to be propagated to the end of the world; I ſay, that, by their appointment, the bodies of Chriſtians contained in each City, and the territory thereof, is to conſtitute a ſeveral Church, to be governed by one cheif Ruler, called a Biſhop, with Pres­byters or Prieſts ſubordinate to him; for his advice and aſſiſtance, and Dea­cons to miniſter and execute their appointment: The ſaid Biſhops to be de­ſigned by their Clergy, that is, their reſpective Prieſts and Deacons, with con­ſent of neighbour Biſhops ordaining them▪ and by the aſſent of the people whom they are to govern. I ſay further; That the Churches of greater Cities, upon which the Government of the leſſe dependeth, are, by the ſame Rule, greater Churches, and the greateſt of all, the Churches of the chiefe Cities: So that the chief Cities of the Chriſtian world, at the planting of Chriſtianity, being Rome, Alexandria, and Antiochia; by conſequence, thoſe were, by this Rule, the chief Churches, and in the firſt place that of Rome. This poſiti­on excludeth in the firſt place that of Independent Congregations, which maketh a Church and a Congregation to be all alone, ſo that the people of each Con­gregation to be able, firſt to give themſelves both Laws and Governours, then, to govern and manage the Power of the Keyes according to Gods word, that is, according to that which they ſhall imagine to be the intent of it. For, what­ſoever authority they allow their Miniſters or Elders; ſeeing they are created [Page] out of the people by the meer act of the people; and, that the conſent of the People is required to inact every thing that paſſeth; it will be too late for them to think of any authority not ſubordinate to the people, upon whom they have beſtowed the Soveraign. On the other extreme, this poſition excludeth that of the Romaniſts, who will have the fulneſſe of Eccleſiaſticall Power to have been firſt ſetled upon S. Peter, as ſole Monarch of the Church, and from him derived upon the reſt of the Apoſtles, as his Deputies or Commiſſaries; So that, the Power which other Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons have in their re­ſpective Churches, being granted by the ſucceſſors of S. Peter, Biſhops of Rome, is therefore limitable at their pleaſure, as no otherwiſe eſtated by divine right, then, becauſe God hath ſetled it in S. Peter and his ſucceſſors, as the root and ſource of it. Between theſe extremes there remain two mean opinions, where­of one is the platform of the Presbyteries, in which, every Congregation is al­ſo a Church, with a Conſiſtory to rule it, conſiſting of a Miniſter with his Lay-Elders, (whom now they call Triers, referring to them the  [...]riall of thoſe who come to communicate) and Deacons. Of theſe Congregations, ſo many as they (without Rule or Reaſon ſo farre as I know) think fit to caſt into one reſo [...]t or diviſion, they call a Seſſion or Claſs, and as many of thoſe as they pleaſe, a Synod, and of Synods a Province. So that, as the Churches of all one Sove­raignty, conſtitute the Nationall Church, containing all the Provinces thereof; ſo would they have alſo Provincial, Synodical and Claſſical Churches, conſiſt­ing of the Congregations, Claſſes and Synods, which each reſpective Claſſis, Synod, or Province containeth. The other mean opinion is the frame of the Catholick Church, I as have ſhowed, and ſhall ſhow it to have been in force from the time of the Apoſtles; Having firſt ſhowed, that the viſible unity of the Church is a thing commanded by God in the firſt place, for the communion of all Chriſtians in the true faith, and in the ſervice of God according to the ſame.
For, it is viſible, that, the means by which this hath been attained, is the divi­ding of Chriſtendom into Churches, which we now call Dioceſes, providing each of them a ſufficient number of Prieſts and Deacons, under one Head, the Biſhop, as well to regulate the faith and maners of the people, as to Miniſter unto them the offices of Gods ſervice. Therefore, whatſoever means I imploy­ed at the beginning, to ſhow, that thoſe perſons who ſucceeded the Apoſtles in time, obtained not their places by force or fraud, but by their will and ap­pointment, will here be effectual to prove, that the qualities which they held in their ſeverall Churches, were not obtained by force or fraud, but by the ſame appointment. Wherefore, having ſhowed, that, from the beginning, the unity of the Church, hath been main [...]ained by the mutuall intelligence and correſ­pondence of the chief Churches; (upon whom the leſs depended) And that this intelligence and correſpondence was alwaies addreſſed and managed by the heads of the ſaid Churches; (nor could it indeed have been maintained, had there not been ſuch Heads alwaies ready to addreſs and manage the ſame) I have in effect ſhowed, that this was the courſe, whereby the Apoſtles executed their deſign, of maintaining unity in the Church. Is it not plain by the inſtances produced in the firſt Book, that the whole Church remained ſatisfied of the ſaith of each Chriſtian, upon the teſtimony of his Biſhops, becauſe they reſted ſatisfied of his? That, hereupon, whoſoever was recommended by his Biſhop, was admitted to communion as well abroad as at home? What other intereſs had the Church of Rome in the faith of Paulus Samoſatenus, or Diony­ſius Alexandrinus, the Churches of Alexandria and Antiochia, in the proceed­inge of Novatianus, all Churches in the fortune of Athanaſius? What other rea [...]on can any man give for that uniform difformity of Eccleſiaſticall Traditi­ons and cuſtomes, which  [...]ppeareth from point to point, in all maters, the whole Church agreeing in things of higheſt concernment, but all Churches differing in maters of leſſe conſequence? Is it not manifeſt, whenſoever, in [...]ſtead of this daily correſpondence, Synods were aſſembled upon more preſſing occaſions, that onely B [...]ſhops appeared in behalf of their reſpective Churches? For, if o­thers [Page] appea [...]ed in the name of Biſhops, upon occaſion of old age, or other hin­derances; I need not ſay that it was the Biſhops right in which another ap­peared. Into theſe qualities and preheminences over the reſt; whether of the Clergy or People, that Biſhops ſhould be able to in [...]nuate themſelves all over Chriſtendom, had it not been ſo appointed by the Apoſtles; it is no leſſe con­tradictory to common ſenſe; then, that Chriſtianity ſhould ever have been received, had not ſuch men as our Lord Chriſt and his Apoſtles, preached and done ſuch things, as the Scriptures relate to make it receivable. Or, then, that all Chriſtians ſhould, of their own inclinations, agree to thoſe Laws which have made the Church one Society from the beginning, had they not found themſelves tied to follow the appointment of the Apoſtles that founded it.
Wherefore I will not take upon me, to ſhow you the names of Archbiſhops, Primates, and Patriarchs, in the Scriptures: Much leſſe any command there recorded, that all Churches be governed by Biſhops, all higher Churches by higher Biſhops. But I pretend to have ſhowed (by the particulars produced in the Right of the Church, Chap. III. in the Primitive Government of Churches throughout, and in the Apoſtolical form of Divine Service, Chap. IV. and ne­ver contradicted to my knowledge) that there are expreſs marks left us in the Scriptures, of ſeverall Churches planted in ſeveral Cities; ſo that there is never mention of more Churches then one in one City, but perpetually, of more then one in one Province; of Heads of thoſe Churches, whether Apo­ſtles themſelves, or their fellows and ſucceſſors, applyed to the charge of ſe­veral Churches. Of chief Churches, and inferiour Churches, according to the capacity of the Cities in which they were firſt planted. I challenge further here, as proved by that which hath been ſaid in the firſt Book; That this form of Government hath been in ſorce ever ſince the time of the Apoſtles, whoſe immediate ſucceſſors are to be named in the greateſt Seas, upon which, it is evi­dent, that inferiour Churches depended, from the ſame time; As manifeſt by that which hath been ſaid in the places afore-named. That the advice and aſſiſt­ance of Presbyters, together with the miniſtery, and attendance of Deacons, to and upon the ſaid Heads, is as anciently evident in the Records of the Church, as any Record of any Church is ancient. And upon theſe premiſes I conclude; That the ſame courſe and way of Government by Biſhops, Prieſts, and Dea­cons, which afterwards prevailed throughout the whole Church, was firſt be­gun by the Apoſtles, as, without whoſe authority, it could not have taken effect all over the Church.
And, of thoſe that take upon them to depart from the Church, that they may not be ſo governed, I take my ſelf inabled to demand; where there is any pre­cept recorded in Scripture, that the Government of the whole Church be ſet­led either in Independant Congregations, or in Congregation [...]l, Claſſical, Sy­nodical, Provincial, and National Churches: The very names are as barbarous to the language of the Scriptures,  [...]s the ſubject is to the Writers of it. And yet, were all this ſhowed me, I would ſay, that, as the Magicians of Pharoah, in the third Miracle, ſo muſt the Architects of this deſign fail in the▪ higheſt point of aecumenical or Catholick; Which, having never been compaſſed but by the means of ſingle heads of the chief Churches, it is abſolutely too late for any other form to pretend (I ſay not to come from any command of the Apoſtles) but to be receivable in the Church, being founded by God, for one and the ſame body, to continue till the coming of Chriſt to judgement. For, if the Apoſtles of our Lord, determining in part that Order which ſhould preſerve the unity of the Church, (which, what it was, the original practice of the whole Church eviden­ceth) leave the reſt to be determined by the Church, for its own neceſſity and uſe; That which is ſo determined by the Ch [...]rch, whenſoever it becomes ne­ceſſary to maintain unity in the Church, ſhall no leſſe oblige, then that which the Apoſtles determined in ſpecie themſelves. The reaſon is the unity of the Church, not onely of divine right, as provided for by the Apoſtles, but holding the rank of an end, to which particular proviſions of the Apoſtles, in this mater, [Page] ſeem but as means. It is true, I am farre from believing, that, had the Refor­mation retained this Apoſtolical Government, the Church of Rome would thereby have been moved to joyn in it: But, when I ſee the Schiſme which it hath occaſioned to ſtand partly upon this difference; When I ſee ſo many par­ticulars, begun by the Apoſtles (as the Scriptures themſelves evidence) others determinable by the Church; When I ſee, thoſe that correct Magnificat, in­troduce, inſtead of them, thoſe Lawes which have neither any witneſſe from the Scriptures, nor any footing in the authority of the whole Church; I muſt needs conclude, thoſe that do theſe things, in as much as they do them, to be cauſes of the Schiſm, that is, Schiſmaticks. For, what authority upon earth can introduce any form reconcileable with that which the Apoſtles firſt intro­duced to procure the vanity of the Church, (being to continue one and the ſame Body from the beginning to the end) but he muſt give cauſe of diſſolving the unity of the ſaid Body, unleſſe he can convince the reſt of the Church, that it is Gods act, to whom all the Church is to be ſubject, whereas to him they are not? Wher [...]fore let not Presbyterians or Independents, think that they have done their work, when they can anſwer texts of Scripture, ſo as not to be convinced, that Biſhops are of divine Right. Unleſs they can harden them­ſelves againſt the belief of one Catholick Church, they muſt further give account, why they depart from that which is not againſt Gods Law, to introduce that which it commandeth not. For that is to proclaim to the Church, that they will not be of it, unleſſe they may be governed as they liſt themſelves; Where­as, they cannot be of it, by being governed otherwiſe, then the whole Church from the beginning hath been. Let them not marvail, that thoſe, who go not a­long with them in it, forewarn others of making themſelves Schiſmaticks, by communicating in their innovations.
But, againſt the Independants I muſt further take notice, that, by the ſuppo­ſition of one Society of the whole Church, the ▪whole pretenſe of the Con­gregations is quite excluded. For, if God appointed all Churches to make one Church, by the communion of all in the ſervice of God, ſuppoſing the ſame faith; then did not God appoint all Congregations to be chief within them­ſelves, but to depend upon the whole, both for the Rule of Faith, and for the order of Gods ſervice. Again, it is evident to common ſenſe, that the people of one Church can pretend no intereſs to give Law to another Church: Where­as, whomſoever we inable to preſerve the unity of the whole, thoſe perſons muſt eith [...]r have right to oblige thoſe that are not of their own Congregations; or elſe, God ſhall h [...]ve provided that the Church ſhall be one, but excluded the onely means by which it can be preſerved one. And therefore, to all thoſe texts of Scriptures, which are alleged to prove the chief Power of the People in the Church, which is the ground of the Congregations, I give here this general an­ſwer, which elſewhere I have applied to the ſaid ſeveral paſſages: Firſt, by way of exception, that they can inferre no more now againſt the Clergy, then they could th [...]n againſt the Apoſtles: So that, ſeeing the Apoſtles were then chief, notwithſtanding all that thoſe Scriptures contain, the Clergy alſo remain now chief in the Church. Secondly and directly, that they import no more then the teſ [...]imony, conſent and concurrence of the people, by way of ſuffrage, or a­greement, and applauſe, to the Acts of the Clergy; the intereſs whereof is grounded upon the ſenſible knowledge which the people have, of the perſons concerned in Ordinations, Cenſures, or other Acts of the Church, in regard wh [...]reof, it is no more then reaſon requires, that they be duly ſatisfied of the proceedings of the Church, without making them Judges of maters of Right in it. So that, to make the people chief in Church maters, upon account of this Title, is to make the people of England Soveraign, becauſe Engliſh Juries have power to return evidence in mater of fact, either effectual or void.
Another reaſon I here advance, upon ſuppoſition of the force and weight of the Tradition of the Church, in evidencing the reaſon and intent of the ſayings and doings of the Apoſtles, recorded in the Scriptures. Philip, one of the ſeven, having preached, and converted and baptized the Samaritanes, the Apoſtles at [Page] Jeruſalem ſend down to them Peter and John, at whoſe pr [...]yers, with  [...]ying th [...]r  [...] on them, they receive the Holy Ghoſt, Act. VIII. 14-17. And ſo S. Paul  [...]yes h [...]nds upon the twelve men that were baptized afore, at Ephe­ſus,  [...]  [...]hey receive the Holy Ghoſt, Act. XIX. 1-8. For, what reaſon ſhall we imagine, why, they that were in [...]bled to baptize, were not  [...]abled to give the Holy Ghoſt (baptiſm being the condition upon which the Holy Ghoſt was due, by the promiſe of the Goſpel) but to ſhow, that they were baptized into the uni [...]y of the Church, out of which they were not to expect the Holy Ghoſt; Th [...]refore, that their Baptiſm may have effect, that is, give the Holy Ghoſt, the allow [...]nce of the Apoſtles, (upon whoſe government the unity of the Church dependeth) is requite: Whi [...]h allowance, their prayers for the Holy Ghoſt, and Impo [...]ion of hands, impl [...]eth and preſuppoſeth. It cannot be doubted, that the viſible Grace, of  [...]peaking in ſtr [...]nge languages the great works of God, was then given, for an evidence of the preſence of the Holy Ghoſt with Gods people; whereupon it is called by S. Paul, 1 Cor. XII. 7. The ma­nifeſtatio [...] of the Spirit. But, ev [...]n of this kind of Graces, S. Paul ſaith again, 1 Cor. XIV, 32. 33. The Spirits of the Prophets are ſubject to the Prophets. For God is not the author of unſetledneſſe but of order, as in all Churches of the Saints. If therefore, there come no confuſion upon Prophets Propheſying one by one, becauſe God, who is the Author of Order, grants ſuch inſpirations and reve­lations to inferiours, that they ceaſe not therefore to be ſubject to thoſe which he grants to Superiours; How much more re aſonable is it, that the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt promiſed to them that are baptized, ſhould nevertheleſſe de [...]end upon the bleſſing of the Apoſtles. So that, when S. Peter ſayes to them that were conv [...]rted at Pentecoſt, Act. II. 38. Repent, and be Baptized every one of you in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, unto remiſſion of ſinnes, and y [...] ſhall receive the gift of the Holy  [...]hoſt; It ſeems to me no more then reaſon requires, that he  [...]up­poſes the ſame bleſſing: As alſo S. Paul, in thoſe of whom he ſaith; That, ha­ving believed in Chriſt, they were ſealed by the Holy ſpirit of promiſe; And a­gain; Grieve not the holy ſpirit of God, whereby ye are ſealed to the day of ran­ſome, Ephe I. 13. IV. 30. Unleſs a reaſon could be ſhowed, why S. Peter and S. John ſhould travail from Jeruſalem to Samaria, to do that, which they need not do at Jeruſalem, where they were: Or originally, why the Impoſition of the Apoſtles hands ſhould be requiſite, to procure ſome the Holy Ghoſt, and not others.
This being that which the Scriptures record of the Apoſtles, all men know, how ancient▪, how general the cuſtome hath been in the Church, for Biſhops to confirm the baptized, by praying for the effect of it, which is the Holy Ghoſt, with Impoſition of hands. Profeſſing thereby, that they own their Faith and Baptiſm, and acknowledge them for part of their flock, as acknow­ledged by them for their Paſtors; Which is that eminence of honour due to the Biſhop, in which, the welfare of the Church conſiſteth, ſaith S. Hierome, ad­v [...]rſus Luciferian [...]s. For Tertullian alſo, de Bapt. cap. XVII. reſerveth unto the Biſhop the right of granting Baptiſm, though he allow not on [...]ly Prieſts and Deacons, but partly alſo Laymen to Baptize. Now if, from the beginning, this priviledge was reſerved the Apoſtles, in ſigne of the truth of that Baptiſm which ſo they allowed; If thoſe who received Baptiſm at years of diſcretion, h [...]ing the [...]elves made profeſſion of their faith, were nevertheleſſe to acknow­ledge th [...]ir Pa [...]ors, and the Unity of the Church wrapped up in them, as that, u [...]on which the effect of Baptiſm dependeth; How much more thoſe that are b [...]ptized Infan [...]s? Who cannot otherwiſe, according to the original conſtituti­on of the Church, be ſecured, that they profeſs the faith of the whole Church, but by their Biſhops allowance; through whom they have communion with the w [...]ole Church. For, as I have ſhowed, that there was originally no other mean to maintain the unity of the Church; but, the faith of the Biſhop to ſecure the whole Church of the faith of his flock: So was the  [...]ſame the onely mean to ſecure the flock, that they held the faith of the whole Church, which owned their Biſhop and his faith. And, howſoever the profeſſion of faith may be li­mited, [Page] and the Biſhop in exacting the ſame; yet is it neceſſarily an act of chief Power in the Church, to allow the communion of the Euchariſt. So that, when once Presbyterians ſhare this part of the Biſhops Power among their Triers, (allowing them to admit to the Communion thoſe that can ſay the Catechiſm which they made themſelves) Firſt, they put upon us a new faith, which we muſt own for the faith of the Church: Then, to debauch Partizans to them­ſelves, they authorize the malice of groſs carnall Chriſtians to domineer over their neighbours; whom they may eaſily pick a quarel with, for not anſwering their Catechiſm, but are not able, either to warrant, or to teach them the truth of the leaſt tittle of it, which, ſo neerly concerning their ſalvation, how ne­ceſſary is it that it be reſerved to the Head of each Church? Beſides, that by ac­knowledging him, they viſibly ſubmit to the Laws of the Church by which he governs, and to his authority, in ſuch maters as the Laws do not determine, which is the very means of maintainidg Unity in the Church.
And truly, the conſideration of this point, diſcovers unto us the onely ſure ground, upon which any man may reſolve, what offices of chriſtianity may be miniſtred by the ſeveral Orders of the Church. For, when the power of Con­firming, proper to the Biſhop, evidenceth, that he alone granteth Baptiſm, (ei­ther by particular appointment, or by general Law, in which his authority is involved) but a Layman ſometimes may miniſter it; we ſee what S. Paul means, when he ſayes, 1 Cor. I. 17. God ſent me not to baptize, but to preach the Goſpel; Our Lord having ſaid, Mat. XXVIII. 19. Go Preach, and make Diſci­les of all Nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; To wit, that the Power of appointing it, not the miniſtery of doing it, is proper to the Apoſtles and their ſucceſſors. Which reaſon will hold in ſundry particulars, concerning Ordination, concerning Abſolution and Penance, concerning con­firmation and others: In all which, this being once ſecured, that no man act beyond the Power which he receiveth, it will be no prejudice to the unity of the Church, that ſome Orders do that, by particular commiſſion from their Su­periours, which their Order inables not all that are of it to do; Becauſe, in ſuch caſes, it is not Authority, but Miniſtery which they contribute. As for the order of Prieſthood, that the power of conſecrating the Euchariſt is equall to the Power of the Keys, in which that Order hath an Intereſt, in the inward Court of Conſcience (the outward Court of the Church being reſerved to the Biſhop, with advice and aſſiſtance of his Presbyters) whereas the power of Preaching and Baptizing, is, of ordinary Right, communicable to Deacons; For the proof of all this, I referre my ſelfe to that which I have ſaid in the Right of the Church, Chap. III. and to that which muſt be ſaid here in due place. Let not then thoſe of the Presbyteries or Congregations, think their bu­ſineſſe done, till they can give us ſome reaſonable account, how all the Chriſtian world ſhould agree to ſet up Biſhops into a rank above their Clergy and Peo­ple both, if this had been forbidden, nay, if it had not been ſo ordered by the Apoſtles. Not that I gr [...]nt them to have any more appearance of evidence from the Scriptures, to deſtroy the ſuperiority of the Biſhops, and the concurrence of the Clergy to the maintenance of unity in the Church, then the Socinians have to deſtroy the faith of the Holy Trinity, and the ſatisfaction of Chriſt; But becauſe I do grant theſe, as I granted the other, that there is that appea­rance of evidence, which, every one that is concerned to be ſubject to Biſhops, cannot evidenly reſolve; as every one that is bound to believe the Holy Trini­ty, and the ſatisfaction, is not bound to be able, evidently to reſolve all ob­jections which the Socinians can make againſt it out of the Scriptures. For it is granted, that S. Hierome hath alleged many texts of Scriptures, to ſhow, that Biſhops and Prieſts were both the ſame thing under the Apoſtles; and, that therefore the difference between them, is but of poſitive humane right by cuſtome of the Church, and hath many followers in this opinion among Church Writers▪ Though with this difference, that it can never be pretended, that S. Jerome, or any Eccleſiaſtical Writer after or before S. Jerome, ever alleged the words of S. Paul, 1. Tim. V. 17. The Elders that rule well are worthy of [Page]double honour, ſpecially thoſe that labour in the word and doctrine; or any other ſyll [...]ble of the whole Scripture, to ſhow, that any of thoſe that S. Paul pro­nounces worthy of double honour, were Laymen, that is, of the rank of the peo­ple: Which is now an eſſential ingredient of the deſign, both of our Presby­teries, and alſo, ſo farre as I know, of the Congregations. I do indeed acknow­ledge, that there is difficulty in expounding thoſe texts of the Apoſtles which ſpeak to this purpoſe, ſo as to agree them with the Originall and univerſal practice of the Church. And therefore, it is no marvail, if learned men that have handled this point among us, (where, without affectation, I may ſay, that it hath been moſt curiouſly and ingenuouſly diſputed) have gone ſeveral wayes, upon ſeverall grounds, in aſſigning the reaſon, why the degree of Deacons is mentioned next to the degree of Biſhops, in ſo many texts of the Apoſtles, having the order of Prieſts between both, as the original and perpetual cu­ſtome of the Church required.
For, it is well enough known, that there is an opinion publiſhed and main­tained by many learned obſervations in the primitive antiquity of the Church, that, during the time when thoſe texts of the Apoſtles were written, there were but two Orders, of Biſhops and Deacons, eſtabliſhed in the Church; though Biſhops alſo are called Presbyters, the name not being yet appropriated to the midle order, while it was not introduced, as afterwards it came to be. And this opinion allegeth Epiphanius very fitly, confuting Aerius the Heretick or Schiſ­matick, objecting the ſame, that, at the beginning, the multitude of believers in leſs places being ſo ſmall; that one Governour, together with ſome Miniſters to attend upon him in executing his Orders, might well ſerve them; it is no marvail if there be no mention of any more Orders in ſo many texts of the A­poſtles. And it may be ſaid, that, as there were Churches founded and governed by a certain order, from the beginning that we read of them in the Apoſtles; ſo, no Biſhop, Prieſt, or Deacon, was appropriated to any particular Church, till, af­ter that time, by degrees, they came to be ſelled to certain Churches by Eccle­ſiaſtical Law and Cuſtome. So that, during the time of the Apoſtles, themſelves, and their companions, whom they aſſociated to themſelves for their aſſiſtance, were, in common, the Governours of Churches then founded, according as they fell out to be preſent in theſe Churches, to whom they had the moſt relation by planting and watering the faith planted in them; either by virtue of the agreement taken by the Apoſtles within themſelves, or by the appointment of ſome of them, if we ſpeak of their companions and aſſiſtances. But afterwards when the faith came to be ſetled, then, as thoſe which had been Governours of Churches in common before, became chief Governours of particular Chur­ches, to whom, by lawful conſent, they became appropriated; ſo were they provided of Prieſts and Deacons, to aſſiſt and attend them, in the execution of their office towards the body of Chriſtians, then mulplyed in ſeverall Chur­ches. I do confeſs to have declared an opinion ſomething differing from both of theſe ſayings, about the reaſon here demanded; As not being perſwaded, either, that the Order of Presbyters was not yet introduced into the Church, during the Apoſtles time, or that chief Governours were not appropriated and ſetled in ſome Churches during the ſame; though I have no need to undertake that in all they were; believing, and maintaining, that the Apoſtles themſelves, in the Churches of their own planting and watering, were acknowledged chief Governours in ordering, notwithſtanding their extraordinary, both Power, not confined to any one Church, and graces and abilities porportionable. In which regard, and under which limitation, viſible to the common ſenſe of all men of their own and the next ages, I do maintain Biſhops to be their ſucceſ­ſors. Whereupon it follows, that I allow the name of Biſhops, in the Apoſtles writings, to comprehend Prieſts alſo, becauſe of the mater of their function common to both; though, with a chief Power in the Biſhop; in Prieſts, ſo limited, as to do nothing (that is to ſay, nothing of conſequence to his Po­wer over the whole Church) without his conſent and allowance. But this va­riety of opinion, in expounding theſe Scriptures, draweth after it no further [Page] conſequence, to prejudice the primitive Law of Goverment in the Church, then this; That there are more waies then one to anſwer the ſeeming probabili­ties, pretending to make the evidence of Catholick Tradition unreconcileable with the truth of the Scriptures, in the agreement whereof, the demonſtration of this truth conſiſteth. I conceive, therefore, I might very well referre my ſelf to the Readers free judgement, to compare the reaſons which I have produced, with thoſe that ſince have been uſed. Notwithſtanding, I ſhall not think much, briefly, according to the model of this deſign, to expreſs the ſenſe I have, of the moſt native meaning of the moſt texts alleged in this buſineſſe; that I may have opportunity to point out again, the peremptory exceptions which  [...]re vi­ſible in them, either to the imagination of mungrill Pr [...]sbyteries, compound­ed of Clergy and People, during the time of the Apoſtles, or, of the chief Po­wer of any ſuch Presbyteries in their reſepective Churches.

CHAP. XVII. The Power given the XII. under the Title of Apoſtles, and the LXX. Diſciples. That the VII were Deacons. Of the firſt Presbyters at Jeruſalem, and the In­tereſt of the People. Presbyters appropriated to Churches, under the Apoſtles. S. Pauls Deacons no Presbyters. No ground for Lay Flders.
FIrſt then, as the name of Apoſtle, in the Originall meaning, is very general, to ſignifie any commiſſary, Proxy, delegate, or Ambaſſador; ſo the uſe of it, in the Apoſtles writings, is larger then to be confined to the twelve. For, when S. Paul ſaith, That our Lord appeared to the twelve, afterwards to all the Apo­ſtles, 1 Cor. XV. 5. 7. He muſt needs underſtand other Apoſtles beſides the twelve; perhaps the ſame that he meant, where he reckoned Andronicus and Junias remarkable among the Apoſtles, Rom. XVI. 7. And that, in another  [...]enſe then Paul and Barnabas are called Apoſtles, Act. XIV. 4. 14. For, the name of Apoſtle intimating whoſe Apoſtle he is that is called an Apoſtle; we have no reaſon to count Paul and Barnabas any mans Apoſtles, but our Lord Chriſts, though they were firſt ſent, with the bleſſing of ſuch Doctors and Prophets, as the Church of Antiochia then had, Acts XIII. 1. 2, 3. whoſe authority can­not, in any reaſon, be thought to extend ſo farre, as to conſtitute an Apoſtle par [...]llel to the Twelve, which S. Paul ſo oft ſo expreſly challenges. For, ſince we ſee their commiſſion is immediately from the Holy Ghoſt, that is from God, we are not to value their right, by the ſolemnity, which it is viſibly conferred upon them with: Unleſſe you will ſay, that, by virtue of that Impoſition of Hands, they were meſſengers and Commiſſaries of that Church, and, that they then appeared to be no more then ſo, though afterwards, God ſet on them marks of the ſame authority with the Twelve. Truly, thoſe whom S. Paul calls falſe Apoſtles, transferring themſelves into the Apoſtles of Chriſt, 1 Cor. XI. 13. muſt ne [...]ds be underſtood to have pretended commiſſion from our Lord Chriſt himſelf. For hereupon, they ſtood upon it, that they had ſeen him in the fleſh, diſparaging S. Paul that had not, who, therefore, vindicateth himſelf to be ne­vertheleſſe, 1 Cor. IX. 1. 2 Cor. 5. 10. And indeed, there is great cauſe to think, that they were of Cerinthus his party, who, as Epiphanius relateth, ha­ving taught at Antiochia, that Chriſtians are tied to Moſes Law, and being diſowned by the Apoſtles, to have received no ſuch commiſſion from them, Act. XV. 1. 24. out of diſcontent, ſet up a ſect by themſelves, borrow­ing to their former Doctrine ſomething of Simon Magus, (being of that time) as you may ſee by Epiphanius and Irenaeus; whereof, this may juſtly ſeem to have ſowed the ſeeds at Corinth, about that time. As for thoſe who pretended to be Apoſtles and were not, but were diſcovered to be otherwiſe, by the Angel of the Church of Epheſus, Apoc. II. 2. whoſe commiſſion they pretended, our Lords, or the Apoſtles, or what beſides, let every man judge. For, thoſe whom S. Paul calls Apoſtles of the Churches, 2 Cor. VIII. 23. and Epaphroditus, when he is called the Apoſtle of the Philippians, and miniſter of S. Pauls neceſſities, Phil. II. [Page] 25. I am confident, their titles import not Apoſtles to, but from the ſaid Chur­ches: that is, not ſent by God, or any body elſe, to them (not that they might not have commiſſion from the Apoſtles, but that it is not here ſignified by this Title) but, ſent by thoſe Churches, with commiſſion to beſtow their oblations at Jeruſalem; and by the Philippians, to preſent the offerings which they con­tributed to the ſupport of S. Paul, Phil. IV. 10-18.
Now, our Lord having ordained, not onely twelve Apoſtles, for the Heads of the twelve Tribes of that ſpiritual Iſrael of his Church which he now began to create, but alſo LXX inferiour Diſciples, though not called Apoſtles, yet ſent to preach by our Lord during his life time, Luk. X. 1. anſwerable to the LXX. Elders of Iſrael under Moſes, and in after ages; Though it cannot be doubted, that, thoſe whom our Lord had ſet his beſt marks upon during his life time, were, and were to be of greateſt authority in his Church, after the raiſing of it; yet we have no mark left to ſhow, that theſe LXX. were, by the ſaid Commiſſion of our Lord during his life time▪ intituled to any rank, or par­ticular charge in the Church after his death, but by the appointment of the Twelve, and acceptation of the Church. And therefore, I find no difficulty in believing thoſe Ancients, which conceive, that, ſome of the ſeven, (which are the firſt that we read of applied by the Appſtles to any particular office or function in the Church) may have been of the number of the ſaid LXX. Diſ­ciples. No not though we allow, according to the ſenſe of all antiquity, that they were properly Deacons to the Twelve, as Governours of the whole Church at that time, compriſed in the City of Jeruſalem, and the adjacent parts. For, was not their function ſacred and Eccleſiaſtical, which, before the ordaining of them, was performed by the Apoſtles themſelves? Were not the Monies which they diſpenſed the oblations of Chriſtians, conſecrated to God, in the maintenance of the Church? Were not the Tables which they furniſhed out of thoſe goods, the feaſts of love, where Chriſtians, at the beginning, (to have more opportunity of inſtruction from the Apoſtles, and to ſtrengthen one another) did eat together, the poor at the charge of the rich, celebrating with­all the Euchariſt? He that doubts of the premiſes, let him ſatisfie him­ſelf by the reaſons premiſed: He that finds the evidence of them, why ſhould he make difficulty in admitting thoſe ſeven to be Deacons then, more then in admitting thoſe who afterwards, either waited at the Altar, or diſpen­ſed the oblations of believers to the maintenance of the poor? The State of Chriſtianity was altered, and ſo, the maner of exerciſing their function was not the ſame; But, if the reaſon of the difference be no more then follows upon alteration in the ſtate of Chriſtianity, the Society and Corporation of the Church remaining all one, then is the office the ſame. Let no man then, that believes a Church by divine right, and conſecration of the ſame, imagine the Deacons office to be converſant in temporal things (becauſe in diſpenſing of monies) thoſe monies being conſecrated to God, (for the maintenance of the Faith. Nor let any man, that ſees theſe ſeven, as ſoon as they are ordained to wait upon theſe Tables, fall to preaching the Goſpel; (Stephen at Jeruſalem, Philip in Samaria, and why not all the reſt as occaſion may ſerve?) think this any ſtranger, then, that the Apoſtles themſelves ſhould wait upon the ſame Tables at ſuch tims, as, no man doubts that they preached the Goſpel. The empty noiſe of Miniſter of the word and Sacraments,  [...]ſounding in the mouth of thoſe, who ſcorn to acknowledge any error in themſelves, or their  [...]faction, binds up poor people, like children in a biggin of vain belief, that, by Gods Law, no man is to Preach or Baptize, that may not conſecrate the Euchariſt: who, were they to prove what they take for granted, would be as ſilent as their hearers.
But, if theſe ſeven attend upon theſe Tables, and that  [...]under the Apoſtles, how comes it, that the Oblations of the Antiochians are conſigned to the hands of the Presbyters, by Paul and Barnabas, Act. XI. 30? Forſooth, what were theſe Presbyters, but ſo many Lay Elders, to give check to the Apoſtles, [Page] by their intereſs in diſpoſing of the Church Goods? Sure, they that have heard of XII. Princes of Tribes, and LXX. Elders, that governed all Iſrael with, and under Moſes, and, in correſpondence with them, XII Apoſtles, and LXX Diſci­ples, the  [...]irſt fruits of the ſpiritual Iſrael under our Lord Chriſt, will not com­mit ſo groſs an inconſequence, as not to ſubordinate them to the Twelve. He that admits that which I ſaid even now, that it doth not appear, that the LXX. Diſciples (whatſoever dignity and reſpect they might have among the Diſci­ples, by being ſo ſent) did hold any office in the Church by virtue of it, but that which they were deſigned to by the act of the Church; muſt alſo al­low, that, upon ſuch deſignation, both the LXX. and others, might properly be called Presbyters or Elders. Onely, ſuppoſing the name of Presbyters to be relative to the Body of thoſe whereof they are Presbyters, there will be as much difference between them and the Apoſtles, as between the Twelve Prin­ces and the Elders of Iſrael, (to whom all maters of the Law reſorted, which could not be ended at home) and every litle Piepouder Judge, that could de­cide alone, or with two more, upon compromiſe. Wherefore I will not con­tend with them, who think it ſo convenient to ſay, that thoſe Elders of Acts XI. 30. were Presbyters of the local Church of Jeruſalem. For when, upon the mater, the Church of Jeruſalem, and the whole Church, were both a thing (the Church of Antiochia being but yet in the Cradle, and therefore thoſe of Iudea and Samaria, mentioned, Acts IX. 31. where the Harveſt was leſſe, though ſomewhat elder, yet not more conſiderable) whither as Elders of the whole Church, that is Biſhops; or as Elders of the Church of Jeruſalem, that is Prieſts, (ſuppoſing the ſame Order promiſcuouſly called Biſhops and Pres­byters, which I never doubted, and ſince hath been largely and learnedly pro­ved) will ſcarce be decided by theſe Texts; and the intereſſe of the Church will be ſecure, though it be not decided. For, when the deputation of the Church of Antiochia is addreſſed to the Apoſtles and theſe Elders, when they aſſemble to conſider of it, when the anſwer containing the decree goes forth in their name, Act. XV. 2, 4. 16, 23. It is ſtill the decree of the Princes and Elders of the Iſrael of God, whether you take them for Elders of the Church of Je­ruſalem, or Biſhops of the whole Church. Nor is the caſe much otherwiſe, when Paul and his companions conſult with Iames and the Elders, almoſt a­bout the ſame buſineſſe, Act. XXI. 18. though, of the twelve, it ſeems, there was none then left at Jeruſalem but James, (whom, for the many marks which the Scriptures give us, that his care was appropriated, though his power no way confined to that Church, the Church calleth Biſhop of Jeruſalem) and of thoſe Presbyters, many were either ſetled in, or diſperſed to other functions (as, thoſe whom firſt we read of in the Church of Antiochia, muſt have have been of that quality, Act. XIII. 1. no leſſe then Bar [...]abas and Silas, Act. IX. 27. XI. 22-26. XV. 22.)
But, is there any man that can pick out of all this, any maner of pretenſe, for the equality of, whether Governors or Miniſters of the Church, for the concurrence of Lay Elders, to the Acts of their Government? For the con­currence of the people there may be ſome pretenſe, becauſe they are preſent at paſſing the decree, and the leter that bears it goes in their name, Act. XV. 4. 23. And becauſe the choice of Matthias and of the ſeven, proceeds up­on upon their allowance, and nomination of the perſons, Act. I. 20-23. XVI. 3-6. But, that therefore, the cheif intereſs ſhould be in the people, is an ima­gination too brutiſh. Cannot the Apoſtles, finding themſelves obliged to ordain perſons ſo and ſo qualified, for ſuch and ſuch offices in the Church, appeal to the people, whom they acknowledge ſo and ſo qualified: Cannot S. Paul af­terwards provide, That no man ſhould blame them in diſpenſing the Power which they are truſted with, 2 Cor. VIII. 20. but a conſequence muſt thereupon be in­ferred againſt themſelves, that they are commanded by God, to referre things concerning the ſalvation of Gods people in generall, as the power of an Apo­ſtle▪ the order of Deacon, the decree of the Synod at Jeruſalem, to the temerity [Page] and giddineſſe of the people? When it is evident in the Text, that, the people are neither left to themſelves, whither to proceed or not, nor to proceed, but within bounds limited; ſo, that proceeding within thoſe bounds,  [...]hey could not prejudice the Apoſtles intereſs, without they, were to be reſtrained. As for the mater of Faith determined at Jeruſalem, is any man ſo litle a Chriſtian as to doubt, whether it obliged them whom it concerned, or whether by virtue of that act? Thoſe that ſo readily admitted it, Act. XVI. 4. did not. The whole inte­reſs of the people, conſequent to this proceeding of the Apoſtles, conſiſts, in being reaſonably ſatisfied of mater of fact, concerning perſons, and cauſes, to be juſticed by the Apoſtles, and their ſucceſſors in the Church. And can no more argue the People to be chief in the Church, then the triall by Juries can argue England to be no Monarchy. Which intereſſe, when it is ſhamefully a­buſed to the diſhonour of Chriſtianity, I ſay not I would have it taken away, as in ſome  [...]laces perhaps it is; but, I ſay, he that would not have the ſatisfaction which they may demand limited by certain bounds, with force of Law, that it may not be ſo abuſed any more, can neither pretend to be reaſonable, nor Chriſtian. But, that the people of one Church ſhould do an act which muſt ob­lige other Churches, is a thing ſo groſs, that they, who allow their Chriſtians the freedom to be tied to nothing but what themſelves pleaſe, do, by conſe­quence, allowing others the ſame, deſtroy all principles and grounds of one Catholick Church; which having proved as largely as my deſign admits, I re­mit thoſe who may pretend themſelves unſatisfie [...] in this point, to void me theſe grounds, before they claim of me that which cannot ſtand with the truth of them. But, the due intereſs of the people being thus ſatisfied, and their pretended intereſs by the ſame means excluded; what becomes of the Lay Elders inte­reſs upon their account? For, Lay Elders can be no more then the Foremen of the People, to act that intereſs which they challenge, to their due advantage. And, in this quality, I have granted elſewere, (and cannot repent me of that opinion) that, in ſome parts of the Weſtern Church, ſome of the chief of the People, (that is, that were not of the Clergy) did concur to the acts of the Church, in behalf of the People, and of their Intereſs. And in this quality, Blondel, the moſt learned of Presbyterians, claims the Lay Elders of G [...]n [...]va to be receivable. Which, as he knew very well, and all his party will own, to be utterly inconſiſtent with the meaning and intent of them who firſt brought them in at Geneva; So will it, both cut of all pretenſe for them, that is deri­ved from any other ground, and leave the claim alſo to be limited, by that, which the preſervation of the whole Church, and the unity thereof will require.
In the mean time, the Order of Biſhops, and the ſuperiority thereof above the order of Prieſts, ſtands exemplified, in the perſon of S. Iames the brother of our Lord, by ſo ancient teſtimonies, concurring with ſuch circumſtances of Scripture, marked out Biſhop of Jeruſalem, whither one of the twelve or no [...]. In that indeed, the reports of the ancients are not reconcileable. But, if not, why ſhould S. Paul be ſo careful to proteſt, that he received not his authority from him, no more then from S. Peter and S. Iohn, Gal. I. 18. 19. II. 9. 12. Could there be any queſtion of receiving his authority from any but thoſe of the Twelve? Therefore, and for other reaſons elſewhere alleged, I count it, as ſhouldred by moſt prob [...]bilities, ſo a ſubject to leaſt difficulty, to believe him to be Iames the Son of Alphoeus, as having nothing of conſequence to anſwer, but, why Heg [...]ſippus, writing ſo ſoon after the Apoſtles, hath not remembred it. But of that, let each man think as he finds moſt reaſonable. Thoſe teſtimo­nies of antiquity, which expound thoſe circumſtances of Scripture, which mark him out for the head of that Church, do not diſcharge him from the care of o­ther Churches, eſpecially of the circumciſion, which, perhaps by his care, toge­ther with S. Peter and Iohn, were wonne to Chriſtianity; according to the di­viſion which S. Paul hath recorded unto us, Gal. II. 9. 10. whereupon, we ſee him exerciſe the the office of an Apoſtle to the Churches of the Jews diſperſi­ons▪ by his Epiſtle Iames I. 1.
[Page]
But let us proceed. S. Paul and Barnabas ordained their Presbyters Church by Church,  [...], Act. XIV. 23. And appointed Titus to conſtitute Presbyters, in Creete, City by City, Tit. I. 5. Be it granted, becauſe Epiphanius hath ſaid it, and it is a thing in it ſelf reaſonable, that, in ſome places, the number of believers was ſo ſmall, that there needed but a Biſhop to govern, and a Deacon or Deacons to attend upon the execution of his orders; That there ſhould be Churches conſtituted by the name of ſuch Churches, in ſuch Provinces, and no more people any where ſignified, would make them Chur­ches that might be, not that were. Tertullians ſaying, Ubi tres Eccleſia, licet laici, Where there be three, though of the Laity, there is a Church, is not meant of ſuch Churches: But, that three Chriſtians, (or two in our Saviours terms, Mat. XVIII. 19.) that meet to ſerve God, are a Church, becauſe ſo aſſembled, being of the Church. At leaſt in mother Churches of mother Cities, (where the Apoſtles made their chiefe reſidence, becauſe the harveſt was there greateſt, and likewiſe their Miniſters) that there ſhould be no more Chriſtians then one Biſhop could govern and teach, during the Apoſtles time, ſeems to me to cary no appearance of truth. And to imagine, that, thoſe who were deſigned for Paſtors of Churches in being, were alwaies reſident in the mother Church, (though occaſions, whereof there is no rule, might and muſt cauſe their preſence there many times) the reaſon of their office admits not. But if we admit  [...], to ſignifie more then one in a City, and a Church, it ſeems not to be refutable, that they were ap­propriate to thoſe Churches; The name of Presbyters of ſuch and ſuch Chur­ches b [...]ing relative to the people of their reſpective Churches, Further, S. Paul, ſ [...]nding to Epheſus, called to him the Elders of the Church, whom, by and by, he ſaith, The Holy Ghoſt had placed Biſhops over his flock▪ to feed the Church of God, Act. XX. 17. 28. Here  [...], by virtue of the article, may referre us, either to the whole Church, or, to that part of the Church which the ſpeech moſt concerned, or, in fine, to the very Church of Epheſus. There is a conjecture, that S. Paul makes them Biſhops, by ſaying, that God had made them Biſhops of his Church, who were Presbyters when he ſent for them. But, I allow not thoſe of the Church of Rome, that our Lord made the Bread and Wi [...]e of his laſt Supper, his Body and Blood, by ſaying; This is my Body, this is my Blood; But by that which he did before he ſaid it. For the ſame reaſon there­fore, I cannot allow, that S. Paul here makes them Biſhops of Presbyters, by ſaying; God hath made you Biſhops in his Church, not declaring, by any thing that he ſayes or does, any intent ſo to do, thereby to be underſtood. But, I can­not but conſider, that Ir [...]naeus III. 14. tells▪ us, that S. Paul, at this time, called together the Biſhops and Presbyters, Qui erant ab Epheſo & reliquis proximis civitatibus; Which were of Epheſus, and other the next Cit [...]s; and S. Je­rome, ad Evagr. that he called together, omnes illos apud qu [...]s praedicaverat; All thoſe wi [...]h whom he had preached. Which if we grant, the article of  [...], will referrs us to that part of the Church that was concerned, whereas the words as they lie, (as he ſent to Epheſus, and called the Elders of the Church) referre us to the Church there mentioned, of Epheſus. When S. Paul addreſſes his Epiſ [...]le to the Philippians, together with the Biſhops and Deacons, Phil. I. 2. when, in his inſtructions to Timothy, he paſſes immediately from Biſhops to Deacons; 1 Tim. III. 1-8. It is ſaid, that the Biſhops of the next Cities to­gether with their Deacons, were preſent, or ordinarily reſident on the Capital City, according to that which I ſaid even now of Epheſus. And it may be ſaid, that they were Biſhops and Deacons at large, in reſpect to the Church at large, not applyed to the functions either of Biſhop or Prieſts, in this or that Church. And truly, I do remember the words of Clemens, ad Corinth. ſpeaking of the Apoſtles,  [...]. Preaching there­fore the Word by Cities, and by Countries, and Baptizing, they made the firſt-fruits of them, (whom they had baptized) Biſhops and Deacons of thoſe that ſhould believe [Page] And, that S. Paul addreſſes his Epiſtles to the Church that is at Corinth, and to all that called on the name of the Lord in all Achaia, 2 Cor. I. 1. So that, they provided for the ordering of them that ſhould become, or were become Chri­ſtians, before they were yet caſt into Churches. And, it is reaſonable to think, that thoſe were ordained in the mother Cities, and there, ſtood upon their guard, expecting opportunity of framing their flocks. And, that this was a cauſe, why the titles of Biſhops and Presbyters are promiſcuouſly uſed and at­tributed. But I cannot therefore yield, that one Biſhop, with one or more Deacons, could ſerve the Churches of Philippi, Corinth, or Epheſus: Or, that as yet no Governours were affected and applied to ſeveral Churches. For, when S. Paul directs Timothy to diſpoſe of the ſtock of the Church, for the Honour, that is, the maintenance of widows, and Presbyters, to receive accuſations a­gainſt Presbyters under two or three witneſſes, and to rebuke them that ſhould of­fend before all, 1 Tim. V. 2. 16-28. it ſeems not reaſonable, to imagine Timothy the Judge of the Biſhips of inferiour Churches, as regularly every Biſhop is of his own Presbyters; that he ſhould rebuke the Biſhop of For [...]i [...]e, though inferiour Churches, before the people of his Church of Epheſus; that he ſhould diſpoſe of the ſtock of his Church at Epheſus, upon Widows or Presby­ters of other Churches then that at Epheſus: But rather, that the proceeding of Timothy is preſcribed as a  [...]orm for the proceeding of others, in their re­ſpective Churches.
Another opinion ſaith; That the Deacons whom S. Paul puts next to Bi­ſhops are Presbyters, called alſo Miniſters of God and Chriſt, as Timothy, 1 Theſ. III. 2. & S. Paul himſelf, 2 Cor. II. 23. Miniſters of the New Teſtament, as S. Paul, 2 Cor. III. 6. Miniſters of the Goſpel; as S. Paul, Ephe. III. 7. Mi­niſters of Righteouſneſs, into whom the Miniſters of Satan are transformed, 2 Cor. XI. 15. Miniſters of the Church, as S. Paul, Col. I. 25. Obſerving, that the vulgar Latine of S. Jerome tranſlates  [...] ▪ Phil. I. 1. 1 Tim. III. 8. Diaconos, elſewhere, in thirty places Miniſtros; and concluding, that theſe Deacons are the ſame with Presbyters under the Apoſtles, and the Biſhops their next ſucceſſors, till the order of Deacons was brought in by the Church. Which to me ſeems ſtrange, that the titles of the Apoſtles and their companions ſhould conſtitute or ſignifie an inferiour order of Presbyters. And therefore, think it more pertinent to the meaning of thoſe texts, to obſerve the terms which are ad­ded in them, to limit that Miniſtery for which they are called Miniſters, either by the perſons, or ſubject mater to which it relates. For, the Apoſtles com­miſſion being immediate from our Lord, (as the commiſſion of their compani­ons, when they became their Apoſtles, from themſelves) and the mater in which the Apoſtles miniſtred to God or Chriſt, (their companions alſo to them) be­ing the Word, or the Goſpel, (that is the work of publiſhing it) diſtinguiſhes them from the Deacons that are under Biſhops in S. Paul, as thoſe that miniſtred to their reſpective Biſhops, and, by their appointment, to the people, as the VII at Jeruſalem, by the appointment of the Apoſtles. For, if S. Paul be called Mi­niſter of the Church, Col. I. 15. he is ſo called as Miniſter of the whole Church, or Miniſter of God in the work of it, not of this or that Church; which, Dea­cons are called Deacons, becauſe they miniſter to, but, at the Order of their Bi­ſhops and Presbyters. As for the companions of the Apoſtles, when they are ſent, upon their commiſſions, to preach the Goſpel, they are fitly called Mini­ſters of the word, the Goſpel, the New Teſtament, or Evangeliſts; when they give perſonall attendance upon them, the Apoſtles, they may fitly be underſtood to be called their Miniſters, in the ſame ſenſe as Deacons are called Deacons, for attending upon their Biſhops; allowing alwaies, as much difference between them and ordinary Deacons, as between S. Paul, for example, and the Biſhop or Prieſt on whom the Deacon attends. And, for theſe two ſeveral notions, you have juſt ground in the texts of the Apoſtles, Acts I. 17. 25. VI. 1. 4. XIX. 22. 2 Tim. IV. 5. 6, 7, 11. Beſides, when Phaebe is alled a Deaconneſſe of the Church at C [...]nchr [...]ae, Rom. XVI. 1. when S. Paul ſayes, that they who Miniſter well, procure themſelves a good ſtep, and much freedom in the faith which [Page]is in Chriſt Jeſus, 1 Tim. III. 13. I underſtand not what this opinion would make of Deaconneſſes, or what is that faire ſtep which Deacons attain by mi­niſtring well; which, in my opinion, is clearly the rank of Presbyters, as Cle­mens, Alexand. and others of the Fathers have expounded it. Neither do I think it poſſible to give a more reaſonable reaſon, why the vulgar, tranſlating  [...] Miniſtros, ſo often elſewhere, ſhould tranſlate it Diacones, Phil. I. 1. 1 Tim. III. 8. then to put a difference between that ſenſe, in which it ſtands for the Deacons of Churches, (which the Greek word Diaconus, had been uſed to ſignifie all over the Latin Church) and that ſignification, in which the Apoſtles and their companions are called the Miniſters of Chriſt, or of the Goſpel; In which, becauſe the Greek Diaconi was not famous in the Latine, therefore he imployeth tke Latine Miniſtri, that anſwers it. Plainly, ſeeing the word  [...] beareth a notion of waiting upon anothers pleaſure, in executing his orders, and the word  [...], of ruling and governing; and ſeeing I have ſhowed, that the Presbyters, according to the ancient cuſtome of the Church (derived originally from the Synagogue) did ſit with their Biſhop, though in a rank under him, while the Deacons hood, as waiting upon them, (as you may ſee in the Apoſtolicall form of divine ſervice, Chap. III. & IV. and in the Right of the Church, Chap. III.) I cannot ſee how both theſe names can be accepted to ſig­nifie the ſame perſons: Or, how the degree which S Paul ſaith, is attained by well performing the Deacons office, can be any thing but the rank of Presby­ters.
There remains the words of the Apoſtles, 1 Theſ. V. 12. 13. Now we re­queſt you brethren, to know thoſe that labour amongſt you, and are over you in the Lord, and admoniſh you: And to eſteeme them more then abundantly in love, for their works ſake. And again. Heb. XIII. 7. 17. Remember your Leaders, which have ſpoken to you the word, the iſſue of whoſe converſation ſeeing, imitate ye their faith. And; Be ruled by your Leaders, and yield to them, for they watch for your ſouls, as thoſe that muſt give account. That they may do it joyfully, and not groan­ing; For that is not for your turn. Where, it is manifeſt, he diſtinguiſheth thoſe that firſt planted the Churches to whom he writes, from thoſe that governed them at preſent: But, whether it be more reaſonable to underſtand by theſe words, one governour to one Church, or a Bench of Presbyters to each; whe­ther aſſigned to one particular Church, or belonging to any Church as much as to theſe; I ſhall willingly referre it to the Reader to Judge. The words of S. Jame, I conceive admit no denyal, Jam. V. 14. Is any man among you ſick? let him call for the Presbyters of the Church, and let them pray over him, anoint­ing him with oyl in the name of the Lord; here are Elders more then one, and thoſe proper and relative to one and the ſame Church, and, the office which they do, not competible to any Lay Elders, according to any pretenſe, ſuppoſing e­ſpecially, that which I ſaid afore, to clear the intent of it. In fine, the ſeven ſtars, which are the Angels of the ſeven Churches, and the ſeven Candleſticks which are the ſeven Churches, Revel. I. 20. ſeem to yield us a pregnant evidence of ſo ma­ny Governours, proper to ſo many Churches: To wit, ſo many Biſhops, as is argued elſewhere; As for the words of S. Paul. 1 Cor. XII. 28. And ſome hath God ſet in the Church, firſt Apoſtles, ſecondly Prophets, thirdly Do­ctors, then miracles, then Graces of healing, helps, Governments, kinds of Lan­guages; And, Ephe. IV. 11. And he gave ſome Apoſtles, ſome Prophets, ſome E­vangeliſts, ſome Paſtors and Doctors; It is true, the offices of Apoſtles and E­vangeliſts, cannot be confined to one particular Church; but the offices of Paſtors and Doctors, may and ought, of Helps and Governments muſt; At leaſt if we underſtand them, as I have ſhowed that they are to be underſtood: to wit, Governours of the ſick, impotent, and needy, and their aſſiſtants in that work. For, I may freely ſay, there hath nothing been ſaid to the purpoſe, of thoſe Of­fices, but this. And therefore, ſeeing the Apoſtle in both places ſpeaks of the whole Church, which conſiſteth of all Churches. the form whereof is ſtill the ſame, how much ſoever they differ in bigneſſe; it ſeemeth to me very reaſonable to underſtand by S. Paul, that God hath placed in the Church, as well thoſe of­fices [Page] which relate to all, or to many Churches, as thoſe which relate unto one; that, by the means of all of them, the Univerſity of Chriſtians may be edified in and to the unity of one Body, which is the whole Church.
Theſe being the particulars that concern this point, in the writings of the A­poſtles, I am not ſolicitous for an anſwer to the Puritanes objections, finding in them no ingredient of any of their deſigns, but onely a number of Pres­byters of the ſame rank, in one and the ſame Church, no wayes inconſiſtent with the ſuperiority of Biſhops, no ways induring the Power of the Keys in the hands of Lay Elders. But, if the writings of the Apoſtles expreſs not that form of Government by Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons, which, it is manifeſt, that the whole Church ever ſince their time hath uſed; Firſt, neither can it be ſaid to a­gree any thing ſo near with any of their deſigns: And, all the difference is reaſonably imputable to the difference between the State of the Church, in ma­king and made; the qualities of Apoſtles and Evangeliſts, not being to be pro­pagated to poſterity any more then their perſons, but, the uniformity of ſucceed­ing times, not being imputable to any thing but their appointment. As for the reaſon why the titles of  [...] and  [...], are ſo promiſcuouſly uſed, as well in the records of the primitive Church, as in the writings of the Apo­ſtles; I admit that of Epiphanius, that, at the beginning, a Biſhop with his Dea­cons might ſerve ſome Churches; I admit the ordaining of Biſhops for inferi­our Churches to be framed, and in the Churches of mother Cities, according to Clemens; I admit the ordaining of Clergy to no particular Churches; But, I cannot reject that which I learned from an author no wayes inconſiderable, the ſuppoſed S. Ambroſe upon S. Pauls Epiſtles. He, not onely in the words quoted in the firſt Book, upon 1 Cor. XI. but upon Rom. XVI. and 1 Cor. I. alleges, that, when S. Paul writ, Governours were not ſetled in all Churches, acknowledging, that Presbyters were. Can he then be thought to make Pres­byters, and the Governours of Churches all one? But, Amalarius de officiis Eccleſ. II. 13. (quoting things out of theſe his Commentaries, which now appear not) and out of him Rabanus, upon 1 Tim. IV. 14. and Titus I. ſayes; that they, who, under the Apoſtles, had power to ordain, and are now called Biſhops, were then ſet over whole Provinces, by the name of Apoſtles, (agree­ing herein with Theodoret upon 1 Tim. III. IV. and S. Hierome upon Gal. I. and many others of the Fathers, that extend the name of Apoſtles far beyond the XII.) as Timothy in Aſia, Titus in Creete; The Churches of particular Cities having their own Presbyters to govern them, but, expecting ordinations, and the ſetling of the more weighty cauſes, from theſe their ſuperiours. Theſe were the Presbyters that ordained Timothy, 1 Tim. IV. 14. ſaith Rabanus; who certainly, being ordained to ſo high a charge, could not be ordained by the Pres­byters of any particular Church. Now, the ſucceſſors of theſe Apoſtles or Presby­ters finding themſelves inferior to their Predeceſſors, ſaith he, and the ſame title a burthen to them, appropriated themſelves the name of Biſhops, which imports care, leaving to Prieſts, that which imports dignity, to wit, that of Presby­ters. This, Amalarius allegeth out of the ſaid Commentaries. Adding, that, in proceſs of time, through the bounty of thoſe who had the power of ordain­ing; theſe Biſhops were ſetled two or three in a Province, untill at length, not onely over all Cities, but, in places that needed not Biſhops. This, being part­ly the importance of this Authors words, partly that which Amalarius and Rabanus gather from his meaning, gives a clear anſwer to all that S. Jerome hath objected out of the writings of the Apoſtles, to prove, that Biſhops and Presbyters are, by their inſtitution, both one, becauſe they are called both by the ſame title. And therefore cannot, with any judgement, be alleged to his purpoſe. In fine, the ſame Author upon Epheſ. IV. affirmeth, that, for the pro­pagation of Chriſtianity, all were permitted at the firſt to preach the Goſpel, to Baptize, and to expound the Scriptures in the Church. But, when Churches were ſetled, and Governours appointed, then order was taken, that no man ſhould preſume to execute that office, to which he was not ordained. By whom I beſeech you, but by the ſame, who had formerly allowed and truſted all Chri­ſtians, [Page] with all offices, which the propagation of the common Chriſtianity re­quired? Even the Apoſtles and Diſciples, and their companions and aſſiſtants, in whom, that part of power reſted, which the Apoſtles had indowed them with; until, Biſhops being ſetled over all Churches, they might truly be ſaid to ſuc­ceed the Apoſtles in the Government of their reſpective Churches, though, no body can pretend to ſucceed them in that power over all Churches that belonged to their care, which, the agreements paſſed between the Apoſtles, muſt needs al­low each one. Nor need I deny that, which ſometimes the Fathers affirm, that even Presbyters ſucceed the Apoſtles. For, in the Churches of Barnabas, and Sauls founding, Act. XIV. 28. while they had no Governours but Apo­ſ [...]les and Presbyters; it is manifeſt, that the Presbyters did whatſoever they were able to do as Lieutenants of the Apoſtles, and in their ſtead. But, ſhall any man in [...]rre thereupon, that they who ſay this, allow Presbyters to do what­ſoever the Apoſtles could do, ſeeing them limited, as I have ſaid, by the Au­thors which I allege? For, what if my Author ſay, upon Epheſ. IV. that at the firſt, the Elders of the Presbyters ſucceeded upon the Biſhops deceaſe? Shall th [...] rule of ſucceſſion make any difference in the power to which he ſucceeds? Or, both acknowledge the Laws, which, they that order both ſhall have appoint­ed, even the Apoſtles? Let S. Hierome then, (and whoſoever prefers S. Hieroms arguments before that evidence which the practice of the Church creates) have leave to diſpute, out of the Scriptures, the beginning of Biſhops from the au­thority of the Church, which, neither S. Hierome, nor any man elſe could ever have brought the whole Church to agree in, had not the Apoſtles order gone a­fore, for the ground of it; provided that the love of his opinion carry him not from the unity of the Church, as it did Aerius: (For, he that ſaith, that this ought to be a Law to the Church, need not ſay, that every Chriſtian is bound, upon his ſalvation, to believe, that it ought to be a Law to the Church) ſo long as the ſucceſſion of the Apoſtles is upon record in the Church, in the perſons of ſingle Biſhops, by whom the Tradition of faith was preſerved, according to Irenaeus and Tertullian, the unity of the Church, according to Opta [...]us and S. Auſtine; What wilfullneſſe can ſerve to make all Presbyters equal in that power, which, all the acts whereby the unity of the Church hath been really maintained, evidently challenge to the preheminence of their Biſhops above them, in their reſpective Churches? The conſtitution of the whole Church out of all Churches, as members of the whole, will neceſſarily argue a pre-emi­nence of Power in the Biſhop above his Presbyters, not to be derived from any agreement of the Church; but, from the appointment of the Apoſtles. In the mean time, ſuppo [...]ng the whole Church to agree in that, which God had in­abled them to agree in, having not tied them to the contrary, but having tied them to live in vi [...]ble unity and communion, all Churches with all Churches; they that depart from this Unity upon this account, ſhall bee no leſs Schiſma­  [...]cks, then, had the Superiority of Biſhops been ſetled by the Apoſtles. This is that which I come to in the next place.

CHAP. XVIII. The Apoſtles all of oequall power; S. Peter onely chiefe in managing it. The ground for the pre- [...]minence of Churches, before and over Churches. Of Alex­andria, Antiochia, Jeruſalem and Rome. Ground for the pre-eminence of the Church of Rome, before all Churches. The conſequence of that Ground. A ſum­mary of the evidence for it.
[Page]
SOme conſideration I muſt now beſtow upon that Poſition, which derives a Monarchy over the Church from S. Peters priviledges. For, I make no ſcru­ple to grant, that he was indeed the firſt and chief of the Apoſtles, as he is reck­oned in the Goſpels, Mat. X. 2. Mar. III. 16. Luk. VI. 14. and that, in like­lihood, becauſe he was the firſt in leaving all to adhere unto our Lord▪ as the man to whom our Lords call is directed, Luk. V. 4-11. though he was firſt brought to our Lord by bis brother Andrew, as Philip once brought Nathanael that was not of the twelve, John I. 41-46. ſo that this firſt call gave them ac­quaintance, but made them not Apoſtles. And, from this beginning, we may well draw the reaſon, why S. Peter is alwaies the forwardeſt to anſwer our Lords demands, and to ſpeak in the name of his fellows, Mat. XIV. 28. XV. 25. XVI. 16. XVII. 24. XVIII. 21. XIX. 27. XXVI. 33. Mar. VIII. 29. X. 28. XI. 21. XIV. 29. Luk. VIII. 45. IX. 20. XII. 41. XVIII. 28. XXII. 34. Joh. VI. 68. XIII. 6. Act. I. 13. 15. II. 14. 37. IV. 8. which, it would not become the reverence we owe the Apoſtles, ſo impute to S. Peters ſorward­neſſe, without acknowledging the ground of it, being viſible. But, theſe pri­viledges will not ſerve to make S. Peter Soveraign over the Apoſtles; The ſtreſs lies upon Mat. XVI. 16-19. And Simon Peter anſwered and ſaid; Thou ar [...] the Chriſt, the Son of the living God. And Jeſus anſwered and ſaid to him Bleſ­ſed art thou Simon Son of Jonas, for fleſh and blood hath not revealed this to thee, but my Father in the heavens. And I ſay to thee, that thou art Peter, and upon this Rock will I build my Church, and the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt it. And I will give thee the Keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven, and whatſoever thou bindeſt on earth, ſhall be bound in heaven, and whatſoever thou looſeſt on earth ſhall be looſe in the heaven. And upon John XXI. 15. 16, 17. where S. Peter, thrice profeſſing to love Chriſt, receives of him thrice the command of, Feeding his ſheep. But will this ſerve the turn ever a whit more? It muſt be either by virtue of the mater which our Lord ſayes, of or to S. Peter; or, by virtue of his ſay­ing it to S. Peter, and to none elſe. Againſt this later conſideration, I conceive, I have provided by the premiſes. For, ſeeing there is a ſufficient reaſon to be given otherwiſe, why S. Peter anſwers before the reſt, when our Lord demand; whom they acknowledge him to be; the reply of our Lord, addreſſed to him alone, will give him no more then the precedence, not the Soveraignty over the Apoſtles. Which is ſtill more evident in S. John, becauſe, S. Peter having un­dertaken before the reſt to ſtand to our Lord in the utmoſt of all his trialls, had deſerted him moſt ſhamefully of them all, denying, udder an oath, to have any knowledge of him. For, it is not obſerved for nothing, that he profeſſes the love of Chriſt thrice. Let S. Peter then be the Prince Apoſtle, or the chiefe A­poſtle, let him be, if you pleaſe, the Prince of the Apoſtles, there will be found a wide diſtance between Princeps Apoſtolorum in Latine, as ſome of the Fa­thers have called him, and Soveraign over the Apoſtles. When Auguſtus ſeized into  [...]is hand the ſoveraign Power of the Romane Empire, nomine Principis, as we read the beginning of Tacitus, under the title of Prince; He was well aware, that, the Title which he aſſumed, did not neceſſarily proclaim him Soveraign, which he de [...]red not to do.
As for the  [...]a [...]er of our Lords words, thoſe that fear where there is no fear, wil have our Lord ſay; that he buildeth his Church upon the Faith of S. Peter, pro­f [...]ſſing our Lord to be Chriſt; Or, to point at himſelfe, when he ſaith; Upon this Rock will I build my Church. But what needs it? Saith he any more to [Page] S. Peter, then S. Paul ſaith to the Epheſians, II. 20. Built upon the foundation of the Apoſtles and Prophets, Jeſus Chriſt himſelfe being the chief corner ſtone? Or S. John of the new Jeruſalem, Revel. XXI. 14. And the wall of the City had twelve foundations, upon which were the names of the XII Apoſtles of the Lambe? How then ſhall S. Peter be Sover [...]ign by virtue of an attribute common to him, with the reſt of the Apoſtles? Some conceive, that, when our Lord proceeds to tell him, that, the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt the Church; He mean [...] no more, but that he will reſcue his from death, by raiſing them again. But, raiſing from death, implies raiſing from ſinne in the Old Teſtament, ex­preſſes it in the New; And, the City of God, which is the Church, in the New Teſtament, referrs to the City of Satan that oppugneth it; And there­fore, The Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt it; Cannot ſignifie leſſe then a promiſe, that the Church ſhall continue till our Lords ſecond coming to judge­ment, notwithſtanding the malice of Satan and his complices. But, S. Peter is not the onely foundation of it, though no body elſe be named here. Again, our Lord gives S. Peter the Keyes of his Church here, as in S. John, he commands him to feed his flock; But is the office of feeding Chriſts flock S. Peters peculiar? Have not the Apoſtles the charge of it, even from our Lord? do they do it by virtue of S. Peters commiſſion, or by his appointment? How are they Chriſts A­poſtles otherwiſe? As for the Keyes of the Church, they are given to S. Peter here, they are given to the Twelve, by the power of remitting and retaining ſinnes, as I have ſhewed John XX. 21. 22, 23. by the power of binding and loo­ſing, they are given to the Church, Mat. XVIII. 18. And, can any man make S. Peter Soveraign over the Apoſtles and over the Church, by virtue of that which is no priviledge of his, the reſt of the Apoſtles and the Church being all indowed with it? Hear we not what S. Luke ſaith, Act. VIII. 14. The A­poſtles at Jeruſalem, hearing that Samaria had received the word of God, ſent to them Peter and John? Can S. Peter go upon commiſſion from the Apoſtles, who gives the Apoſtles the commiſſion they have? Thoſe that prea­ched circumciſion at Antiochia, had no commiſſion for it from the Church at Jeruſalem, Act. XV. 24. It muſt have been from S. Peter, if that Church had acted then by virtue of his Commiſſion: But he was preſent, and is ſignified, as one of them that writ theſe words. Let any man ſtand upon it that will, that the falſe Apoſtles, whom S Paul writes againſt, 2 Cor. XI. 13. pretended com­miſſion from S. Peter, becauſe of the oppoſition which they made between him on the one ſide, and S Paul and Apollos on the other ſide; 2 Cor. I. 12. (Though I ſhowed you beter reaſon afore, that they pretended that commiſſion from the Apoſtles, which they diſowned Acts XV. 24.) It is eaſie for me to ſay, that they pretended not S. Peters name as Soveraign over the Apoſtles, but as foun­der of the Church of Corinth, as well as S. Paul, which Dionyſius of Corinth in Euſebius witneſſeth. Whereas, when S. Paul pleads his Commiſſion of Apo­ſtle from God, and not from man, Gal. I. 1. II. 6, 9. and that, in expreſs op­poſition to S. James and S. John, as well as to S. Peter, it is manifeſt, that they, as well as S. Peter, might have pretended to give it, had he not been an Apoſtle, but, being an Apoſtle, none but our Lord Chriſt. And therefore, when he re­ſiſts S. Peter, and reproves him to the face, Gal. II. 11-14. underſtand this re­ſiſtance and reproof as you pleaſe, whither true or colourable; had S. Peter been Monarch, it had not been for an Apoſtle, to colour his proceeding with a pre­tenſe, inferring rebellion againſt his Soveraign. Wherefore, there may be leſ­and greater Apoſtles, fo [...] perſon [...]ble quali [...]ies; And S. Paul, that is the leaſt of them for his calling, may be inferiour to none, for his labours, 1 Cor. XV. 9. 10. 2 Cor. XI. 5. XII. 11. 12. Nay, S. Peter may have a ſtanding pre-eminence, of Head of the Bench, to avoid confuſion, and to create order in their proceedings, and yet their commiſſion be immediate from our Lord, and the mater of it, and the power it creates, the ſame for ſubſtance.
Having thus deſtroyed this ground, upon which, ſome people claim a Mo­narchy over the Church for the Pope, by the ſcriptures, (without ſeeking for other exceptions, to the pretenſe that may be made to the ſame purpoſe, from [Page] the Tradition of the Catholick Church.) I proceed to ſetle the ground of that eminence and ſuperiority, which, I conceive, ſome Churches have over others, for the unity of the whole Church: Becauſe, of neceſſity, the reaſon and ground upon which it ſtands, muſt be the meaſure of it, how farre it extends: And, the poſitive truth thereof, will be negatively, an exception to that Soveraignty, which the Biſhop of Rome, by the ſucceſſion of S. Peter, pretendeth: I ſay then, that the Apoſtles and Diſciples of our Lord Chriſt, intending to convert the World to the Faith, and to eſtabliſh one Church of all that ſhould be conver­ted to it, did agree and appoint, that the Churches of the chiefe Cities ſhould be the chief Churches; and that the Churches of inferiour Cities ſhould depend upon them, and have recourſe to them in all things that might concern the common Chriſtianity; (whither in the Rule of Faith, or in the Unity of the Church in the offices of Gods ſervice) reſerving unto themſelves the ordering of thoſe things, which, being of leſſe moment, might concern their own peace and good order, rather then the intereſſe of other Churches. I do not pretend to produce any act under the Apoſtles hands, in which this concluſion is ſign­ed; but, to proceed upon the principles premiſed, to argue, and to inferre, that thoſe things which I ſhall evidently ſhow, have paſſed in the Church, could not otherwiſe have come to paſs; unleſſe we could ſuppoſe, that a conſtant or­der, which hath wholly taken place in the Church ever ſince the Apoſtles, could have prevailed over thoſe infinite wayes which confuſion might have imagined, had there been no ground from whence this certain order ſhould riſe. And here, I do profeſs, that, if any man will needs be contentious, and ſay, that this or­der came not in by the appointment of the Apoſtles themſelves; (becauſe, du­ring their time, the probability of converting the Romane Empire, and other Nations to Chriſtianity, could not appear, and, that it doth not appear by any circumſtance of Scripture, that the Spirit of Propheſy was given them to ſuch purpoſes) I will rather grant all this, then contend about thoſe terms which I need not inſiſt upon; though I do firmly believe, that, before all the Apo­ſtles left the World, the converſion of the Gentiles was their deſign, and the deſign of their ſucceſſors: But, I will provide on the other ſide, that, whither the Apoſtles themſelves, or their companions and ſucceſſors, in whom the power of governing the whole Church was as fully to all purpoſes, as in the Apoſtles themſelves; (for, though they might be aſſiſted by the Gift of Propheſy in thoſe oc­caſions, as it is probable they were at the Council of Jeruſalem, Acts XV. yet muſt their authority proceed, whether ſo aſſiſted or not) the obligation upon the Church muſt needs remain the ſame, to cheriſh and maintain that Order which once might have been eſtabliſhed by them; the Unity of the Church, which is the end of it, not being otherwiſe attainable.
And, upon this ground, I maintain, that the Churches of Rome, Alexandria and Antiochia, had from the beginning a priviledge of eminence above other Churches; For, Rome being the ſeat of the Empire, Alexandria and Antiochia, which had formerly been the Seates of the Succeſſors of Ptolomee in Aegypt and Seleucus in Aſia, having, from their firſt coming under the Romane Em­pire, had their pe [...]uliar Governours; it is no marvail, if the Churches founded in them, held their peculiar priviledges and eminences, over the Churches of their reſorts, from the very founding of Chriſtianity in theſe mother Cities, and the propagating of it from thence into inferiour Cities, and thence over the confines. And this is the onely reaſon that can be rendred, why the Church of Jeruſalem, which, in reſpect of the firſt abode of the Apoſtles, and the propaga­tion of Chriſtianity, is juſtly counted the mother of all Churches; and, which gave law to that of Antiochia, and the reſt that were concerned in the ſame diſ­pute with it; and, during the Apoſtles time, received oblations of maintenance from the Churches of the Gentiles; became afterwards inferiour to theſe, and in particular to that of Antiochia. But, he that ſhall compare theſe Cities, and the greatneſſe of them, and eminence over their reſpective Territories, with that of Rome, not onely over the reſt of the Empire, but over thoſe Cities, with [Page] find it conſequent to the ground of this deſign, not that the Church of Rome ſhould be Soveraign over the Churches of theſe Cities; (For, that were incon­ſequent to the power of the Apoſtles, whence it proceedeth, (who, as I have proved, were equall among themſelves) and the authority of their companions and ſucceſſors, into whom it ſtood immediately divided) But, that it ſhould have that eminence ov [...]r them, (and by conſequence, much more over the Churches of inferiour Cities) as is requiſite to the directing of ſuch maters, as might come to be of common intereſſe to the whole Church, to ſuch an agreement as might preſerve the unity thereof, with advantage to the common Chriſtianity. Now, when I name theſe Churches, of Antiochia and Alexandria, for examples ſake; ſuppoſing, that the Churches of the chief Cities of other Provinces of the Empire, had alſo their eminence over the Churches of inferiour Cities within the ſaid Provinces; I ſuppoſe alſo, that they, accordingly, approached to the dig­nity and priviledges of that at Rome; the power of obliging the whole (which, for the State, under God, reſted then in the Emperour alone within the Em­pire) roſting, for the Church, in the ſucceſſors of the Apoſtles, according to this weight and greatneſſe of their Churches. For, though Tertulliane, de praeſcrip. Haerct. cap. XXXVI. challengeth, that the very Chairs which the Apoſtles ſate in, the very authentick leters which they ſent to the Churches of Corinth, Theſ­ſalonica, Philippi, and Epheſus, were extant in his time in the ſaid Churches; yet doth it not therefore follow, that the priviledges of thoſe Churches ſhould be all the ſame, with all Churches wherein the Apoſtles ſate; which would ne­ceſſarily follow, if nothing were to come into conſideration, but, that they were founded by the Apoſtles themſelves. For, ſuppoſing that the Apoſtles them­ſelves (or their companions and ſucceſſors, indowed with the ſame Power; as, not confined by any act of the Apoſtles, under whom they claimed, to the con­trary) appointed, that regard ſhould be had to the priviledge of the Cities wherein they were planted; it follows of reaſon, that S. Peter for the Jews, and S. Paul, for the Gentiles, (at leaſt principally) ſhould make it their buſi­neſſe to plant Chiſtianity, and to found the Church of Rome: And, that the e­minence of theſe Apoſtles, (one chief by our Lords choice, the other eminent for his labours) may very well be alleged for the priviledges of that Church, and yet the conſequence not hold in other Churches, for which it may be al­leged, that they were the ſeats of Apoſtles; becauſe, the reaſon for which theſe Apoſtles beſtowed their pains there hath a reaſon for it; to wit, the eminence of that City.
Here, you eaſily ſee, that, deriving the pre-eminence of the Church of Rome, not from S. Peters perſonall pre-eminence onely, (which, it would be impoſ­ſible to ſhow how it comes intailed upon that Church, the pre-eminence of the Apoſtles not reſting in all their Churches) but from an Order given out by the Apoſtles, advancing the priviledges of Churches, according the ſecular eminence of Cities; I ſay, you eaſily ſee, that, the concurrence of S. Paul, with S. Peter, to the founding of it, is a confirmation of that ground, whereupon the pre­eminence thereof ſtandeth; whereas, that opinion which derives it onely from the perſonal eminence of S. Peter, admits not the concurrence of S. Paul, to the conſtitution of this pre-eminence. Whereſoever therefore you find S. Pe­ter and S. Paul acknowledged joynt founders thereof, in the writings of the Fa­thers, all that muſt be underſtood, to ſetle the opinion which I here advance, and to deſtroy that plea, which derives it from the Soveraign power of S. Peter, over the reſt of the Apoſtles. And Epiphanius is not the onely author where you find it, the diſputes of theſe times will afford you more then this abridge­ment can receive. But, I conceive, I have made a fair way to the ground for it, by obſerving ſome probabilities, that S. Paul ſhould be head of thoſe that turn­ed Chriſtians of Jews, as S. Peter, of Gentiles, at Rome: Which I will here confirm, by expounding the inſcription of Ignatius his Epiſtle to the Romanes, according to it, oth [...]rwiſe not to be underſtood. It addreſſeth to the Church,  [...], Which governeth in the place of the fields at Rome. The word  [...] is here uſed, as many times beſides, ſpeaking of thoſe [Page] places which a man would neither call Cities nor Towns, as Act. XXVII. 2.  [...], being to ſail by the places of Aſia.  [...], it is plain, ſignifies the Country,  [...] then muſt neceſſarily ſignifie here the Vaticane, lying in the fields, as a ſuburbe to Rome, and being the place where S. Peter was buried, and where the Jews of Rome then dwelt, as we learn by Philo, Legatione ad Caium, ſpeaking of Auguſtus;  [...]. He knew that great quarter of Rome, which is beyond the River Tiber, to be held and inhabitated by Jews, moſt of whom were Romanes, and Libertines. For, being brought captives into Italy, they were ſet free by their Maſters, without conſtrain­ing them to adulterate any of their Countrie Laws. Hereupon, the Synagogue of the Libertines, Act. VI. 9. is, the Synagogue of the Romane Jews. Now S. Pe­ters Church we know, is to this day in the Vaticane, as S. Pauls in the way to Oſtia, as from the beginning, we underſtand by Caius in Euſebius, Hiſt. Ec­cleſ. II. 25. the places of their burials were. Which circumſtance points them out Heads, the one of the Jewiſh Chriſtians at Rome; the other, of thoſe that were converted being Gentiles. For, that the Vaticane was then the Jewry at Rome, we learn alſo by Tully, in his Oration pro Flacco; where he complains that his cauſe was heard in the fields of M ars, prope gradus Aurelios, that the Jews, who were offended at Flaccus, for prohibiting them to ſend their obla­tions to Jeruſalem, when he was Governour of Aſia, might come in and diſ­countenance the cauſe. For plainly, this was hard by the Bridge that paſſed out of thoſe fields into the Vaticane, where the Gate called Porta Aurelia ſtood, (hard by S. Peters Church) to which Gate, it ſeems, there were ſteps to go up, which he calleth there gradus Aurelios.
It is alſo eaſie to ſee, that this ſuppoſition draweth the ground and reaſon of the Superiority of Churches originally, from the act of Temporall Power, which conſtituteth the eminence of Cities over other Cities; But neverthe­leſſe, immediately, from the act of the Church (or of thoſe that have authori­ty to oblige the Church) taking the Superiority of Cities, as it is, for the moſt reaſonable ground of planting in them the moſt eminent Churches; but, by their own authority providing, that ſo it be obſerved. Therefore, it is to be conſidered, that the Church is, (by Gods command, howſoever by his pro­miſe) to continue one and the ſame till the coming of our Lord unto judge­ment; But, the dominion of this World, upon which the greatneſſe of Cities is founded, changes, as Gods providence appoints: Beſides that change which Temporal Power, remaining in the ſame hands, is able to produce within its own dominions. The conſequence of which conſideration will be this, that, where Temporal Power makes ſuch a change in the ſtate of thoſe Cities which are the ſeats of Churches, that, the Government and advancement of Chriſtia­nity either may proceed, changing the priviledges of the Churches, or cannot proceed otherwiſe; there the Church either may, or ought to transferre the pre-eminences of Churches from City to City: And therefore, that, where the caſe is otherwiſe, the Church is not bound, upon every act of Temporall Power, to proceed to any change. If this ſeem obſcure, being thus generally ſaid, let not the Reader deſpair, before we have done, to find inſtances in things that have come to paſs, not onely to clear my meaning, but alſo to evidence the reaſon upon which I proceed. It is likewiſe eaſie for him that conſiders this ſuppoſition, and the effect and conſequence of it, to ſee, that it gives no Juris­diction to the Church of Rome, (much leſſe to the Head thereof, in behalfe of it) over other Churches, then thoſe which reſort immediately to it, (as every Dioceſs is concluded by the mother Church, and every Province by the Synod of it) much leſſe the Power of giving Law to the whole, but by the act of thoſe Synods, whereof the whole conſiſts; or, of judging  [...]ny appeal that may be brought to it; But it makes the Church of Rome, as other Head Churches, the center, to which, the cauſes that concern, firſt the Weſtern Churches in parti­cular, [Page] then the whole, are to reſort, that they may find iſſue, and be decided, by the conſent, and, to the unity of all whom they concern. It is alſo eaſily to be obſerved, that this eminence of the greateſt Churches over their inferiours, (which, originally, is no further defined and limited, then, the conſequence of this ground, in reſpect of the reſt of Chriſtendom required) might lawfully be defined and limited further, either by ſ [...]lent cuſtome, or by expreſs law of the Church conſenting, at lea [...]  [...]ffect and practice; (which is the onely real poſitive Law that rules all Societies) Whereby new rights and priviledges might come to the Church of Rome, as well as to other Churches, which might alſo be for the good of the whole, in  [...]intaining the unity of the Church, together with the common intereſt of Chriſtianity. But I deny not on the other ſide, that this Power, the beginning whereof is ſo neceſſary and juſt, the intent ſo excellent, by the change of the world, and the ſtate of things in it, may be ſo inhanſed, that, though it do provide for the unity of the Church, yet it ſhall not provide for the intereſs of Chiſtianity. But of this, and the conſequence of it, in due time.
For the preſent, the reaſon upon which my poſition, the effect and conſe­quence whereof I have hitherto ſet forth, is grounded, is the effect of it, in all proceedings of the Church, recorded, firſt in the Scriptures, and afterwards in Church Writers, as they ſucceed; thoſe that I muſt here principally conſider, be­ing the very ſame that I conſidered in the firſt Book, to make evidence of the be­ing of the Church, in point of fact, as a body, out of which now, the right which held it together, as the ſoul, muſt appear: Adding the conſideration of ſuch eminent paſſages in ſucceeding times, as may ſerve to the ſame purpoſe. I will not here repeat the marks of it, which I have produced out of the Scriptures, in the right of the Church, Chap. II. For, the dependence of Churches is part of this poſition, as an ingredient, without which, the unity of the whole is not attainable. I will onely adde here the conſideration of that which I alleged in the firſt Book, out of S. Johns laſt Epiſtle, 5-10. Some have thought it ſo ſtrange, that Diotrephes and his faction ſhould not acknowledge thoſe that were recom­mended by S. John an Apoſtle, that they have rather intitled the Epiſtle to a ſucceſſor of his, in the Church of Epheſus, whoſe Tombe S. Jerome ſaw there, beſides S. John the Apoſtle, whom Papias called John the elder, as he is called in the beginning of theſe two Epiſtles, Hieron. Catal. in Johanne & Papiâ, Ens. Eccleſiaſt. Hiſt. II. 25. But, he that conſiders what S. Paul writes to the Corin­thians, of his adverſaries there, will not marvail, that S. John ſhould find oppoſi­tion at the hands of Diotrephes, aſpiring to the Biſhoprick, by banding a faction againſt the Jewiſh Chriſtians, whom, it appears ſufficiently, that S. John cheriſhed. And therefore, the mark here ſet upon Diotrephes, is not for intro­ducing Epiſcopacy, as the Presbyterians would have it, but for diſobeying the ſuperiour Church, whereof S. John was head, to the indangering of Unity in the Whole. For, could Diotrephes hope to make himſelfe Biſhop in his own Church, when no body was Biſhop in any Church beſides? Or might not Dio­trephes hope to do it, by heading a party, that diſallowed compliance with Ju­daiſm at that time? If then, the Apoſtles provided not that the Church ſhould continue alwayes one, if this Unity was not alwayes maintained, by the de­pendence of Churches; let this reproof have no effect in any ſucceeding time of the Church. But, if the eminence of S. Johns Church, above the neighbour Churches in inſuing ages, was a neceſſary ingredient to the unity of the whole; then be it acknowledged, that S. Johns ſucceſſors might lay the blame of Dio­trephes his ambition upon any ſucceſſor of his that ſhould follow it.
Before I go any further, I will here allege thoſe Fathers which do teach, that our Lord gave S. Peter the Keys of his Church, in the perſon of the Church, and, as the figure of it: Namely, S. Cyprian, Pacianus, S. Hierom, S. Auguſtine, and Optatus, whoſe words I will not here write out, to inflame the bulk of this Book, becauſe you have them in the Archbiſhop of Spalato, de Rep. Eccl. 1. VII. 17-29. VIII. 8. 9. Adding onely to them, S. Ambroſe de dignitate Sa­cerdotali, cap. 1. affirming, that, in S. Peter. the Keys of the Kingdom of hea­ven [Page] are given to all Prieſts: And cap. II. ſpeaking of the words of our Lord to S. Peter; Feede my ſheepe; Quas oves, & quem gregem, non ſolum tunc beatus ſuſ­cepit Petrus, ſed & nobiſcum eas ſuſcepit, & cum illo eas nos ſuſcepimus omnes. Which ſheep, and which flock, not onely S. Peter then undertook, but alſo he with us, and with him we all undertook them. And venerable Bede upon the words of our Lord, Tell the Church; Haec poteſtas ſanctae Eccleſiae Epiſcopis ſpecialiter commiſſa eſt, generaliter vero omni Eccleſiae data creditur. Nam quod dominus a­libi hanc ligandi ſolvendi (que) poteſtatem Petro tribuit, uti (que) in Petro, qui typum ge­rebat Eccleſiae, omnibus Apoſtolis hoc conceſſiſſe non dubitatur. The power of the Keys is committed eſpecially to the Biſhops of the Holy Church, but is believed to be given generally to every Church. For, whereas, our Lord elſewhere gives unto S. Peter this power of binding and looſing, there is no doubt that, in Peter, bear­ing the form of the Church, he gave it to all the Apoſtles. Proceeding to allege S. Jerome, and S. Auguſtine to the ſame purpoſe. And upon the words of our Lord, Feed my ſheep; Quod Petro dictum eſt, omnibus Chriſti diſcipulis dictum eſt. Hoc nam (que) fuerunt caeteri Apoſtoli quod Petrus fuit, paſtores ſunt omnes, grex unus oſtenditur, qui & ab Apoſtolis tunc unanimi conſenſu paſcebatur, & deincep [...] a ſucceſſoribus eorum communi curâ paſcitur. That which is ſaid to Peter, is ſaid to all Chriſts Diſciples. For what Peter was, that were the reſt of the Apoſtles. They are all ſhepherds, but the flock appears to be but one, which, as then, it was fed by the Apoſtles with unanimous conſent, ſo is it ſince fed by their ſucceſſors with common care. Theſe Fathers then, when they give this for the reaſon, why our Lord gives Peter onely the Keys of the Church, with the charge of feeding his flock; that hee bore the perſon and form of the Church; ſuppoſe the Church to be a body compacted of all Churches, (ruled by the ſame form of Govern­ment, for the preſerving of unity in the whole) as the colledge of the Apoſtles conſiſteth of ſo many perſons indowed all with one and the ſame power, for whom one anſwers, to ſignifie the unity of the whole. Whereby it appeareth, firſt, negatively; That the Church did uot underſtand any Soveraign Power to be committed to S. Peter by theſe words: Then poſitively, that our Lord, ſpeak­ing to him alone, ſignifies there by the courſe which he hath eſtabliſhed for pre­ſerving unity in the Church; To wit, that, all Churches being governed in the ſame form, the greater go before the leſſe in ordering maters of common con­cernment. S. Cypriane, from whom all the reſt have this doctrine, hath cleared the intent of it, when he thus writeth, Epiſt. ad Jubai, LXXII. Manifeſtum eſt autem ubi & per quos remiſſa peccatorum datur, quae in baptiſmo, ſcilicet, da [...]ur. Nam Petro primum dominus, ſuper quem aedificavit Eccleſiam, & unde unitatis originem inſtituit & oſtendit, poteſtatem iſtam dedit, ut id ſolveretur in caelis quod ipſe ſolviſſet in terris. Et poſt reſurrectionem quo (que) ad Apoſtolos loquitur dicens; Sicut miſit me Pater, & ego mitto vos: Hoc cum dixiſſet, inſpiravit, & a [...]t illis; Accipite ſpiritum ſanctum: Si cujus remiſeritis peccata remittentur illi, ſi cujus tenueritis, tenebuntur. Unde intelligimus, non niſi in Eccleſi [...] praepoſitis, & in Evan­gelicâ lege dominica ordinatione fundatis licere baptizare, & remiſſam peccatorum dare. Now it is manifeſt, where, and by whom remiſſion of ſinnes is given, when it is given in Baptiſm. For, our Lord firſt gave to Peter (upon whom he built his Church, and in whom, and from whom he inſtituted and declared the original of uni­ty in it) this power, that it ſhould be looſed in heaven, whatſoever he had looſed on earth. And after his reſurrection alſo, ſpeaking to the Apoſtles, he ſaith; As my Father ſent me, ſo ſend I you. And having ſaid this he breathed on them, ſaying; If ye remit any mans ſinnes, they ſhallbe remitted him; if ye retain any mans, they ſhall be retained. Whence we underſtand, that it is not lawful for any but thoſe that are ſet over the Church, and grounded in the Evangelical Law, and the Ordinance of our Lord, to baptize, and give remiſſion of ſinnes. Becauſe Peter received the Keys, therefore all and every Church, that is, thoſe that are over it, and none elſe, can give remiſſion of ſinnes by admitting to Baptiſm. Shall we think the conſequence extravagant, having ſo clear a ground for it; to wit, the unity of the whole Church, ſetled upon two ingredients, the ſame form in all Churches, but with dependence of the leſſe upon the greater Churches? If any man ſay, [Page] all this is diſputed by Cypriane, to prove that Baptiſm given by Hereticks is void; wherein he hath been diſowned by the Church; And that therefore the reaſons are not well grounded from whence it is inferred: The anſwer is eaſie, becauſe he inferrs upon them that, which, though true, they do not inforce. That a man cannot lawfully baptize, is not ſo much, as that, if he do baptize, his Bap­tiſm is void. S. Cypriane took both for one, and therefore his reaſon is good, though it conclude not his purpoſe. Why not void, being unlawful. I refer my ſelf to what S. Auguſtine ſince hath diſputed, and the Church decreed and practiſed. And here you have one ground for that diſtinction between the Po­wer of Order, and the Power of Jurisdiction, comparing one with another, the Biſhops and Prieſts of ſeveral Churches, according to the original conſtitu­tion of the Church. I allow S. Hierome to ſay, that whereſoever there is a Bi­ſhop, whither at Rome, or at Eugubium (an obſcure City near Rome) he is of the ſame worth, as of the ſame Prieſthood, Epiſt. LXXXV. For, as to the in­ward Court of the conſcience, the office that is Miniſtred by the Biſhop or Prieſt of a leſſe Church, is no leſſe effectual, then by one of a greater Church. But, as to the outward Court of the Church, ſuppoſing all Churches governed in the ſame form, but the Churches of leſſe Cities ſubordinate to the Churches of greater Cities, by the appointment of the Apoſtles; the act of the leſſe Church, of the Biſhop or a Prieſt of it, cannot be of that conſequence to the whole, as the act of the greater Church: And ſo, though the Biſhop or the Prieſt of a litle Church be of the ſame Order with the Biſhop or Prieſt of a great Church; yet, the authority of the one extendeth without compariſon further then the authority of the other can do. And, you may perhaps diſpute, whether this au­thority produce any ſuch as Jurisdiction or not; but, whether there be ground hereupon, to diſtinguiſh between the Order, which is the ſame in both, and the authority which it createth, in which there is ſo great difference, you cannot diſpute. Certainly, the office of a Deacon in a greater Church, may be of more conſequence to the whole, then many Biſhops can bring to paſs. As the aſſiſt­ance of Athanaſius in the office of a Deacon, to Alexander Biſhop of Alexan­dria, at the Council of Nicaea, was of more conſequence to the obtaining of the decree of the Council, then the votes of many Biſhops there.

CHAP. XIX. Of the proceedings about Marcion and Montanus at Rome. The buſineſse of Pope Victor about keeping Eaſter; a peremptory inſtance. The buſineſſe of the No­vatians evidenceth the ſame. Of the buſineſſes concerning the rebaptizing of He­reticks, Dionyſius of Alexandria, Paulus Samoſatenus, S. Cypriane, and, of the Donatiſts under Conſtantine.
AMongſt the proceedings of the Church, I will firſt alledge that of the Church of Rome, in refuſing Marcion her communion, becauſe excom­municated by his own Father the Biſhop of Sinope in Pontus, in bar to the pre­tenſe of Soveraignty in the Church of Rome. For, if Marcions Father, Biſhop of Synope in Pontus, if Syneſius Biſhop of Ptolomais in Cyrenaica, could oblige the Church of Rome and all Churches, not to admit unto the communion of the Church, thoſe whom they had excluded, becauſe the unity of the whole could not be preſerved otherwiſe; then is not the infinite Power of one Church, but the regular Power of all, the mean which the Apoſtles provided, for the attain­ing of Unity in the whole. Not as if the Church of Rome might not have ad­mitted Marcion to communion with it ſelfe, had it appeared, that he had been excluded without ſuch a cauſe, as obliged any Church to excommunicate. For, in doubtful cauſes, the concernment being general, it was very regular to have recourſe to the chief Churches, by the authority whereof, the conſent of the reſt might be obtained. But, could it have appeared, that ſuch a thing had been done without any cauſe, then would it have been regular for any Church, to [Page] have no regard to ſuch a ſentence. In the next place, the conſideration of Mon­tanus his buſineſſe at Rome, there alledged, ſhall evidence ſome part of my in­tent. Being condemned and refuſed by the Biſhops and Churches of Aſia, he ſends to Rome, to ſollicite a higher Church, and of more conſequence to the whole, to own the ſpirit by which he pretended to ſpeak, and to admit thoſe ſtricter orders which he pretended to introduce. A pretenſe for thoſe that would have the Pope Soveraign; but not ſo good as they imagine, unleſſe they could make it appear, that he made the like addreſs to no other Church but that of Rome. For my part, finding, in other occaſions, frequent and plentiful re­membrance of recourſe had to other Churches, as well as to Rome, in maters of common concernment; I find it neceſſary, to impute the ſilence of his other addreſſes, to the ſcarcity of records left the Church: Not doubting that he, and the Churches of Phrygia ingaged with him, would do their utmoſt to promote the credit of his Propheſies, by perſwading all Churches, to admit the Or­ders which he pretended to introduce. And, how much greater the authority of the Church of Rome was, then that of an ordinary Church, ſo much more had he prevailed by gaining it. That no man may imagine, that all lay in it; nor yet, that the conſent of it ſignified no more then the conſent of every Church. For, conſider the Church of Carthage, and the choler of Tertullian, expreſſed in the beginning of his Book de Exhortatione Caſtitulis, againſt Pope A [...]phyrine, for admitting adulterers to Penance. And, in conſequence there­unto, conſider what we have upon record of Hiſtorical truth from S. Jerome, Catal. in Tertull. and the authorities quoted afore; that Tertullian, falling to the Doctrine of Montanus, upon affronts received from the Clergy of Rome, ſet up a communion of his own at Carthage, which continued till S. Augu­ſtines time, by whom, his followers were reduced to the Catholick Church. For, what occaſion had Tertullian to break from the Church of Carthage, be­cauſe of the affront received from the Church of Rome, in rejecting Montanus, had not the Church of Carthage followed the Church of Rome in it?
The ſame is the conſequence of that which paſſed in that famous debate of Victor Pope, about breaking with the Churches of Aſia, becauſe they kept not Eaſter on the Lords day, as moſt Churches did; but, with the Jewes, obſerving the Paſſion upon the full Moon, celebrated the Reſurrection of third day after that. For, might, not, or, ought not the Church of Rome, refuſe to com­municate with theſe Churches, had the cauſe been valuable? In caſe of Hereſy, in caſe of any demand deſtructive to the unity of the Church; you will ſay, that, not onely the Church of Rome, but any Church whatſoever, both might and ought to diſclaim the Churches of Aſia. But I have to ſay again, that, in any ſuch caſe, there is a difference between that which is queſtioned for ſuch, and that which is ſuch, and ought to be taken for ſuch: And, that nothing can light­ly be preſumed to be ſuch, that any Church ſeems to profeſſe; But that, in redu­cing ſuch unavoidable debates, from queſtionable, to be determined, the authority the chief Churches is, by the conſtitution of the Church, requiſite to go before, and make way towards obtaining the conſent of the whole. And, that it can­not be thought, that Victor would have undertook ſuch a thing, had it not be­longed to him, in behalf of his Church, to declare himſelf in the buſineſſe, in caſe there had been cauſe. All this while, I would not have any man imagine, that, Victor having withdrawn his communion from the Churches of Aſia, the reſt of Chriſtendom were neceſſarily to think themſelves obliged to do the ſame. It is true, there were two motives that might carry Victor to do it. For, ſeeing the Council of Nicaea did afterwards decree the ſame, that he la­boured to induce the Churches of Aſia to, it is too late to diſpute, whither ſide was in the right; For, that which was for the advancement of Chriſtianity, at the time of that Council, was certainly for the advancement thereof, at the time of this diſpute: And, though in S. Johns time it might be, and was with­out doubt for the beſt, to comply with the Jews in maters of that indifference, for the gaining of opportunities to induce them to become Chriſtians; yet, [Page] when the breach between the Synagogue and the Church was once complete, that reaſon being taken away, the reaſon of uniformity in the Church, upon which the unity thereof ſo much nependeth, was to take place. And therefore a man may ſay, with reſpect to thoſe Churches, that the zeal of their Predeceſ­ſors credit, ſeduced them into that contentiouſneſſe which humane frailty in­gendreth: And thoſe that, after the decree of the Council, perſevered in the ſame practice, are not without cauſe liſted among Hereticks, taking that name largely to comprehend alſo Schiſmaticks. So I allow, that Victor had juſt cauſe to inſiſt upon his point. But it is alſo  [...]vident, that it would have been an in­creaſe of authority and credit to Victor, and to his Church, to ſeeme to give law to thoſe Churches, by reducing them to his Rule. For, reputation and credit with the world, neceſſarily follows thoſe that prevail. And, Victor, being a man, as I have granted his adverſaries were, might be moved with this advantage, as much as with the right of his cauſe. But, though I allow, that Victor had rea­ſon to inſiſt upon his opinon, yet I do no way allow that he had reaſon to in­terrupt the communion of the Church, becauſe thoſe of Aſia did not yield to it; The mater it ſelf not being of conſequence to produce ſuch an effect, no [...], uniformity in all things neceſſary, though conducing to the unity of the Church. And therefore, I do no way allow, that other Churches could be obliged to fol­low the Church of Rome in this ſentence; the unity of the Church, which is the end, being of nearer intereſt and concernment to them all, then the authori­ty of Victor, or of his Church, or then uniformity in this point, which is but the mean to obtain it. Which as it is true, ſo was it indeed the reaſon that Ire­naeus alleged to Victor,  [...]o divert him from that reſolution, in Euſebius, Eccl. Hiſt.▪ V. 25. 26. where you may ſee, that his credit, and the cre­dit of the reſt of thoſe that held communion with both, prevailed to void thoſe leters which Victor had iſſued, to break of communion with the Churches of Aſia. And therefore, I cannot wiſh to ſhow you better marks, both of the de­pendence of Churches, and the ſuperiority of the Church of Rome; and alſo, that this ſuperiority was regular (and not ſoveraign as that of a Monarch) when the greateſt of inferiour Churches have recourſe and reſpect to it as the center of their communion; and yet do not abſolutely give up themſelves to yield to the authority of it, as they do to the ſentence of the Council of Ni­  [...]aea, becauſe it could not be reaſonable for the Churches of Aſia to ſtand out with it: Whereby you ſee the difference, between the authority of the Pope, and the authority of a general Council.
The buſineſſe of Novatianus will not require many words, to evidence the ſame conſequence by it. The Church of Rome it ſelf was the ſeat of the buſi­neſſe, and the calamity thereof, ſuffering a Schiſm within her own bowels, the occaſion of it. And, I appeal to the experience of the world, whither inteſtine diſſenſion do not diſcover the reſpect all men owe to their Neigbours, by the need they have of them, for the compoſing of it. But, not to ſpeak of occaſi­on of advantage, but of termes of right; that Church having gotten two Heads, Cornelius and Novatianus, who was then judge, which ſide ought to be accounted the Church of Rome,  [...]o that, the other party ſhould be obliged to ſubmit and joyn with it? For, had it been a Law that obliged the whole Church, that thoſe who had fallen away in time of perſecution, be not admitted to Pe­nance, and, by conſequence to the communion, any more; (which was the motive and ground, why Novatianus was made Biſhop againſt Cornelius) cer­tainly, the reſt of the Church muſt have acknowledged Novatianus, who main­tained it, not Cornelius who waved it; Notwithſtanding that Cornelius was made by ſixteen Biſhops of the then reſort of that Church, Novatianus but by three. For, though the Canon of the Apoſtles, requiring onely three Biſhops, or two at leaſt, to the ordaining of a Biſhop▪ may very well ſeem to be the an­cienter cuſtome in the Church, then the IV Canon of Nicaea, which provideth, that it be done by the conſent of all the reſort, either preſent, or, under their hands, referring themſelves to three that are preſent; yet is it plain, that the [Page] act of three, o [...] two at leaſt, was accepted upon preſumption of the conſent of the reſt, an [...]  [...] diſpatch of buſineſſe, becauſe Ordinations would otherwiſe have been  [...]nr [...]on [...]bly troubleſome. But, this Canonicall advantage of Cor­nelius▪ his c [...]uſe could no [...] have wayed againſt the Novatians plea, had it been inde [...]d a  [...]  [...]ds Law to the whole Church, that Apoſtates be not read­  [...]itted  [...]o  [...] ▪ For this, not onely the Novatians ſtood upon, but after­wards,  [...]  [...] perſ [...]ution of Diocletian, the Meletians fell away from the  [...]  [...]o other quarrel, as you may ſee by Epiphanius, Haer. LXVIII. In th [...]  [...], the Authority of the reſt of the Church muſt have over­ſway▪  [...] of the re [...]ort of the Church of Rome, the greateſt part wh [...]  [...] for Cornelius. And, becauſe it was a point hitherto not decide [...] ▪  [...] queſtion [...]ble in the Church, therefore it comes to the ſen­tence  [...] ▪ Now it is a queſtion, not to be anſwered by thoſe who make  [...] of the Church of Rome, Monarch over the whole, how then th [...]  [...] giving Law to that Church, ſhould depend on other Churches, as here  [...] i [...] doth. For, the common intere [...]t of Chriſtianity, whether in mater o [...]  [...] is the ground of the diſpute, or in the unity of the Church,  [...] calleth in queſtion, is that which makes the Novatians, whi­ther  [...] S [...]hiſmaticks, not acknowledging Cornelius, after that he was a [...]knowle [...]  [...]  [...]y the reſt of the Church. And, for this cauſe it is, that the Chur [...]h o [...]  [...]ochia (that is, the Synode whereof that Church was the He [...])  [...] a return from the Church of Rome, for the favour they did it in  [...] ▪ Corn [...]l [...]us, which they made great difficulty to do a great while, as you  [...] by that which I related in the firſt Book. For, ſuppoſing that  [...] of Antiochia did no more in the buſineſſe then right required; yet,  [...] goes, he that hath right done him, may well acknowl [...]ge him­ſelfe  [...] that doth him right. In the mean time, S. Cypriane, and the Chur [...]  [...] ▪ with the dependences of it, declare for Cornelius from the  [...]  [...], with his Church of Alexandria, and the dependences there [...]  [...]  [...]n [...]ormation, are wonne to their ſide: Neither could Fabi­us, an [...]  [...] Ch [...]r [...]es that reſorted to Antiochia have ſtood out, without great miſchie [...]  [...]  [...] whole: And therefore, what thanks ſoever they may deſerve of the Church  [...] Rome, for doing their duty in ſuch a diſtreſſe of it; Who can ſay, that the Sov [...]aign Power of the Church of Rome, obliged them to make it So­veraign, de facto, (which, being divided, de jure, it was not) when it is ſo evident, that the unity o [...] the Church obliged them, each in their ſeveral ranks, to con­cur to that means which God had provided for the maintenance of it, by eſtab­liſhing the Church of Rome in the firſt place?
In the buſineſſe that  [...]ell out about rebaptizing Hereticks that returned to the Church, when we ſee the Church of Rome alone ingaged againſt the Churches of Africk▪ and o [...] the Eaſt both, (for, you muſt remember what I obſerved a­fore, that, tho [...]e who made the mo [...]t difficulty in diſowning Novatianus, were the ſame that ſtood for rebaptizing Hereticks, with the African Churches on their ſide) we are  [...]ound to preſume, that many and great Churches depended upon it, to w [...]igh againſt ſo great a conſent as oppoſed it? For, in point of fact, it is evident, that it was the conſent of the geateſt part, that obliged the reſt to joyn with it: And, in point of right, the preſumption i [...] peremptory, that the greateſt part  [...]ould not agree to determine againſt Gods Law, but walked with­in thoſe bounds which God had confined his Church with. We are not then to marvail ſo much at the heats which paſſed between Stephen, Biſhop of Rome, on one ſide, and S. C [...]prian  [...]or Cart [...]age, and Firmilianus, chief Biſhop of Pontus, on the other ſide.  [...]or it is evident, that they referred not themſelves to Stephens opinion concerning Gods Law, whoſe ſucceſſors are now pretended infallible; And yet, did refer themſelves to the judgement of the whole Church, depart­ing from their rigour in conſideration of it. In the mean time, it muſt not be neglected, that Rome, having Dionyſius of Alexandria to ſide with it, was able to weigh againſt ſo great a conſent; Which giveth no leave to abate any thing [Page] of the regular pre-eminence of it above other Churches. But, when we ſee, that neither Rome prevailed, that no Hereticks ſhould be rebaptized, nor the adverſe party, that all; but, an abatement is made by the Council of Nicaea, in rebaptizing Samoſatenians; of Laodicea, in rebaptizing Mo [...]taniſts; by the Churches of Africk, (the practice whereof Optatus relateth) in rebaptizing Sa­bellians (to ſay nothing of other Rules mentioned in the firſt Book) did they take, ſhall we ſay, the breaſt of the Pope for the cen [...]er of infallibility in the Church; and the voice of the whole Church for evidence of Tradition from the Apoſtles, or the ſentence thereof to be without appeal in maters not determined by it? Neither will I paſſe by that litle that we have upon record in the caſe of Dio­nyſius of Alexandria, complained of to Dionyſius of Rome, as inclining to that which was afterwards the Hereſy of Arius, in things that he had written againſt Sabellius; Without obſerving, (not, as moſt do, that, in ſo great▪ a caſe, recourſe is had to the Church of Rome, and to no Church beſides it) but that there is no remembrance left, of any recourſe had to other Churches, when as there is re­membrance of the recourſe that was had to the Church of Rome, in it. For, i [...] appeareth by the courſe that was held in other caſes, that the ordinary way was, to communicate maters concerning the common intereſt, with as many Chur­ches as there was convenience to do; As, expecting re [...]reſs by their con [...]ur­rence and aſſiſtance. And therefore, I count it ridiculous to ſuppoſe, that a  [...]a­ter of ſo great concernment, was not referred to any but the Biſhop of Rome, becauſe it is not recorded of any beſides it. For what reaſon or ſenſe is there to expect, th [...]t, when we are ſo ſc [...]n [...]ed of records in the firſt ages of the Church, we ſhould  [...]ind, in every particular buſineſſe, remembrance of that which was alwayes done? But when in this, as in all other caſes which I have touched, you find recourſe alwayes had to the Church of Rome, but very little or no menti­on of other Churches, (in the Weſt eſpecially, though concerned in the ma­ter as much as it) ſhall we not take it for an argument, that they uſually refer­red themſelves to the Church of Rome, expecting ſatisfaction in their common intereſts, from the truſt which they repoſed in it?
In the mater of Samoſatenus, there are two paſſages, expreſly ſignifying the two chief points of my poſition. Read the leter of the Synod, giving account of their proceedings to all Churches, and tell me who can have the confidence to maintain, that the force of their ſentence depended onely upon the Popes allowance? It is true, the leter is written, on purpoſe to obtain the conſent of other Churches, by giving them account of their proceedings. For, they did no [...] preſume of the juſtice of them, upon any viſible circumſtance of the per­ſons, place, maner or form in which they were aſſembled, This they expected from the mater and ground of their ſentence, and the way of proceeding to it. But, when the ſame account that is given to Rome, is given to other Churches, ev [...]ry one as they were of conſequence to the Whole; neither can the appro­b [...]tion of one be ſuppoſed to oblige the Whole, nor doth any thing hinder it to be held for the Head or prime part of the Whole, and of moſt conſequence to ſway the reſolution of the whole; in which, the preſumption that the ſen­tence is according to right becometh compleat, But when the ſecul [...]r Power is called upon to give execution to it by the force of this World; Aureliane the Emperour ſuſpendeth his proceeding upon the reſolution of Rome and Italy: Whereby he ſheweth, that theſe were held to be of moſt regard and conſequence in maters that concerned the whole. For, ſeeing Aureliane, at that time ha­ving a good opinion of Chriſtians (whom a while after he perſecuted) deter­mined to do them a favour in qui [...]ting their differences by way of right; it can­not be imagined, that he would take a courſe which they ſhould refuſe, but ſuch as the order of the Church, eſtabliſhed before, did require. And therefore, the allowance of the Biſhops of Rome and Italy, is expreſſed for a juſt preſumption, that an act done by ſuch a Synod, and afterwards acknowledged by them, could not be diſowned by the reſt of the Church. In the mean time, when he names the Biſhops of Rome and Italy, I muſt not omit an opinion that hath been pub­liſhed [Page] many years ſince, becauſe it ſeems conſiderable. The ground whereof is this; That Sex: Aurelius Victor, Epit. in Adrian [...], reports, that, the Govern­ment of the Romane Empire, which was afterwards eſtabliſhed by Conſtantine, was firſt moulded and framed, in the moſt materiall points of it, by Adriane. Whereupon it becomes probable, that, when Aureliane refers himſelfe to the judgement of the Biſhop of Rome and Italy, the meaning is, to the Biſhops of Rome and Milane, and the reſt of thoſe Churches that reſorted unto Rome and Milane, as the chief Churches upon which they depended. For, that, after Con­ſtantine, Milane was the Head of all the reſt of thoſe Provinces of Italy that re [...]orted not to the Church of Rome, it is ſo manifeſt, that I will not trouble the Reader with proving it here again:
There are, beſides, ſome caſes mentioned in S. Cyprians Epiſtles, of great force, to clear the terms, upon which the unity of the Church ſubſiſted, as well as the being and conſtitution of it, which, ſome of them have been already alleged to evidence▪ Baſilides, Biſhop of Aſturica in Spain, convicted of Apoſtaſy in per­ſecution, to the worſhip of Idols, was depoſed by the Biſhops of thoſe quarters, and another ſetled in his ſtead. He repairs to Stephen Biſhop of Rome, to ob­tain, by falſe information and favour, his ſentence, to reſtore or to confirm him. S. Cyprian excuſes Stephen as circumvented, blaming him th [...] ▪did it, but not for going to Rome, or ſeeking to be reſtored by that means. For, to ſay truth, he muſt have blamed the contrary party, that had recourſe to Carthage, ſeeking to maintain what they had done, by the ſentence of the Church of Car­thag [...], which that LXVIII. Epiſtle caries, as well for Martialis, Biſhop, it ſeems, of Emerita in Spain, as Baſilides, whom for the like crime, he judges unworthy to hold his Biſhoprick. Again, Martianus, Biſhop of Arles, adhered to No­vatia [...]us, as S. Cyprian was informed by the Biſhop of Lions. Hereupon he writes to Stephen at Rome, to write into Gaul, for the depoſing of Marcianus, and the ſettling of another in his ſtead, Epiſt. LXVII. Again, Feliciſſimus and Fortuna [...]s, Presbyters of the Church of Car [...]hage, under S. Cyprian, with others, to the number of five, having made a party to reſtore thoſe that were fallen a­way in perſecution, contrary to the reſolution of the Church, which had refer­red it to a Council, as we learn by S. Cyprian, Epiſt. XXXVIII. & XL. with For­tunatus, a Biſhop of this party, betaking themſelves to Rome, are firſt refuſed by Cornelius; but, upon appearance of a party in his Church for them, put him to a ſtand. In this caſe S. Cyprian, writing his LV. Epiſtle, acknowledges the Church of Rome the ſeat of S. Peter, and the principal Church, whence, the unity of the Prieſthood was ſprung; but maintaines, that every Biſhop hath a portion of Chriſts flock aſſigned him to govern, upon his account to Chriſt: And therefore, that cauſes are to be ended where they ri [...]e, and the good intelligence between Biſhops, ought not to be interrupted by carying cauſes abroad to be judged a­gain. Is not all this true, ſuppoſing the caſe? For, who c [...]n chuſe but blame a ſchiſmaticall attempt? But, could any man hinder Baſilides and Martialis from ſeeking the Church of Rome, had their cauſe been good, ſeeing their adverſe pa [...] ­ty did, and might ſeek to fo [...]ain Churches? Was it not neceſſary to ſeek both to Carthage and to Rome, for the freeing of the Church of Arles under Marci [...] ­nus, from communion with the Novatians? Here, I con [...]eive, lies the truth. Some cauſes of neceſſity have recourſe to the Church of Rome; to wit, ſuch as neceſſarily concern the whole Church, either in the faith, or, in the unity of it. Such was the cauſe of Marcianus, which could not be ended but by the ſame conſent which caſt the Novatians out of the Church. Was the cauſe of Baſi­lides and Martialis of the ſame weight; was it not meerly perſonal, and conc [...]r­ning mater of fact, whither they had indeed ſacrificed to Idols, or not; no queſtion remaining in point of right, that ſuch could not be Biſhops? yet, could not the Biſhops of Spain over-rule the Biſhop of Rome, not to receive infor­mation from the aggriev [...]d. Their way was, to have recourſe to other Churches, the conſent whereof might out-way the Church of Rome, together with the goodneſſe of the cauſe. And the Church of Carthage muſt have done the ſame, had Feliciſſimus and Fortunatus found reception at Rome, and credit to [Page] bal [...]nce their cauſe againſt S. Cyprian, and the African Church. So that, cauſes of Faith neceſſarily concerning the whole Church, whenſoever they rend [...]r the peace thereof queſtionable; thoſe that, for their weight, do not concern  [...]he whole, will concern it, when they render the peace thereof queſtionable. And, ſo long as Law provideth not bounds to determine, what cauſes ſhall be ended at home in the parts where they riſe; what cauſe is there that may not be pre­tended to concern the whole; and, by conſequence, the Church of Rome; which being the principal Church, what cauſe, concerning the whole, can end without it? He that admits not this ſuppoſition, con [...]ſting in the regular pre-eminence, denying the unlimited Power of the Church of Rome over other Churches, will never give a reaſon, why recourſe is alwayes had to the Church of Rome; and yet, if the cauſe require, to other Churches, to ballance it. The unity of the Church, and communion with it, is the thing that is  [...]ought: The conſent of the greateſt Churches, (that of Rome in the  [...] place) is the meanes to ob­tain it.
This buſineſſe therefore is much of kin to that of the Donatiſts triall under Conſtantine, when they petitioned the ſecular Power, that they might be heard by the Biſhops of Gaul, intimating, the reaſon vvhy they declined the Biſhops of Italy to be; becauſe they might be tainted with falling away; or ſhuffling, in the per [...]ecution of Diocletian, which they charged their adverſe party in Africk with, becauſe they expreſſe this for the ground of their Petition, in Optatus I. that, under Conſtantius, there had been no perſecution in Ga [...]l. Here I muſt paſs by the conſideration of any thing that may concern the diſpute between ſecular and Eccleſiaſticall Power, as not concerning this place. But, when Conſtantine, by his anſwer, aſſigns them for Judges, the Biſhops of Rome and Milane, with ſuch and ſuch of their ſuffraganes, joyning with them the Biſhops of Collen, Au­tun, and Arles in Gaul, to ſatisfie them, it is plain, that he refuſes them to tranſ­greſſe; that reſpect, which the conſtitution of the Church challenged for the Churches of Rome and Milane; that ſuch cauſes as concerned the unity of the Church in the Weſtern parts of the Empire, ſhould be determined, (not by the Pope alone, no [...] the Church of Rome alone, but) by the Churches of Rome and Milane, as the chief Churches of that part of the Empire; the Church of Rome alwayes in the firſt place. On the other ſide, when the Donatiſts, not ſatis­fied with their ſentence, petition the Emperour again, that it may be review'd, and the Emperour adjourns them for a ſecond triall to a Council at Arles; it is plain, that hee allowes them not an appeal from the former ſentence, becauſe, many of thoſe that were Judges in the former Synod, did vote in the later Sy­nod: But it is as plain, that the parties then held not the Popes judgement (either alone, or in Council) unqueſtionable, unleſſe all were madd, in preten­ding to give either check or ſtrength to that ſentence which was originally un­queſtionable. If therefore, a ſentence given by the Pope in a Council of Italy, which ſome Gauliſh Biſhops joyned thereunto, might be reviſed in a fuller Council of Gauliſh Biſhops, with the concurrence of many others, as well Italian and Spaniſh, (to ſay nothing of three from Britaine, the firſt unqueſtion­able record of the Britiſh Churches) is it not manifeſt, that Euclids axiome, that the whole is greater then any part of it; takes place in the Church, as well as the words of S. Jerome, Orbis major eſt Ʋrbe, that the world is greater then the City of Rome? Surely if S. Auſtine, Ep. CLXII. ſay well, that the Donatiſts might have appealed to a General Council, had they been juſtly grieved by the ſentence at Rome; his ſaying will hold, if they had been grieved by the Coun­cil of Arles, though concluding the Weſtern Church: But it will hold alſo of the Council of Arles, that it had been madneſſe to call it, had not the generali­ty thereof extended, to conclude the Weſtern Church, further then the former at Rome, though the cauſe came not to it by appeal.

CHAP. XX. Of the conſtitution and authority of Councils. The ground of the pre-eminences of Churches in the Romane Empire. The VI. Canon of the Council of Nicaea. The pre-eminence of the Church of Rome, and that of Conſtantinople. Some in­ſtances againſt the ſuperiority of Biſhops, out of the records of the Church; what offices every Order by Gods Law, or by Canon Law, miniſtreth.
[Page]
HEre, the next conſideration for time being that of the Council of Nicaea; the VI Canon whereof firſt limited by written Law, the pre-eminences of Churches in the Empire, having taken place by cuſtome before; I will not repeat that ground for Councils, and for their authority, which I have laid in the firſt Book; nor bound the right of Civil and Eccleſiaſticall Power in giving force to the acts of them, which I reſerve for the end of this third Bood. But, to e­vidence the conſtitution of them, from whence, their authority in the Church muſt proceed; I maintain here from the premiſes, that the originall conſtitu­tion of the Church, determineth the perſon of the Biſhop, to repreſent his re­ſpective Church in Council: And, that the conſtitution of Councils, conſiſt­ing of Biſhops, repreſenting their reſpective Churches, evidenceth the authori­ty of Biſhops in the ſame; Which produceth the effect of obliging, either the whole Church, or that part which the Council repreſenteth, by the conſent of Votes. The act of the Council of Jeruſalem under the Apoſtles, Act. XV. was reſpective to the Churches of Jeruſalem and Antiochia, with thoſe which were planted from thence, by Paul and Barn [...], made by an authority ſufficient to oblige the whole Church. The El [...] concurred to the vote with the Apoſtles, thoſe that will be ſo ridicul [...] for Lay Elders of Presbyters; But will never tell us, how the V [...] Elders ſhould ob­lige the Church of Antiochia, and the plantations  [...]y were the Elders, who, joyned with the Apoſtles, (from whom they could not be diſ-joyned) were able to oblige the whole Church. And indeed, there is no mention of them in the acts of chuſing Matthias, and the ſeven Deacons, Acts I. VI. which acts concerned the whole Church. And therefore, there is appearance, that, the au­thority which they alwayes had, in reſpect of the Church to be conſtituted, was by that time known to be limited, by the allowance and conſent of the Apoſtles. But, when I granted, that S. Paul ſeems to allow both the Romanes and the Corinthians, to eat things ſacrificed to Idols, as Gods creatures; I did not grant, that his authority could derogate from the act of the Apoſtles: But, that the act of the Apoſtles was not intended for the Churches repreſented at the doing of it. As that which was done, Act. XXI. how great ſoever the authority might be that did it, ſeems to extend no further then the occaſion in hand. That which remains, then, in the Scriptures, agreeth perfitly well with the o­riginal practice of the whole Church. It cannot be denied, that there are here and there, in the records of the Church, inſtances evidencing the ſitting of Pres­byters in Council, which, I deny not, muſt needs import the priviledge of vo­ting. But, the reaſon of their appearing there, appears ſo often to be particu­lar, by commiſſion from their Biſhops, and, to ſupply their abſence, that, there is no means in the world to darken this evidence for the ſuperiority of Biſhops. For, can it poſſibly be imagined, that the Biſhop ſhould alwaies repreſent his Church in all Councils, without choice, or other act to depute him, were he no more then the firſt of the Presbyters? Is it not evident, that the whole Church alwaies took him for the perſon, without whom, nothing could be done in the Church; which, whither in Council, or out of Council, never dealt with his Church but by him, alwayes with his Church by his means? Now, for the authority of Councils thus conſtituted; though, for peace ſake, and becauſe an end muſt be had, the reſolution of all Councils muſt come from number of Votes, which ſwayes the determinations of all Aſſemblies; yet there is, there­upon, a reſpect to be had to the Provinces or parts of the Church, which thoſe [Page] that vote do repreſent, unleſſe we will impute it to blame, to thoſe that ſuffer wrong, if they ſubmit not themſelves to the determinations of thoſe, whom themſelves have more right to oblige. This conſideration reſolves into the grounds of the dependence of leſſe Churches upon greater Churches, all ſtand­ing in the likelihood of propagating Chriſtianity out of greater Cities into the leſſe, and of governing the Church in unity, by ſubmitting leſſe reſidences to greater, rather then on the contrary. Which is ſuch a principle, that all men of capacity will acknowledge, but all would not ſtand convict of, had not the Church admitted it in effect from their founders, before they were convict of the effect of it by humane foreſight. Upon this ſuppoſition, the Church cannot properly be obliged by the plurality of Biſhops, who all have right to vote in Council; but, by the greatneſſe and weight of the Churches for whom they ſerve, concurring to a vote. And hereof there be many traces in the Hiſtories of the Church, when they mention the deputation of ſome few Biſhops, repre­ſenting numerous Provinces, which, for diſtance of place, or other peremptory hinderances, could not be preſent, to frequent as others. For, can this be a rea­ſonable cauſe, why they ſhould be obliged by the votes of thoſe who were preſent in greater number? The true reaſon, why the decrees of Councils have not alwaies had, nor ought alwayes to have the force and effect of definitive ſentences, but of  [...]rong prejudices, to ſway the conſent of the whole: Becauſe there was never any Council ſo truly Generall, that all parts concerned were repreſented, by number of Vo [...]es, proportionable to the intereſſe of the Chur­ches for whom they ſerve; For, certainly, greater is the intereſt of greater Churches. Which caſe, when [...]oever it comes to paſſe, thoſe that are not con­tent, have reaſon to allege, that they are not to be tied by the vote of others, but by their own conſent. And therefore, the nnity of the Church requireth, that there be juſt preſumption, upon the mater of decrees, that they will be ad­mitted by thoſe who concurre not to them, as no leſſe for their good, then for the good of the reſt of the Church. In the mean time, the pretenſe of the Popes infinite Power remaines inconſiſtent with the very preten [...]e of calling a Council. For, why ſo much trouble, to obtain a vote, that ſhall ſignifie nothing without his conſent, his ſingle ſentence obliging no leſſe? Theſe are the grounds of that Ariſtocraty, in which the Church was originally governed, by the conſtitution of the Apoſtles; (unleſſe we will think, that a conſtant order, vi [...]ble in all the proceedings there­of, could have come from the voluntary conſ [...]nt of Chriſtendom, not prevent­ed by any obligation, and drawing every part of it, towards their ſeverall inte­reſts) which makes the obligation of Councils, and their decrees, harder to be obtained; but, when once obtained, more firm and ſure; as, not tending to deſtroy the originall way of maintaining Unity, by the free correſpondence and conſent of thoſe who are concerned; but, to ſhorten the trouble of ob­taining it. And, if this were underſtood by the name of the Hierarchy, why ſhould not the ſimplicity of Apoſtolical Chriſtianity own it?
Now, becauſe the greatneſſe of Churches depended, by the ground laid, upon the greatneſſe of the Cities, which was in ſome ſor [...] ambulatory, till it was ſet­led by the rule of the Empire, begun by Adriane, and compleated by Conſtan­tine; my meaning will neither be clear nor evident, unleſſe  [...] limite the greatneſs of Churches, by ſuch degrees as took place afterwards, when Conſtantine, ha­ving put the civill Government of the Empie under ſome Praefectis Pr [...]torio, (whom we may call in Engliſh, Maſters of his Palace) appointed every one of them ſeveral Lieutenants in their ſeverall quarters: As him of Gaul, (to ſpeak of the Weſt, which concern [...] us moſt) one in Britain, one in Gaul, and one in Spain: Him of Italy, one at Rome, one at Milane, and one at Carthage, in Africk, which was laid to that Government: Him of the Eaſt, one at Alexan­dria, for Aegypt, one at Antiochia, for that quarter which was properly called the Eaſt of the Empire, one at Caſarsa for Pontus, one at Epheſ [...]s for Aſia, and one at Conſtantinople for Thrace: And him of Illyricum, one for the Eaſt of it at Theſſalonica, one for the Weſt of it at Sirmium. For, every one of theſe [Page] Lieutenants, having under his diſpoſition, a certain maſs or number of Provin­ces; and every one of theſe Provinces a certain chief City, (the ſeat of the civill Government, as well as the chief Church of the Province) and the reſi­dences of the Lieutenants themſelves, being the reſorts of the appeals out of the Provinces, the Rule of the Church remains ſetled by the ſubject of it; the Churches of the Head Cities of every Dioceſe, (ſo theycalled that Maſs of Provinces which was allotted to each Lieutenant) challenging a regular pre-e­minence over the Churches of the chief Cities of other Provinces, as they over the Churches of ordinary Cities, within the ſame Province. But, as it would be ridiculous to attribute theſe pre-eminences to the ſecular Power, becauſe it createth the civill pre-eminences of the Cities, and not to the Church, which, preſuppoſing the act of civill Power, caſt it ſelfe into the like fo [...]m; (for the ſame rule was in force, when the Empire, enemy to the Church, did nothing in it) So, I ſhall challenge all men that have their ſenſes exerciſed to diſcern of ſuch maters, to judge, whither all Chriſtians could have agreed of their own heads, to yeeld theſe pre-eminences, had they not found the rule delivered them by the Apoſtles to require it. For, it is manifeſt, that, from the beginning, a­fore Conſtantine, there was reſpect had to the pre-eminence of Churches, pro­portionably to the greatneſſe of their Cities, in the Government of the Em­pire; The inſtances of Rome, Alexandria, An [...]iochia, Epheſus, Corinth, Theſ­ſalonica, C [...]ſarea, Carthage Milane, Lions, and others, as others come to be mentioned in the records of the Church, not admitting any viſible exception to a rule ſo originally, ſo generally, ſo evidently received.
Therefore, as for that plea, which the Church of Rome advanceth ſo farre beyond reaſon and meaſure, of S. Peters Headſhip by divine right, of his ſit­ting laſt at Rome, before at Antiochia, and by his Deputy S. Mark at Alexan­dria, as if all the Churches of Aſia, Africk, and Europe, were, by this means, of his lot; if we take it as it ſounds, it will appear a contradiction to the light of common reaſon, that the Church of Rome ſhould have that pre-eminence by being the ſeat of the firſt Apoſtle, to which other Churches have nothing pro­portionable, by having been the ſeats of other Apoſtles. For, had there not been more in the caſe, that which Epiphanius, Haer. LXX. ſaith; That, had the controverſie about keeping Eaſter, riſen before the removing of the Church of Jeruſalem to Pella, at the beginning, under the Apoſtles, it muſt have reſorted thither; muſt have taken place alwayes: That is, the Church of Jeruſalem, which was, at the firſt, the ſeat of all the Apoſtles, muſt have been for ever the chiefe Church. But, if we ſuppoſe, that the Apoſtles order was, the greateſt Churches to be thoſe of the greateſt Cities; we give a reaſon of the greatneſſe of the Church of Rome, from the priviledge, not of S. Peter alone, but of S. Peter as the chief Apoſtle, and as S. Paul, as him that laboured moſt, when they, upon that agreement, made choice of Rome for their ſeat, and the exerciſe of their Apoſtleſhip. But, that the Church of Alexandria, (the priviledges whereof never extended beyond the Dioceſe of the Governour of Aegypt, Lieutenant in that quarter) ſhould have right over all the Churches of Africk; that the Church of Antiochia (the priviledges whereof were never viſible beyond the Dioceſe of the Eaſt) ſhould have right over all the Churches of Aſia, by S. Peters Headſhip, (and yet Alexandria, where he never ſat but in and by S. Mark, before Antiochia, where he ſat in perſon ſeven years) is ſuch a deviſe, as nothing but prejudice and faction can make probable. For the right, then, of ſummoning and ordering Councils, if we ſpeak of Provincial Councils, it is manifeſtly in the Biſhop of the Mother City, which, ſucceſſion hath called the Archbiſhop▪ If of a greater reſort, in the firſt Biſhop of a Dioceſe, cal­led ſince the Primate; If it were gathered out of ſeverall Dioceſes, (whereof we have an inſtance in that of Antiochia againſt Samoſatenus, out of Pontus and Aſia, as well as the Eaſt) it is to be aſcribed to the authority of the greateſt and next Biſhop, concurring to quench the fire in their neighbour Church, as Fir­milianus of Caeſarea, and Macarius of Jeruſalem, were preſidents in that of Antio­chia. For, though the priviledges of the Church were ſetled upon the form of the [Page] Empire; yet, it ſeemeth, th [...]re was alwayes an exception for that of Jeruſa­lem, (as having been the Mother Church before the Rule was to take place) not onely by the Canon of Nicaa, which now I come to, but by the act of Chalce­don, which made it abſolute within certain quarters, utterly exempted from Antiochia, by a concordate confirmed in Council.
The Canon of Nicaea, which I ſpoke of, is thought to have been made upon occaſion of the Schiſm of Meletius in Aegypt, which had with-drawn the Chur­ches there from their obedience to Alexandria; For it orders, that the anci­ent rights thereof be maintained, as alſo thoſe of Antiochia, (with an excepti­on for Jeruſal [...]m, ſaving the reſpect due to the Mother Sea of Caeſarea) be­cauſe the Church of Rome alſo hath the like priviledge over theſe Churches, which Ruffin [...]s, in his Hiſtories of the Church, tranſlates Suburbicarias. This Tranſl [...]tion hath occaſioned many Books, to ſhow, what were theſe Eceleſiae ſub [...]bicariae, whereof, it ſeems, there are but three meanings poſſible. There was then a  [...]overnour of the City of Rome, to whom reſorted all appeals from the Magiſtrates of the City, and within a hundred miles; all which Country be­ing compriſed in one title of Regiones ſuburbicariae; there is an opinion, that the Churches of that Precinct, by the name of Eccleſiae ſuburbicariae, were then of the Popes Jurisdiction, and they alone. Another conceit may be, that urbs in the  [...]ivative ſuburbicariae, is oppoſed to Orbis, and all Churches in the World,  [...]bj [...]cted by the Canon to the Church of Rome, as all Cities were to Rome. W [...]i [...]h  [...] for nothing. For, what Jurisdiction had any civill Magiſtrate that gov [...]rn [...]d Rome over other Cities, without the Precinct o [...] it? And yet, ſhall we be ſo  [...]i [...]ulous; the Canon deſcribing the priviledges of the Church, of Rome, by thoſe of Alexandria, which extended as far as the Government of Aegyp [...],  [...]o confine thoſe of the prime Church of the Empire, within the  [...]? I ſuppoſe, therefore, they have farre the beſt cauſe, who ſuppoſe  [...] to be called Regiones ſuburbicariae, which were under the Lieutenant of Rome, in oppo [...]tion to the Lieutenant of Italy, reſident a Milane, having un­der him ſeven of thoſe Provinces, into which that Government was then divi­ded: In which regard, the other ten Provinces, which were under the Lieute­nant of the City reſident at Rome, are properly called Suburbicariae, though p [...]rt of them were the Iſles of Sicilia, Sardinia, and Corſica &c. And here lies the greateſt queſtion, nothing elſe bearing water in my judgement. For, by this Canon,  [...]ll the right and title of the Church of Rome is to be meaſured by the right o [...] any one of thoſe Churches, which were the Heads of Dioceſes; (taking Dioceſes for the reſidences of Lieutenants) all which are to be ſup­po [...]ed equall in power, granting onely Rome the precedence, which all Order requi [...]es. For, what right can the Church of Rome challenge, which this Ca­non acknowleges not? Is it right or wrong, which the decree of the whole Church alloweth not? Strongly argued, I confeſs; which, notwithſtanding, I am not ſatisfied with. For, the intent of the Ganon, being to ſetle the lights of Alexandria, is ſatisfied, by rehearſing the like rights in the Churches of Rome and Antiochi [...], which, by ſuppoſing, as in force of old, it ſetleth for the future. But, is this to declare and limite the Title thereof, in regard of the reſt, eſpeci­ally for the Weſtern Church, which the Councill had no occaſion to meddle with? Judge firſt, by that which appears. In the greateſt concernments of the Church, concerning Montanus, concerning the keeping of Eaſter, concerning the cauſe of the Novatians, of rebaptizing Hereticks, of Paulus Samoſatenus, of the Donatiſts, of Dionyſius Alexandrinus; In fine, concerning thoſe which I mentioned out of S. Cyprians Epiſtles. What one Church can there be na­med, to the concurrence whereof, the like reſpect hath been had, in things con­cerning the Faith and Unity of the Whole, as that of Rome? For that which follows, I think there remains no diſpute, the priviledges thereof ſtill increa­ſing, as well by the acts of Councils, as by cuſtome and uſe. And, of that I muſt demand a reaſon, how they ſhould come to be caſt upon one, had there not been, from the beginning, a ſtock of Title, excluſive to any other of the greateſt Churches (acknowledging the order of the Apoſtles to have provided [Page] no further, then, that the Churches of the chiefe Cities ſhould be the chiefe Churches, leaving the reſt to the Church, upon conſideration of the State of the World, to determine.)
One particular I muſt inſiſt upon, for the eminence of it. I have already mentioned the generall Councils, whereof, how many can be counted General, by number of preſent votes? The authority of them then, muſt ariſe from the admitting of them by the Weſtern Churches; And this admiſſion, what can it can it be aſcribed to, but the authority of the Church of Rome, eminently in­volved above all the Churches of the Weſt, in the ſummoning and holding of them, and by conſequence, in their decrees? And indeed, in the troubles that paſſed between the Eaſt and the Weſt, from the Councill of Nic [...]a, though the Weſtern Churches have acted by their Repreſentatives, upon eminent occaſions, in great Conncils; (as the Churches of Britaine had their Biſhops, at the I. Council of Arles, at the Councils of Sar [...]ica, and of Ariminum) in other occaſions, they may juſtly ſeem to referre themſelves to that Church, as reſolving to regulate themſelves by the acts of it; So that S. Jerome might very well name Rome and the Weſt, as the ſame pa [...]ty, in his LXXVII. Epiſtle; Hae­reticum me cum Occidente, haereticum cum Aegypto, hoc eſt, cum Damaſo Pe­tro (que) condemnent. Let them condemn me for an Heretick, with the Weſt, and with Aegypt; that is, with Damaſus, Biſhop of Rome, and Peter, Biſhop of Alex­andria. And, againſt Vigi [...]n [...]us, he calls the Weſtern Churches the Churches of the Apoſtolick See. So S. Baſil calls the Biſhop of Rome,  [...], The Crown of the Weſt, Epiſt. X. and S. Auſtine cont. Jul. Pelag. I. 2. Puto ti­bi eam partem Orbis ſufficere debere, in quâ primum Apoſtolorum ſuorum voluit dominus glorioſo Martyrio coronare. Cui Eccleſiae praeſidentem Beatum I [...]nocentiu [...] ſi audire voluiſſes—I conceive, that part of the world ſhould ſerve your turn, in which, it pleaſed God to Crown with a glorious Martyrdom, the firſt of his Apo­ſtles. The Preſident of which Church, bleſſed Innocent, if you would have heard—He ſuppoſes Innocent, being over the Church of Rome, to be over the Weſtern Church. In the Council of Epheſus, S. Cyril threatens John of Jeruſalem, that, thoſe who will have communion with the Weſt, muſt ſubmit to the ſentence of the Synod at Rome, againſt Neſtorius, Part. I. cap. XXI. the leter of Pope Aga­tho to the Emperour in the VI. General Council, Act. IV. ſuppoſes the Synods of the Lombards, Slaves, Frankes, Gothes, and Britaines, to belong to the Sy­nod of Rome, and that the Council was to expect account of them from it. No otherwiſe, then, to the leter of the Synod of Rome, to the ſecond Generall Council, ninety Biſhops of Italy and Gaul concurred, according to Theodoret. And Cornelius in S. Hieromes Catalogue, writ to Flavianus Biſhop of Antio­chia, from the Synods of Rome, Gaul, and Africk. Whereby it may appear, how the Weſtern Churches alwayes went along with that of Rome. Which, though it give not the Church of Rome that priviledge over the Churches of eight Di­oceſes, which, the canons of Nicaea do confirm to the Biſhops of Alexandria, over the Dioceſe of Aegypt, and the Church of Antiochia, over the Eaſtern Dioc [...]ſes; yet, neceſſarily argueth a ſingular pre-eminence in it over them all, in regard whereof, he is ſtiled Patriarch of the Weſt, during the regular Go­vernment of the Church; and, being ſo acknowledged by King James of excellent memory, in his leter to the Cardinall of Perr [...]n, may juſtly charge them to be the cauſe of dividing the Church, that had rather ſtand divided then own him in that quality. But, granting the Church of Rome to be regularly the ſeat of the chiefe Patriarch, (for ſo he is ſtiled in the Council of Chalcedon, Act. III. ſo the Emperour Juſtine calls Hormiſdas, ſo Juſtinian calls the Bi­ſhop of Rome, Nov. CIX. And the VI Council, Act. XVIII. counts five ſeats of Patriarchs: And if Gregory, Epiſt. XI. 54. acknowledge Spain to have no Patriarch, and Innocent III. C. grave de Praeb. & dignit. C. antiqua, de Privil. count but four, it is becauſe they would make the Pope more then a Patriarch) it will nevertheleſſe be queſtionable, how fa [...]re it injoyes the ſame rights throughout the Weſt; or rather unqueſtionable, that he did no [...] conſecrate all the  [...]i [...]ops of the Weſt, as he of Alexandria did all the Biſhops of Egypt▪ and [Page] he of Antiochia, all thoſe of the Eaſtern Dioceſe. On the other ſide, it will be unqueſtionable, that all cauſes that conce [...]n the whole Church, are to reſort to it. And, if Innocent I. mean none but thoſe, when he ſayes, that they are excep­ted from the Canon of Nicaea, that forbids appeals, Epiſt. ad Victricium Ro­th [...]m. He ſayes nothing but that which the conſtitution of the Church juſtifies. B [...]t the caſes produced before out of S. Cypriane, ſhow, that there was mu [...]h l [...]ft for cuſto [...] to determine. Nay, rules of diſcipline, which, in my opinon, the good of the whole Church then requir [...]d, that they ſhould be common to all the Weſt,  [...]re of this rank; no [...] could any of then ever oblige the Weſt, without the Biſhop of Rome. But, that he alone ſhould give rules to ty all the Weſt, may have had a regular beginning, from voluntary references, of Hime­rius Biſhop of Farracona in Spain, to Syricius, of Exuperius Biſhop of Tolou­ſe, and Victricius of Roven to Innocentius, but argues not that it is the origi­nall right of that Church; But, that it hath increaſed by cuſtome, to that height, as to help to make up a claime for that infinite power which I deny, in ſtead of that regular Power which I acknowledge. Judge now by reaſon, ſuppo­ſing the obligation upon all, of holding unity in the Church; and, the dependance of Churches the mean to compaſs it. For, this will oblige us to part here with the Parallel of the Empire, which, having a Soveraign upon earth, will require the Miniſters of thereof, immediate or ſubordinate, to be of equall power in e­quall rights, Praefects, Lieurenants, and Governours. But, the Head of the Church being in heaven; and, his Body on earth, being to be maintained in Unity, by an Ariſtocraty, of Superiours and Inferiours; whither was it accor­ding to the intent of thoſe who ordered the pre-eminence of greater Churches, th [...]t, that the Church of the greateſt City ſhould be equall in power to the head Churches of o her Dioceſes; Or, that the general reaſon ſhould take place between them all, an eminence of power following their precedence in ranck? So that, whenſoever it become requiſite to limite this generality by poſitive conſtitutions, the pre-eminence, of right, to fall upon one, excluſively to o [...]hers? Surely, though we ſuppoſe, that all Chriſtendom, of their free conſent, agreed in this Order, yet muſt we needs argue, from the uniformity of it, that it muſt needs come fro [...] the ground ſetled by the Apoſtles. For it is manifeſt, that the rights of the head Churches of Provinces, had a beginning, beyond the me­mory of all records of the Church, which teſtifie the being of them, at the time of all buſineſſe which they relate; That the head Churches of Dioceſſes were not advanced in a moment, by the act of the Empi [...]e; but moulded aſore, as  [...]t were, and prepared to receive [...] that impreſſion of regular eminence, over in­feriou [...] Churches, which the act of the State ſhould ſtampe the Cities with, over in [...]riour Cities; yet cannot be maintained, that the greateſt reſpect was and is by the Apoſtles act to be given to the greateſt Churches (that is, the Churches of grea [...]eſt Cities) and yet, that the  [...]ri [...]ledges neceſſarily accruing by poſitive con­ſtitution, might as juſtly have been placed upon the head Church of any Dioceſs, as upon that of Rome. I know I have no thanks for this of the Romaniſts; (for, as S. Paul ſ [...]yes, How ſhall I ſerve God, and pleaſe men both, in ſuch a diffe­rence as this?) but, ſeeing the canon of Nicaea doth neceſſarily confine the Church of Rome to a regular Power; is it not a great ſigne of truth that thoſe things which appear in the proceedings of the Church, do concur to evidence a ground for the Rule of it; inferring that pre-eminence which the Churches of Alexandria and Antiochia cannot have, but, the beginning of the canon, eſta­bliſhing ancient cuſtome, ſettleth? Let us ſee ſome of thoſe proceedings.
After the Council of Nicaea, the Arians, (having Euſ [...]bius of Nicomedia for their Head) deſire to be heard at Rome by Pope Julius in Council, concerning their proceedings againſt Athanaſius. Here, ſhall I believe, as ſome learned men conjecture, that Pope Julius  [...]s meerly an Arbitrato [...] named by one part, y whom the other could not refuſe; and that any Biſhop, or at leaſt any Primate might have been named, and muſt have been admitted, as well as he? Truly, I cannot; conſidering, that, their hope being to winne themſelves credit by his ſentence; I muſt needs think, that they addreſſe themſelves to him, by [Page] whoſe ſentence they might hope to draw the greateſt prejudice on their own ſide. It cannot be denyed indeed, that whereas, in a caſe of that moment, the laſt reſort is neceſſarily to the whole Church, whither in council, or by reference; by referring themſelves, they brought upon their cauſe that prejudice, which neceſſarily lights upon all thoſe that renounce the award of the Arbitrators whom they have referred themſelves to, in caſe they ſtand not to the ſen­centence. But, though they had not been chargeable with this, had they not re­ferred themſelves; yet muſt they needs have been judged by the Biſhop of Rome, among the reſt of the Church, and in the firſt place; and, his ſentence muſt needs weigh more towards the ſentence of the whole Church, then the ſen­tence of any other Arbitrator could have done. For, let me ask in the mean time, is this an appeal to Pope Julius, or to him and his Council? let the ſeque [...]e judge. For, he that condemns the Arians for not appearing at the Council which they had occaſioned; he that condemns the Council of Antiochia, (at the dedication of the golden Church, preſently after, where they were preſent) for revereing the Creed of Nicaea, and condemning S. Athanaſius, notwithſtan­ding the ſentence of Julius and his Council; neceſſarily ſhows us, that they were not quite out of their wits, to beſtow ſo much pains for procuring a de­cree at the Conncil of Antiochia, that muſt have been void ipſo facto, becauſe the mater had been ſentenced at Rome, that is, in the laſt reſort, afore. Therefore, I coneive, Julius had right to complain, that they took upon them to regulate the Churches without him, nor can I much blame Socrates or S [...]zomenus, in juſtifying his complaint; Becauſe Athanaſius his cauſe, as well as the Creed of Nicaea, concerned the whole Church: And, for them to condemn him whom Ju­lius and his Council held at the inſtance of the Arians had juſtified, was to make a breach in the Church; though, at preſent, we ſay nothing of the Faith. Nei­ther had they reaſon to alledge the good they had done the Church of Rome, by their compliance in the cauſe of Novatianus, or to expect the like from Julius in a cauſe of the like moment, becauſe of the ſentence of the Nicen [...] Council al­ready paſt, in the main ground of the cauſe, and, becauſe of the ſentence of the Synod of Rome paſt in the cauſe. Now, when this difference comes afterwards to be tried by a General Council at Sardica, ſhall this trial inferre the infinite Power of the Pope, or the regular Power of a General Council? For ſurely, the Council of Sardica was intended for a General Council, (as the Emperor Juſtinian reckons it) being ſummoned by both Emperours, Conſtantius and Con­ſtans, out of the whole Empire. When the breach fell out, and the Eaſtern Bi­ſhops withdrew themſelves to Philippopolis, the whole Power, in point of right, ought, I conceive, to remain on that ſide which was not the cauſe of the breach. But, the ſucceſs ſufficiently ſhoweth, that it did not ſo prevail. For, many a Council might then have been ſpared. The ſoveraign regard of peace in the Church, ſuffered not thoſe that were in the right to inſiſt upon the acts of it, as I ſuppoſe. In the mean time, the Canons thereof, whereby, appeals to the Pope in the cauſes of Biſhops are ſetled, (whither for the Weſt, which it re­preſented, or for the whole, which it had right to conclude, not having cauſed the breach) ſhall I conceive to be forged, becauſe they are ſo aſperſed, ha­ving been acknowledged by Juſtinian, tranſlated by Dionyſius Exig [...]us, added by the Eaſtern Church to their Canon Law? Or ſhall I not ask, what pretenſe there could be, to ſettle appeals from other parts to Rome, rather then from Rome to other parts, had not a pre-eminence of Power, and not onely a pre­cedence of rank, been acknowledged originally in the Church of Rome?
But, though I think my ſelf bound to acknowledge, that ſuch Canons were made by the Council at Sardica; yet, not, that they took effect by the act of it. The Canons of Councils had not effect, as I ſaid afore, till received. The troubles that ſucceeded, might well hinder the admitting of them into practice. And, that this exception is not for nothing, I appeal to all that ſhall but con­ſider, that the Canons of the Council of Antiochia, which the Eaſtern Biſhops at Sardica ſtood for, made part of the Code of the whole Church, which the [Page] Council of Chalcedon owned; The Canon of Sardica being no part of it till af­ter times. And this is the point, upon which, the diſpute between the Pope and the Churches of Africk▪ about appeals, moſt depends. The caſe that brought it to iſſue, was the caſe of Apiarius, a Prieſt onely, that appealed to Rome. The Popes Legates pretended, that appeals to Rome were ſettled by the Council of Nicaea. The Churches of Africk▪ finding no ſuch Canon of Nicaea in their records, deſire, that recourſe might be had to Alexandria, and Conſtantinople, for the true Copies. The true Copies import no ſuch thing; but it is alleged, and it is reaſon it ſhould be alleged, that the appeals of Biſhops are ſetled by the Canons of the Council of Sardica, the very terms whereof are couched in the inſtructions to the Council of Africk. The Council of Sardica was not the Council of Nicaea, but the acts of it were done by thoſe who pre­tended to ma [...]ntain it. Whither it were juſtly done, or imported an intent of impoſture, to challenge the authority of the Canons of Nicaea, for the Canons of it, I diſpute not. But, had the caſe in queſtion been the caſe of a Biſhop, as it was onely the caſe of a Prieſt, what could the Churches of Africk have al­ledged, why they ſhould not be tyed by the Canons of Sardica, who acknow­ledged themſelves tyed by the Canons of Nicaea? For, there was onely the Biſhop of Carthage preſent at the Council of Nicaea, but there was ſix and thir­ty Africane Biſhops at the Council of Sardica; enow to repreſent all the Dioceſe of Africk, and to tie thoſe whom they repreſented. What could they alledge, but the inexecution of the Council of Sardica? Or what greater evi­dence could they alledge for the inexecution of it, then that there was no Co­py of any ſuch Canon in the records of all their Churches? Or, how could the Pope deſire a fairer pretenſe for the execution of it for the future, then the concurrence of the African [...] Churches, by ſo many Biſhops? For, though the Council of Sardica is quoted in that which is called the VI Council of Car­thage; yet, the whole iſſue of the buſineſſe was onely, whither they were Ni­c [...]ne Canons that were alleged or not; and, when it appeared that they were not, the diſpute was at an end, and the Africane Synode, by the leter extant in the Africane Code, deſires the Pope to ſtand to terms of the Nicene Canons. Therefore, it is clearly a fault in the Copy, that the Council of Sardica is na­med; which could not be pleaded, becauſe all knew that it was not in force, as the Council of Nicaea was, in the Churches of Africk▪ So that, the act of the Council of Sardica neceſſarily preſuppoſeth, that the Church of Rome was eff­ectually acknowledged the prime Church of the Weſt, (and by conſequence of all Churches) becauſe it ſetleth the right of appeals upon it before other Churches, in certain cauſes, though it appear not what effect it took, unleſſe you allow the conjecture which I have to propoſe. Within a few years after this conteſt, there appears a ſtanding Commiſſion of the Popes, to the Biſhops of Theſſalonica, to be their ſtanding Lieutenants in Illyricum, mentioned in the leter of Pope Leo to Anaſtaſins of Theſſalonica, as derived from their predeceſ­ſors. Had the Biſhop of Rome been no more then the Biſhop of Theſſalonica, how came this to be his Lieutenant, rather then on the contrary? And truly, where thoſe priviledges of the Church of Rome over the Churches of Illyricum began, whereby the Popes had made the Biſhops of Theſsalonica their ſtanding Legates, appears not by the records of the Church: So that, it is as free for me to conjecture, that they come from the Council of Sardica, as for others to conjecture otherwiſe; For, it is not unreaſonable to think, that it might take ef­fect upon the place where it was made, with fuller conſent of the Biſhops of that Dioceſe, preſent in greater numbers then ſtrangers, though ſcarce known in Africk after ſome LXX. years. But, at ſuch time as Rome diſputed with Africk about appeals, and injoyed regular priviledges in Illyricum; can the Church of Milane, or any Church of Spain, or Gaul, or Britaine, be thought parallel to it? From this time, the reſcripts of the Popes are extant, unforged, and directed to divers prime Churches of Gaul and Spain. And, the Heads of them were added by Dionyſius Exigu [...]s, about DXXX, unto that collection of [Page] Canons, which, what force it had in the Weſtern Church, appears in that Creſco­nius, abridging the Canons which the African Church uſed, referrs them to the Heads which he follows, both beginning at Syricius, Creſconius ending at Gela­ſius. And, the Copies of Dionyſius his Collection, that now are extant in the Libraries of France, have, at the beginning, a leter, whereby Pope Adriane I, directs it to Charles the Great. As you may ſee in Sirmondus his Councils, To­mo II. ad annum DCCLXXXVII. This ſubordination, being nothing but the limiting of the pre-eminence of the Church of Rome, in the common con­cernments of the Weſtern Church, ſuffers not any terms of equality betwixt them, unleſſe we could think, that they who received ſuch inſtructions from Rome did ſend the like to Rome in the like caſe. Nor yet to attribute the ine­quality to the reſcript of Valentinian the III. in favour of Pope Leo, againſt the Biſhop of Arles, though that might be, (and was without doubt) a goodly pretenſe for the Popes to inhanſe their priviledges while the Empire ſtood, and when it was fallen, to maintain them upon the title of ancient cuſtome. Be­ſides the greatneſs of the City Rome, in compariſon of any City of Gaul or Spain, or Britain; beſides the pre-eminence of S. Peter; it is to be conſidered, that Innocent I. Pope, affirmeth all the Churches of Italy, Gaul, Spain, Africk, Sicily, and the Iſles that lie between, to have been founded by thoſe who were ordained by S. Peter and his ſucceſſors: And therefore, that they ought to fol­low the order of the Church of Rome, Epiſt. ad Decentium. For, with him a­greeth herein; as for Africk, Tertulliane, de Praeſcript. cap. XXXVI. and S. Gregory, lib. VII. Indict. I. Epiſt. XXXII. Nor do I think that Cyprian meant any thing elſe, when he deſcribes the Church of Rome to be the Church, und [...] unita Sacerdotalis exorta eſt,  [...] From whence the unity of the Prieſthood had the riſe, to wit, in Africk; Of Gaul and Spain, I perceive, no queſtion is made. And, he that will free the beginning of Chriſtianity in Britaine from fables, muſt acknowledge; that, as it is agreed among men of learning, that it was firſt planted from Gaul, ſo, from thence alſo it muſt have received Chriſtianity. Of Illyricum, the ſame cannot be ſaid. Nor do I find any title for the Jurisdiction of Rome over it, more ancient then the diviſion of the Empire among the Sons of Conſtantine. For, the Council of Sardica, being aſſembled upon this account, by both Emperours, and parted in two, the Eaſtern Biſhops of it plead, that it was a Novelty which the ancient cuſtome of the Church abhorrs, that the Eaſt ſhould be judged by the Weſt. And Conſtantius writes to the Weſtern Biſhops in the Council of Ariminum, that no reaſon would indure them to decree any thing of the Eaſtern Biſhops: both in the fragments of S. Hilary. Which, as it is conſtitutes the regular, but deſtroyes the infinite power of the Pope, (be­cauſe it concludes no man without the Synode to which he belongs) ſo, it ſhows no ancient cuſtome, by which, Illyricum ſhould belong to the Weſt. And Pal­ladius an Arian Biſhop in the Council of Aquileia, under S. Ambroſe, excep­ting; that he was not to be ſentenced without the Eaſtern Biſhops, who had been writ to, to come; S. Ambroſe anſwers, that, knowing the cuſtome, that the Synode of the Eaſt ſhould be held in the Eaſt, of the Weſt, in the Weſt, they were not come; intimating, that Palladius, in the mean time, muſt look to be judged by the Synode of the Weſt, leaving thoſe of the Eaſt to take their courſe, in a cauſe of common concernment. Here is then, a reaſon, why Illyri­cum ſhould belong to the Weſtern Church. Whither or no, the holding of the Council of Sardica in Illyricum, might occaſion the Canons thereof to take place in Illyricum, which came not to effect in Africk, let thoſe who hav [...] the skill judge. I ſee, the act of Pope Hormiſda, making the Biſhops of Tarracona and Sevile his Lieutenants, Epiſt. XXIV. and XXVI. is attributed to the Ca­non of Sardica; which, I have ſhowed, was not known in Africk about a hundred years fore. Therefore, let thoſe that have skill judge. I am willing to allow a better reaſon for the pre-eminence of the Church of Rome over Illy­ricum, when I ſhall ſee it rendred. In the mean time, the reſcript; of the Popes are extant, evidencing the reſort from Illyricum to Rome, no otherwiſe then from Gaul, or from Spain, or from Africk.
[Page]
What ſhall we ſay of Britaine? For, all this while I ſhow, that the Church of Rome cannot be reduced to the rank of the Head Churches of Dioceſes, though the Patriarchs of Alexandria and Antiochia were onely Heads of one Dioceſe. They knew Pope Caeleſtine, when he joyned with the Synode of Gaul, to ſend Germanus and Lupus to deliver them from Pelagianiſm; as well as Ire­land, a Britiſh Iſle, knew him, when he ſent firſt Palladius, and then S. Patrick▪ with effect to convert it; S. Hilary of Tours having ſent S. Keby afore, to no great pur [...]oſe. They knew the Pope, when they a [...]mitted that order for keep­ing of Eaſter, which afterwards they would not part with, when S. Auſtine de­manded it, for a mark of ſubjection, at their hands. For, it appeares by my L. Pri [...]s Antiquities, that the rule which they held was the ſame, which the Church of Rome had firſt imbraced; Onely, whereas, in proceſs of time, a fault of two days was diſcovered in it, which Severus Sulpitius, in Gaul, is ſaid to have mended; They, having received it with this amendment, would not part with it, when Auſtine demanded it of them, for a mark of ſubjection to his Biſhoprick. This you may ſee in thoſe Collections, pag. 925—They knew him, when S. David ſent the Synodes, which he had held againſt the Pelagians, to Rome, for the approbation of the Pope; When S. Kentigerne went to Rome, to purge the irregularity which he was under, by being ordained Biſhop of Gl [...]ſ [...]ow by one Biſhop. In fine, they knew him, in all the correſponce which they had with their fellow Britiſh Churches in France, who exerciſed daily com­munion with Rome. And therefore, when they ſay, they knew him not, we are to underſtand, by a figure of ſpeech, that they knew him not to the purpoſe that was demanded,  [...]o as to be ſubject to the new Biſhop of Britaine; Which, the Canon of the Apoſtles, providing, that every Nation ſhould have their own Biſhop, inabled them to refuſe. And, the juſt jealouſie they had, that the ad­mitting of him might be a ſnare to their civil freedom, obliged them to refuſe. For, when they ſay, they are ready to acknowledge the Pope as brotherly love requires, they may well be thought to acknowledge him with that Canonicall reſpect which ancient cuſtome required; without which, brotherly love ſubſiſt­eth not among Chriſtians.
But, I muſt come to the priviledges of Conſtantinople, begun by the Canon of the ſecond General Council, eſtabliſhed by the fourth, in the laſt Canon, which the Popes, to this day, acknowledge not, though the effect of it hath ſuffered no interruption by their diſowning of it. I know not how I ſhould give a clearer evidence of the ground I propoſe, for the pre-eminence of Churches, then the alteration which ſucceeded upon the erecting of Conſtantinople into the ſecond Head of the Empire. For, within fifty years, the Council of the Eaſt be­ing held there, makes it the ſecond Church, and head Church of Thrace Dioceſe, which the Chalcedon Council extends to the Dioceſes of Aſia and Pontus, ex­alting it ſo  [...]arre above Alexandria and Antiochia, as might ſeem, afarr of, to call for a kind of ſubjection at their hands. If this be rightfully done, what ſhall hinder the whole Church, to diſpoſe of the ſuperiority of Churches, when the greatneſſe of their Cities makes it appear, that the dependence of the Churches of leſs Cities upon them, is for the Unity of the whole, in the exerciſe of true Chriſtianity? And, what can be ſaid, why it ſhould not be right for the Eaſt to advance Conſtantinople to the next to Rome; the ſame reaſon being viſible, in it, for which Rome had the firſt place from the beginning? It is true, whereas Rome was content to take no no [...]ice of the Canon of Conſtantinople, the Legates of Pope▪ Leo preſent at Chalcedon, and inforced, either to admit or diſclaim it, pro­teſted againſt i [...]. But, upon what ground, can he, who, by being part of the Council, conclu [...]es himſelf by the vote of it, refuſe his concurrence to that which he alone likes not? Or, to what effect is that diſowned, which takes place with­out him who proteſts againſt it? unleſs it be to ſet up a monument of half the Church, diſowning the infinite power of the Pope; the other halfe not pleading it, but onely Canonicall pre-eminences by the Council of Nicaea. I ſuppoſe indeed, the Pope had ſomething elſe to fear: For, Illyricum being ſo much near [...]r Conſtantinople then Rome, there was always pretenſe of reaſon to ſub­ject [Page] it, as Aſia and Pon [...]us,  [...]o Conſtantinople, to the prejudice of thoſe pre-emi­nences which Rome injoyed there. Eſpecially ſince Illyricum was ſurrendred by Valentinian III, upon the mariage of his Siſter, to Theodoſius the younger, (as that learned Gentleman John Marſham (hath obſerved) and thenceforth become part of the Eaſtern Empire; For, hereupon followed the Law omni Innovatione ceſ­ſante, ſtill extant in the Code, requiring the Biſhops of Illyricum to give ac­count to Conſtantinople, of all▪ maters that ſhould paſs. Beſides, had the Em­pire continued in force in Italy, why might not Conſtantinople, in time, have pre­tended to the firſt place, Rome being no more the prime City, and yet ſtill of the Empire? And therefore Pope Leo, (as wi [...]e for the privileges of his Church, as ſtout for the Faith) did his own buſineſs, when hee pleaded the Canon of Ni­caea, and the ſecond place for Alexandria. And, whatſoever conteſts paſſed af­terwards, between the Biſhops of Rome and Conſtantinople, the privileges of Rome in Ill [...]ricum continued, till the time that Gregory the Second with-drew his City from the obedience of the Empire, pretending his Soveraign to be an Heretick, for deſtroying of Images. I ſaid afore, in the firſt Book, that others relate this otherwiſe. And Anaſ [...]a [...]i [...]s, in the lives of Gregory II and III. owns no more, but, that they ex [...]ommunicated the Emperors, which, notwithſtanding, occaſioned the Italians to  [...]all from the Empire. But, hereupon, the Empe [...]o [...] commands not onely Illyricum, but Sicily, and that part of Italy which con [...] ­nued ſubject to the Empire, to reſort to the Eccleſiaſtical Juriſdiction of Con­ſtantinople; and, as in caſe of ſuch jealouſie, was neceſſarily to be obeyed. Here­upon, Pope Adrian, in his Apology for Images to Charles the Great, complains, that they deprived the Church o [...] Rome of the Dioceſe, together with the pa­tri [...]ony which it held in it, when they put down Images; and had given no an­ſwer from that time. And Nicolas I. Epiſt.  [...]. revives the claime. Which, with the reſcripts of the Popes between, concerning Illyricum, as well as the reſt of the Weſt, (ſee alſo the life of Hadriane II in Anaſtaſius) and much more that might be added, ſhows, that this was the ſtate of the Church till that time. Du­ring the time that Rome, on one ſide, ſtood upon theſe terms which Conſtanti­nople, on the other  [...]de, was continually haraſſed by the Lombards, (who had no reaſon to confide in it, we▪ ſee, becauſe they were not long after deſtroyed by it) there is no marvail if Milane, head of the Lombards, and Ravenna, head of the Exarchate, (that is, of the Dominion that was governed by the Emperors Lieutenant there reſident) did, by the Secular Power of their Cities, ſet up themſelves to conteſt with the Pope, about ſeveral privileges of their Churches. For, alaſs, what can this ſignifie, of competition for the Primacy, with Rome, if wee compare the reſpect of Milane or Ravenna with that which Rome hath  [...]ound among other Churches, in the concernments of the whole?
Therefore, I will mention here onely one action more, carried through in ſo high a tune, by G [...]laſius and other active Popes, that it is much inſiſted upon by thoſe, who would plead for the Popes infinite Power if they durſt, becauſe they would not have it regular, which is the ſame; (for, what bounds can that Power have, that acknowleges no Rule to limit it?) It is that troubleſom buſineſs that  [...]ell out in Egypt, about the Council of Chalcedon, when, John of Alexandria having fallen under the jealouſie of the Emperor, and Acacius of Conſtantinople, goes to Rome with Leters from Antiochia, to complain of the intruding of Pe­trus Mongus into his Sea; Who, being an enemy to the Council of Chalcedon, but pretending fair, to promote thoſe means, by which, the Emperor Ze [...]o and Acacius pretended to re-unite Aegypt to the Church, having never received that Council; was, thereupon received into communion by Acacius; The Rule of the Church being undiſpenſable, whoſoever communi­cated with Hereticks, to ſtand for an Heretick to the Church, whatſoever hee be­lieve otherwiſe. This cauſe having bred a world of trouble for many years, the Popes never condeſcended to be re-united in Communion to the Eaſt, till it was granted, that all the Biſhops of Conſtantinople ſince Acacius, though they had profeſſed the true Faith, and ſome of them ſuffred for it, ſhould be con­demned as Hereticks, by raiſing names out of that liſt, in which, the godly Bi­ſhops were remembred at celebrating the Euchariſt. Though, the reaſon why [Page] they had continued communion with Hereticks was onely for fear of making the breaches of the Church wider, and more incurable. Here, it may ſeem to have been the Power of the Pope, that brought, even the ſecond perſon of the Church, to the juſtice of the Canon, ſo much more evident, by how much there was leſſe reaſon to inſiſt upon the rigor of the Canon, in compariſon to the end to which it was ſubordinate, the unity of the whole; Yet, to him that reaſons aright, it will eaſily appear, that it was no duty, that, either the Emperors or the Biſhops of Conſtantinople owed the Popes, that made them ſubmit to the Canon, but the obligation they had to the Unity of the Church, for the maintenance whereof the Canon was provided. And that Zeno, taking the courſe that Con­ſtantius had done in the mater of Arius, to reconcile Egypt to the Church, by waiving the Council of Chalcedon, for an expedient of his of his own; (for, Conſtantius ſought no more, than to reconcile all by waiving of the Council of Nicaea) and Acacius, by communicating with Hereticks; did neceſſarily, as all offenders do, make them their Superiors, who maintain the Laws for the good of the whole. In fine, that, whatſoever the Popes did, by virtue of the Ca­non, can be no ground for any irregular Power in themſelves, the Canon as juſtly maintaining the poor Britaines againſt the Pope, as the Pope againſt Ze­no and Acacius. But the firſt General Council makes full recompence, for all, the Church of Rome may pretend to have gained, by the buſineſs of Acacius. Pope Vigilius being in Conſtantinople, and refuſing, at the ſummons of the Em­peror and Council; to ſit, it proceeds, and condemns three Articles which hee had declared for, and ſo prevails, that he himſelf thought beſt at length, to con­curr to the Act; And, all this being done, is diſowned by the Biſhops of A­frick, (Facundus by name, whom hee had ſet on work to write for the three Articles) and Iſtria, till all was reconciled. I queſtion not the point of He­reſie, either in this caſe, or that of Honorius, whoſe conſtitution, whereby hee thought to ſilence the diſpute concerning the two wills in our Lord Chriſt, made him to be condemned for an Heretick in the ſixth General Council. Onely I count it a pitifull excuſe, to imagine, that the Synod is falſified in this point; the VIIth Synod, in the laſt ſeſſion, bidding anathema to Honorius, and ſo many records teſtifying the ſame. And, where it is ſaid, that the Synod might err in point of fact, that Honorius held Hereſie, though not in point of right, in con­demning that for Hereſie which is not; (as the Janſeniſts at this day, admitting the condemnation of five propoſitions by the late Pope, admit not, that they are contained in Janſenius his book) not to diſpute of that, it will appear, that the Pope may be judged by the Church in other caſes beſides that of Hereſie, if Honorius, being no Heretick, is by the Council, condemned for an Heretick. Indeed, there is no cauſe that concerns the whole Church, but the whole Church may judg it. Nor can any cauſe lightly concern a Pope, that concerns not the whole Church. The reaſon why Popes have been ſo ſeldom judged, is not for want of right, but for fear of diviſion in the Church, which makes it not expedient to uſe that right. There are many particulars of leſs conſequence pleaded for the Popes Power, which I will not examine, admitting a regular pre-eminence for him above all other Biſhops, (which is ſeen in the recourſe had to him before others, in maters concerning the whole Church) but deny­ing that infinite Power, which, nothing can be alleged to prove.
I acknowledg indeed, that this regular pre-eminence not onely might, but, ſuppoſing the Church to continue in Unity, muſt needs be further and further de­termined, by Canon or by cuſtom, whether inlarging or reſtraining it, as by the Canons of Sardica, allowing appeals to him in the cauſes of Biſhops. For, the cauſes of Biſhops do not all neceſſarily concern the whole Church, unleſs the ſubject of them be mater of Faith, or otherwiſe, that which calleth in queſtion the Unity of the Church; and then, Lay-mens cauſes are no leſs. So, an appeal to Rome, ſo conſtituted, is properly an appeal there to be ſentenced in the laſt reſort. But, when recourſe is had to the Pope in the firſt place, that is no ap­peal, but a courſe to bring the cauſe to the ſentence of the whole Church, where­of his ſentence is the firſt part, and a great prejudice to that which follows, be­cauſe of the reſpect which all that depend upon that Church owe his ſentence. [Page] And, this increaſe of the Popes power, I do think to be always a juſt cauſe, of excluding from the Unity of the Church, for refuſing obedience to it. For, the Unity of the Church being of Gods Law, and ſo, in [...]bling to limit the terms up­on which the Power of the Church is held and exerciſed, by Canonical right; it cannot be in the power of any part to caſt off thoſe Laws by which it is bound­ed, within the compaſs of Gods Law, at pleaſure: becauſe they are the conditi­ons upon which the Unity of the whole ſtands, which, no part can ſay they will renounce, unleſs they may hold it upon ſuch terms as they pleaſe. But, whether theſe limitations may not be ſo exceſſively abuſive to the liberty of the whole, ſo prejudicial to the ſervice of God in the truth of Chriſtianity, for which they, and the whole Church ſtands, that parts of the Church may and ought to provide for themſelves, and their Chriſtianity, againſt the oppreſſion of them; that I re­ferr to the laſt conſideration, when I ſhall have ſhowed, how maters in difference are to be valued by the principles that are ſetled. In the mean time, I muſt ob­ſerve, that, from the time that the Pope was re-imburſed of his loſs of Juriſdi­ction, and poſſeſſions in thoſe Provinces, which, upon his rebellion, the Empe­ror with-drew from his obedience, by the liberality of Pepin and Charlemaine, beſtovving upon him the Exarchate, vvhich, vvith the Kingdom of the Lombards, they had taken from the Greekiſh Empire; Though I cannot ſay, that, from that time, regular proceedings were laid aſide, in the Weſtern Churches; Yet I muſt ſay, that from thence the Popes had a ground, to reduce the regular proceedings of Councils to their own will & intereſt, & to introduce their own reſcripts in ſtead of all Canons, for Law to the Weſtern Church. And this, though I muſt not prove here, yet here I may allege, why I go no further here in this diſpute.
It remains, that I gather up ſome fragments of inſtances that have been pro­duced, to ſhow, that Epiſcopacy is not of divine right, becauſe, from the begin­ning, either all, or ſome Churches have had none. Of the authors whereof, I muſt firſt demand, whether the Unity of the Church be of divine right or not. For, unleſs they will put the whole cauſe upon a new iſſue, that there is no Law of God, that the Church ſhould be one; I demand of them, how this Unity could have been preſerved by the equality of all Presbyters, which, by the Hie­rarchy, I have ſhowed, was maintained. Till they ſhow mee this, I think my ſelf ſecure of all their litle objections. For, if the Hierarchy cannot be imputed to chance, or, to the voluntary agreement of all Chriſtians, as uncertain as chance; certainly Epiſcopacy, the firſt ingredient of it, can be imputed to nothing but the proviſion of the Apoſtles. And therefore, I muſt here renew my anſwer to the queſtion that is made; Suppoſing the ſuperiority of Biſhops to conſiſt in the Power of doing ſome act which a Prieſt cannot do; what act is it, that a Biſhop, by his Order can do, a Prieſt cannot. For, all Prieſts have, by their Order, the Power of the Keys, and by virtue of the ſame, of baptizing, and giving the Euchariſt to thoſe, whom the Laws of the Church, not their private judgment, admits; unleſs it be in caſes which their private judgment ſtands char­ged with. And, that which they ſhall do upon ſuch terms, is to as good ef­fect towards God, in the inward Court of Conſcience, as if a Biſhop had done it. But, becauſe there be caſes that concern the unity and good eſtate of that parti­cular Church whereof each man is a member, others, that may concern the whole, others, ſome part of the whole Church; the conſtitution of the Church neceſſarily requires, in  [...]ry Church, a Power, without which, nothing of mo­ment to the State thereof ſhall be of force in the outward Court, as to the Bo­dy of the Church. This, the Chief Power of the Apoſtles, this, S. Pauls in­ſtructions to Timothy and Titus, this, the Epiſtle to the ſeven Churches, this, the practice of all Churches before the Reformation ſettles upon the Biſhop. And therefore, I ſhould think, that I ſhowed you a peculiar act which Biſhops can do, and Prieſts cannot, if I could onely ſhow you, that, according to this Rule, nothing is to be done without the Biſhops conſent. For, whatſoever either Law, or unreprovable cuſtom, may inable a Prieſt to do, that hee doth by the conſent of his Biſhop, involved in paſſing that Law, or admitting that cuſtom. And hereof, the Biſhops peculiar right of ſitting in Council is full evidence, which; if the practice of the Church could juſtifie nothing elſe, would be an act, peculiar [Page] to the Order of Biſhops, according to the premiſes. It was an ancient Rule in the Church, that a Prieſt ſhould not baptize in the preſence of a Biſhop, nor give a Biſhop the Euchariſt: To ſhow, that it is by his leave that hee acts, as Tertullian ſaith of the right of Baptizing, de Bapt. cap. XVII. So, the Canons which allow not a Prieſt to reſtore him to the communion, that had done pub­lick Penance, in the face of the Church, require the conſent of the Biſhop to acts that concern the Body of it. That ancient author that writ de VII Ordini­bus Eccleſiae, among S. Jeromes works, reckons divers particulars, ſome whereof, hee complains, that the Biſhops where hee lived did not ſuffer the Prieſts to do. Doth hee therefore make Biſhops and Prieſts all one? Certainly hee ſpeaks my ſenſe and my terms, when hee ſayes, the Biſhop is the Prieſts Law; That Bi­ſhops in Council, give Law to the Clergy as well as the people, out of Coun­cil, that which is not otherwiſe determined, nothing but his Order can deter­mine. And this is the ground of the difference between the Power of Order and the Power of Juriſdiction, comparing the Biſhop and Presbyters of one and the ſame Church one with another. For, the Order of Prieſthood import­ing the Power of the Keys in baptizing, in binding and looſing in the invvard court, in giving the Euchariſt; it is plain, there is a Power of Order common to both. But the uſe of it, without limiting any due bounds, at the diſcretion of e­very Prieſt, would be deſtructive to the Unity of the Church, which I ſuppoſe. That Power therefore, which provideth thoſe limitations, according to vvhich the common povver of the Keys is lawfully ex [...]r [...]iſed, whether it be properly called Juriſdiction or not, is neceſſary to the being of every Church, even by the common Power of the Keys, upon which the foundation of the Church ſtandeth.
I can therefore allow the ſaid author to complain, that Prieſts in his part [...] were not ſuffred to do thoſe acts, which, in the Faſt, in Illyricum, in Africk, they did do; For, all thoſe parts were governed by Synods of Biſhops. But I allow not his argument; Becauſe a Prieſt can celebrate the Euchariſt, which is more. It is more to the ſalvation of thoſe that receive, toward which, the Euchariſt im­mediately worketh, no leſs if a Prieſt, than if a Biſhop give it. But it is not ſo much to the Body of the Church, as to excommunicate, or to reſtore him that is excommunicate. That therefore, ſome offices may be done by both, and that, according to the order of the ancient Church, is no argument that both are one; but, that it is no prejudice to the Chief Power of the Biſhop, that they are done by a Prieſt. Let Confirmation be the inſtance, for our author inſtances in it. Certainly, there never was ſo great neceſſity for it, as ſince all are baptized in­fants. For, it expreſly renueth the Covenant of Baptiſm, not onely in the con­ſcience, between God and the ſoul, but as to the Body of the Church, implying an acknowledgment of the obligation then contracted; And of the Church, to which this acknowledgment is rendred. For, hee that deſires baptiſm of the Church, at years of diſcretion, deſireth it upon thoſe terms which the Church tendreth. And therefore, hee who is baptized an infant, and afterwards confir­med, ſubmitteth to the ſame terms in his own perſon; which hee could not do when hee was baptized. It is not therefore ſaid; That none can be ſaved that is not confirmed. For, let him obſerve the rule of Chriſtianity, and that, within the Unity of the Church, and hee wants nothing neceſſary to the common ſal­vation of Chriſtians. But, how effectual a means the ſolemnity of this profeſ­ſion might be, to oblige a man to his Chriſtianity, and to the Unity of the Church, let reaſon judg. Now, S. Hierome ſaith moſt truly, that this office is reſerved to the Biſhop, for the preſerving of Unity in the Church, by maintaining him in his prerogative. But, is that an argument, that his prerogative is not original, but uſurped? To me it is not, who acknowledg the Euchariſt of a Prieſt as effectual to the inward man, as that of a Biſhop; the difference between them ſtanding in reference to the viſible Body of the Church. Our author acknowledgeth the ſame that S. Hierome adverſ. Luciferianos teacheth: Demanding onely, that it may be lawfull for Prieſts to conſecrate the Chriſm which they confirmed with, in caſe of neceſſity, which, hee ſaith, was done in many Churches; and proteſt­ing, [Page] not to impoſe Law on the Biſhop, vvho, ſaith hee, is Law to the Prieſt. The ſuppoſed S. Ambroſe ſays, that in Egypt, Prieſts did confirm in the Biſhops ab­ſence. It is no news, that Gregory the Great alloweth Prieſts to confirm in Sardinia, Epiſt. III. 26. for, Durandus hath made him an Heretick for it, in IV. Diſt. VII. Quaeſt. IV. and Adriane, himſelf afterwards Pope, Quaeſt. de Con­firm. in IV. art. ult. yields thereupon, that a Pope may  [...]rr in determing mater of Faith. And, the Inſtruction of the Armenians by Eugenius IV. in the Council of Florence, acknowledges it had been done by Prieſts, the Chriſm being conſe­crated by the Biſhop afore. The limitations of neceſſity, of the Biſhops abſence, of Chriſm conſecrated by the Biſhop, import his allowance, and that, his pre­rogative; Though, as the caſe is now, that all are baptized infants, the recog­niſance of our Chriſtianity then received cannot be made to ſo good purpoſe, as, limiting the ſolemnity thereof to the Biſhops own hands.
I could ſay the ſame of Ordination, and would ſay the ſame, if I did finde a­ny irreprovable cuſtom for Prieſts to ordain. The Canon of Ancyra I have expounded otherwiſe, and Eutychius his relation hath been rejected for a fable elſwhere. I finde by unanſwerable arguments, that the conſent of the Church made Ordinations good, which, for the act of thoſe by whom they were ſolem­nized, were utterly void. The caſe of Iſchyras and the Meletians is famous. Pretending to have been made Prieſt by Coluthus, a Schiſmatick Biſhop under Meletus; by the Council which Hoſius was at, hee is made a Lay-man with the reſt of the Meletians. And upon this account, Athanaſius, Apolog. II. inſiſts, that there could be no ſacrilege committed in breaking his Chalice, becauſe there is neither Conſecration nor Church among Schiſmaticks. Yet were theſe Ordinations admitted for good by the Council of Nicaea, provided, they ſtood to the Order of it. Therefore Athanaſius excepts further, that Meletius did not give up Iſchyras his name in the liſt of his Clergy. The ſame had been the caſe of the Donatiſts, had they been admitted by the Church, every one in his or­der; as, I ſaid, Melchiades Pope was content they ſhould be. The ſame is the caſe, which Leo I reſolves Ruſticns Biſhop of Narbonne in, Epiſt. XCII. cap. II. allowing thoſe Ordinations to ſtand good upon certain terms, which, of them­ſelves, were void. If it could appear, that the Church did at the firſt, accept for Biſhops of Alexandria, whomſoever XII Presbyters of his Church ſhould in­ſtall; I would conclude him no leſs Biſhop, by the conſent of his ſuffragans, whom the Prieſts, advancing to the higher Throne, had ſet over themſelves, then▪ had three of them conſecrated him by impoſition of hands. But, finding that a fable, and no other inſtances alleged upon any good ground, I conclude S. Jerome and S. Chryſoſtomes credit unqueſtionable, witneſſing no more than they might ſee, and affirming the Power of Ordaining to be the Biſhops peculiar, as indeed moſt concerning the ſtate of his Church. It is ſaid, that Novatus, Presbyter of the Church of Carthage, made Feliciſſimus Deacon of that Church. S. Cy­priane Epiſt. XLIX. But it is ſaid alſo, that hee made Novatianus Biſhop of Rome: Both by the hands of his Faction, whoſe names you have there Epiſt. LV. It is ſaid that, Euſtathius being removed from the Sea of Antiochia, in the year CCCXXVIII, Paulinus who was not made Biſhop there till CCCLXII, govern­ed the Church there with his fellow Presbyters: As alſo, when Meletius was ſet aſidea while after, did Flavianus and Diodorus, Theodoret Eccl. Hiſt. I. 21. II. 28. IV. 12, 14. Surely, having Catholick Biſhops on all ſides, they might govern the widowhood of the Church, without medling with the Biſhops peculiar. It is ſaid, that Apollinaris was made Biſhop of Laodi [...]a by a part of the Clergy and people, and by him, Vitalis, Biſhop of the party which he had gained at Antiochia. Theodoret V. 3. that the Novatians had their Churches in Conſtantinople, and the adjacent Provinces, yet never were headed by any Biſhop that fell from the Church; and therefore, made themſelves all Miniſters. As if Apollinaris could not as well finde Biſhops to ordain him, bearing up the party that choſe him, as Audius in Epiphanius Haer. LXX. found a Biſhop, as ready as himſelf, to fall from the Church, and to make him a Biſhop. As if the Novatians, being, in likelyhood, planted from Rome, could not have their Biſhops ordained by their [Page] party there. C [...]rtainly it is a deſperate attempt, to perſwade us, that, in the time of Gregory of Tours, any Prieſt ſhould ordain, as Biſhop of Clermont in Auvergne, becauſe hee reporteth Hiſt. V. 5. that, one of them, being choſen by a party of the Clergy and people, kept poſſeſſion for above XX years. For, pretending that the neighbor Biſhops did him wron [...], in not conſecrating him, hee might, by favor at Court, hold the poſſeſſion which hee had got, not medling with impoſition of hands.
But, the Chriſtianity of Scotland makes a great noiſe, even during thoſe times, when, it cannot be made to appear, that any Scots dwelt in Scotland. Which makes mee mervail, that this objection ſhould be ſound in the Preface to the X Engliſh Hiſtories. For, that the relations of Hector Boiſe or John Maire, or Buchanan, (as ignorant as his predeceſſors, though in better Latine) ſhould be ſwallowed by thoſe that could not judg, though it had been againſt their in­tereſt, it had not been ſtrange. But that a man of ſuch skill in all antiqui [...]ies ſhould repeat an ungrounded relation of certain Prieſts called C [...]ld [...]i, that  [...]a [...]e their own Biſhops, without any mark of hiſtorical truth upon it, is an argument of more will than skill to do  [...]ischief in the Church. But, after Chriſtianity was planted, as well among the Picts, as the Scots in Scotland by S. Columb, it is argued, that the Biſhops of Dureſme and o [...]hers in England, that ſprung from that plantation, were made by Prieſts onely of S. Columbs Monaſtery in his Iſland▪ Which men of learning would not do, if common ſenſe could perſuade them, not to imploy their learning, to make men believe that it is not light at noon. S. Columb himſelf is condemned, by the Biſhops of Ireland of S. Patricks plan­tation, to Penance, for having a hand in bloud, as you may ſee by the Collecti­ons already quoted. A Biſhops Sea is planted in the Iſland where hee builds his Monaſtery. Shall wee imagine S. Columb made him a Biſhop, who lived and died a Prieſt and an Abbot; or the Biſhops that ſent S. Columb upon this worthy im­ployment, for an abatement or commutation of his Penance? It was the time when S. Kentigerne, his good friend, went to Rome, to clear himſelf, that hee was made but by one Biſhop, as his life relateth. Is there any age in which it can be ſaid, that there was Chriſtianity among the Scots, and not Biſhops, unleſs it be the time of Buchanans fables? And therefore, though, as Bede ſaith, that Monaſtery ruled even the Biſhops, for the reverence of their learning and holi­neſs; Yet, for the authority of Eccleſiaſtical proceedings, there is no doubt to be made, that ſuch things muſt come from the Biſhops, though there is no mention of th [...]m, becauſe neither Bede, nor any ſoul could think, there would ever be any man ſo extravagant as to queſtion it.
Yet that learned Preface argueth, that certainly the Culdei in Scotland had the Power of making their Biſhop or Biſhops from this beginning, and that they held it till Turgot was made Biſhop of S. Andrews MCVIII. That Ninianus Bi­ſhop of Galloway was no otherwiſe made, becauſe Plecthelm was ordained up­on a new account afterwards, which certainly, can be imputed to no other rea­ſon than this. That Wine Biſhop of Wincheſter, in Bede III. 28. was the onely regularly ordained Biſhop of his time; which cannot be true otherwiſe. A thing to be wondered at, that ſo knowing a man ſhould look ſo farr for a rea­ſon evidently falſe, having a true one in the text of Bede before his eyes. For, what is more evident, than, that the Engliſh Biſhops of Auſtines plantation had their Ordination from him, not from any Prieſts? But if from him, then from one Biſhop, which was not regular; The Nicene Canon requiring the Repre­ſentatives of the Province, the Apoſtles Canon, two at leaſt, if not three. Whe­ther S. Gregory and his Succeſſors intended, that their Power, giving Auſtine his Commiſſion, ſhould ſupply the formality of the Canon; or ſuppoſed that the Welſh Biſhops ſhould joyn with him, (which, afterwards, upon the difference that fell out between them, either they would not grant, or hee would not de­ſire) the conſecration of the Biſhops of that plantation muſt needs be irregu­lar, becauſe it came from Auſtine alone. Nor need wee any other reaſon why Wilfride went for his conſecration into France, as the ſame Bede relateth. For, that there was the ſame irregularity alſo among the Welſh Biſhops, appears by S. Kentigern, who went to Rome to purge it, as his life relateth. And therefore, [Page] though Wine, having been regularly ordained in France, as Malmsbury ſaith, de Geſtis Poutif. II. joyned with him two Welſh Biſhops, to conſecrate regular­ly; yet, their regularity which might be in the conſecrating of the ſaid Biſhops, might al [...]o move Wilfride, rather to go into France, than to reſt content vvith the ſame. But, that Niniane, being a Welſh Biſhop, at ſuch time as the Welſh had other Biſhops, ſhould be ordained by Prieſts; becauſe a vvritten Copy Hiſt. Du [...]lm. in Biblioth. Coton. ſayes, after his time, that Galloway had yet no Biſhop; is a conjecture too ſlight for a man of that knovvledg. For, there is appearance enough, that, under the Welſh, the Sea vvas tr [...]nſlated to Glaſcow, for Kentigern, after Niniane. And that Plecthelm vvas firſt Biſhop of Galloway under the Sa­xons, after that the Kingdom of Cumberland vvas become Engliſh. Of the  [...]ul­dei in Scotland, vvhatſoever is ſaid before the Plantation of S. Columb, I challenge  [...]or a meer fable. After it, though Bede ſaith, that his Monaſtery, after an unu­  [...]l vvay, ruled even th [...] Biſhops; yet, vvhere there vvere Biſhops, no reaſon can preſume, that their authority did not ordain, though they thought fit, that the knovvledg of the Monaſtery, vvhence they came, ſhould direct, vvhom. And there­fore, vvhatſoever the rights of theſe Culdei in Scotland might aftervvards be, it cannot vvay a ſ [...]ravv [...]  [...]rds the cauſe of Epiſcopacy, becauſe never extant in the Church of Scotland, but und [...]r it. They that ſhall peruſe vvhat the late Lord P [...]imate hath vvritten, in his antiquities of the Britiſh Churches, and from his info [...]mation, Sir H. Spelman in his Gloſſ [...]ry, vvill not allovv them to be any other than C [...]nons, that vv [...]re to att [...]nd upon the ſervice of God in the Church. Which, whether or no, before the diviſion of Dioceſes in Scotland, they might have that right, in advan [...]ing of Biſhops to all Seas, which the Clergy of every Chur [...]h had in reſp [...]ct to their own Church; I leave to their antiquaries to de­termine. The extr [...]cts of Philoſtorgius I give more credit to, than to any thing that hath been ſaid of the Scottiſh Culdei. And they, I admit, relate II. 5. that the  [...]o [...]es who dwelt on the North of the Black Sea, had Chriſtianity ſome LXX years before Ulphilas was made their Biſhop. For, having caried  [...]ome of the Clergy captives in an inrode, they were by them taught Chriſtianity, ſaith Philoſtorgius. But, they might have Prieſts ordained by the next Biſhops, all having that power in that caſe: Or, they might have other Biſhops before The­ophilus, whom the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtories reckon at the Council of Nicaea, be­fore Ulphilas; The want of records will not evidence, that thoſe Clergy did all acts of Eccleſiaſſical power before, or, made themſelves Biſhops to do what themſelves could not do; that is, give them the power which they had not themſelves. I am ſecure of all that can be ſaid, from the ſtate of rural Biſhops, called Chorepiſcopi, in the ancient Church; Not doubting, that any Biſhop may communicate any part of his power, within his own Church, the rule and cu­ſtom of the whole Church inabling him to do it. Socrates and Sozomenus teſtifie, that, whereas, generally, there were no Biſhops but in Cities, in Cyprus they were ſettled in Boroughs. I have el [...]where obſerved the ſame in Africk and Ireland. Either Cities were ſomething elſe there, than in other Countries, or elſe the number of Cities could not be ſo great as the number of Churches, in the numerous Afric [...]ne Synods, and, when S. Patrick ſounded as many Chur­ches in Ireland as there are dayes in the year▪ Was this any breach upon S. Pauls rule or practice, ſetling Churches in Cities? divide a Province or Soveraignty in­to more or fewer Churches, it wayes the ſame to the whole Church, not accord­ing to the number of thoſe that vote in their own Synods. Unleſs the Council of Trent could oblige Chriſtendom by a plurality of them that voted there. One Dioceſe of Lincoln will better allow, half a douzain rural Biſhops to be cut out of it, than many Cities, in ſome parts, can have Biſhops. In a word, the Rule of the Church ſuppoſeth the act of ſome State, which it cannot regulate. And is it then ſtrange, ſuppoſing the ſuperiority of Biſhops, ſo much differing in Ju­riſdiction, though for Order the ſame, as I have ſaid; that ſome of them ſhould have a Biſhop under him, (that is, anſwerable to him immediately, and, to the Synod of the Province by him, though according to the Canons of the ſame) with power to Ordain Prieſts, according as the ſaid Synods ſhould allow or with­draw [Page] it? I will ſay further, that, ſuppoſing all that I have ſaid (of the Hierarchy to be an Ordinance of the Apoſtles, becauſe received by all) to be a meer ima­gination of mine own, but granting the unity of the Church to be of Gods Law, and the means of maintaining it ſelf to be the conſent of the Church, and this conſent executed by the eſtabliſhment of Epiſopacy through the whole Church; I can by no means excuſe thoſe that go about to put it down from being Schiſmaticks. Whither, upon an erroneous conſcience, they imagine that to be a tranſgreſſion of Gods Law, which, the whole Church, for ſo many ages, imbracing, maketh evident to be according to Gods Law; Or whether, God having commanded the unity of his Church, and his Church having introduced it for a mean to preſerve that unity, they think it lawfull for themſelves to refuſe it; not believing it to be againſt Gods Law, and therefore within the power of the Church to appoint it. For, whatſoever can be ſaid of the ſeveral cuſtomes, which ſeverall Churches allowed, cannot take place in that which is ſuppoſed to be ſetled and received in all Churches. Not is it poſſible, that the Church ſhould continue one, as a viſible Society and Body, in the viſible communion of the ſame offices of Chriſtianity, if it be free for the parts of i [...], to withdraw themſelves from the Lawes, which have been received by the whole, to limit the circumſtances of their communion, though not the conditions of it.
I have but one point more to mention, before I leave this ſubject, concern­ing what offices, every degree is, by Gods Law, or by Canon Law, able to mi­niſter in the Church; neceſſary here to be mentioned, where I have ſhowed, what perſons are inabled to give Law to the Church, and to do, by conſequence, thoſe acts wherein the execution of Law conſiſteth. For, by the premiſes, the truth of that which I have propoſed in the Right of the Church, more clearly appears, then it could appear there; that the offices of Chriſtianity, which ſe­verall degrees are inabled to miniſter, do argue the intereſt of thoſe reſpective degrees, in the Government of the Church. Ordinations therefore wholly re­ſerved to the Biſhop, as not to be made without his conſent; Saving ſuch Or­dinations of inferiour Miniſters, as, not much concerning the ſtate of his Church, he may, by way of delegation, referre to his Presbyters, or rurall Bi­ſhops. Excommunications likewiſe, as, concerning the beeing of every Chri­ſtian, as a member of the Church. As for the aſſiſtance, concurrence, and con­ſent of the Presbyters of each Cathedrall Church, in and to the Ordination of Presbyters and Deacons, I referre my ſelfe to that which I have ſaid elſewhere; Seeing it were a thing ridiculous to require, that all the Presbyters of each Dio­ceſe ſhould concurre to all ſuch Ordinances. As for the ordaining of Biſhops, the rule is plain, that, being a part of the Provincial Synode, no meere Biſhop is to be ordained without the conſent of the Synode, the Biſhop of the Mother City alwayes concurring; Though, all reaſon requiring, that he who is to go­vern, be taken out of the boſome of thoſe whom he is to govern; there is a right and priviledge of nomination due to the Clergy, and of approbation or ſuffrage, to the people of the Church. For, it is a thing moſt certain, that the intereſt of the People in the Elections of Biſhops, in the ancient Church, (which is ſtill more clear in the Election of Presbyters) was grounded onely upon the knowledge, which they muſt needs have, of perſons propoſed, either to approve them, (which was called their ſuffrage) or otherwiſe: Not that they had any right to go before their leaders, the Clergy, in nomination, or to oblige the conſent of the Synode of the Province: Though it is true, that, many times, they did prevent both, and prevail, and might without inconvenience ſo do, when the eminence of ſome perſon was ſo diſcernable, that their groſſer judge­ments could no [...] miſtake in the choice; though tranſgreſſing their rank, in de­manding even the worthieſt, before their turn came. The ſame rule holds in the ordaining of ſuperiour Biſhops, ſeeing they have all their Church, their People, their Clergy, and their Synode. The difference that S. Auſtine, Breviculo Col­lationis, III. diei, obſerves in the conſecrating of the Pope, that it is done by  [...]he Biſhop of Oſtia, not by any Metropolitane, is an exception to a rule. So [Page] was Dionyſ [...]us ordained in the year, CCLIX. if we beli [...]ve the acts of S. Lau­rence. And therefore, that Pelagius I. was ordained by two Biſhops, and a Prieſt of Oſtia, as his life in Anaſtaſius relateth; by the ſtrictneſs of the Ni­c [...]ne Canon, voids it: For, how can he have caried the greater part of the Bi­ſhops? The condeſcenſion of the Apoſtles Canon, and conſent ex poſtfacto might make it good and valid, by the ſame reaſon as afore. The ſtate of particu­lar Chriſtians is not of ſuch conſequence to the Ch [...]rch, that it ſhould be regu­larly the buſineſſe of a Synod; though, for the aſſiſtance, concur [...]ence, and con­ſent of the Clergy of each Church, I referre my ſelf to that which I have ſaid elſewhere,  [...]nd which would be too particular to be debated in this abridgement. As for the mater of Penance, in things that come not to the knowledge of the Church, I have no cauſe to repent me of th [...]t which I have ſaid in the Right of the Church; where I have ſhowed, that P [...]nance and Abſolution in the inward Court of the Conſcience, extends as farre as the Communion of the  [...]uchariſt, from which Penance excludes, and to which Abſolution reſtores. That all Prieſts, and none but P [...]ieſts receive, by their Ordination, power of celebrating the Eu­chariſt; that is to ſay, of conſecrating and communicating the ſame, and, that it cannot be done by any other, without very great Sacrilege▪ And that, for an ar­gument of the Power of the Keys in the hand of every Prieſt, though limitable by the rule and cuſtome of the Church, to the inward Court of the conſcience. That the offices of Preaching and Baptizing,  [...]re regularly communicable to Dea­cons, but, in caſe of neceſſity, even to tho [...]e of the people, alwaies by delegati­on from their Superiors the Biſhops: In ſign whereof, neither was it the cuſ [...]ome that any man ſhould conſecrate the Euchariſt, Preach or Baptize, in the Biſhops pr [...]ſ [...]nce, but himſelf, or by his appointment. As for the reading of the Scrip­tures, and the ſ [...]nging of Pſalms in the Church, it is ſo well known to have been the Deacons office in the ancient Church, that there were ſeverall ranks of Deacons appointed for thoſe ſ [...]v [...]ral works, Lectores & Pſ [...]l [...]ae (which now like thoſe in the Church of Rome, help to make the inferiour Orders) the rule of the Church, being grounded upon undeniable wiſdome, and the authority of S. Paul, forbidding nov [...]ces to be promoted; that exerciſe in the inferiour offices of the Clergy, might be a condition requiſi [...] to advance unto ſuperiour degrees in the Clergy. Now, for th [...] celebrating and bleſſing of Mariage by Prieſts only, I muſt go no further at preſent; becauſe, having ſhowed, that it is to be allowed by the Church, I have not yet ſhowed, that it is to be ſolemnized by the bleſ­ſing of the Church.

CHAP. XXI. Of the times of God ſervice; By what Title of his Law the firſt day of the week is kept Holy. How the Sabbath is to be ſanctified by Moſes Law. The fourth Com­mandment, the ground upon which the Apoſtles inacted it. Ʋpon what ground the Church limiteth the times of Gods ſervice. Of Eaſter, and the Lent Faſt afore it. Of the difference of meats, and meaſure of Faſting. Of the keeping o four Lords Birthday, and other Feſtivals, and the regular hours of the day for Gods ſervice.
[Page]
HAving thus ſhowed, firſt, what are the Powers of the Church; and then, in whoſe hands they reſt; and, having ſaid before, that, the determining and limiting of all circumſtances for the exerciſe of thoſe offices of Gods ſervice, for the Communion whereof the Church ſtands; and alſo, of tho [...]e qualities which render men capable to communicate in that ſame, is totally reſerved to the Church, ſo farr as Gods Law hath not prevented the determination of it; We are now to conſider the time, the place, the maner and form, the cere­monies and ſolemnities whereby the celebration of Church offices is either al­ready determined by Gods Law, or remains determinable by the Law of the Church. And this I cannot do better, then, beginning with the times of divine ſervice, and conſidering what Laws of God, what Laws of the Church, all Chri­ſtians ought to be tied to in that point; whence it may appear, what may be the ſubject of Reformation in it. Where, I find it requiſite in the firſt place to de­bate, by what right the firſt day of the week, called Sunday, is ſet apart for the ſervice of God, under Chriſtianity.
There is an opinion too well known amongſt us, that the firſt day of the week is kept by Chriſtians in virtue of the fourth Commandment, which obliged the Jews to keep the ſeventh day of the week. Which opinion if it be true, they have ſome ground for confining the ſervice of God to it. But it can­not be maintained without two aſſumptions. The firſt; That the ſeventh day, in the fourth Commandment ſignifies, not the ſeventh day of the week, on which God reſted from creating any more, but one of the ſeven dayes: The ſecond, That the reſurrection of Chriſt upon the firſt day of the week, is a reaſon that neceſſarily determines all Chriſtians, to do that which they are bound to do on one day of the ſeven, upon the firſt and none elſe. Neither of which is true, though the later have farre the more appearance of truth in it. For it is manifeſt, that the will of God may be, having obliged the Jewes to keep one day in ſeven, to oblige Chriſtians to keep one day in ſix, or leſſe, uneſſe it be o­therwiſe determined by ſome commandment of Gods. Now it appeareth, that the firſt day of the week was kept in the times of the Apoſtles, our Saviour having peared unto them after his Reſurrection upon that day, Joh. XIX. 26. Act. XX.  [...]. 1 Cor. XVI. 2. Apoc. I. 10. But, of any precept to make this a Law to all Chri­ſtians, nothing appears in the Scriptures of the New Teſtament. Again, it may be ſaid; That the Goſpel requireth more plentiful fruits of obedience then the Law: And therefore, if the Law required one day of ſeven for the ſervice of God, that the Goſpel requires more. Nor will it concern me here to prove that this opinion is true: It is more then enough that I can ſay, that, before this no­velty came into England, it cannot appear that ever any Chriſtian thought other­wiſe. For, I argue no more in this place, but that, the riſing of our Lord upon the firſt day of the week, doth not neceſſarily determine the Church to keep one day of the ſeven, as the command of God doth. For, had God commanded one day of ſeven to be kept under the Goſpel, as under the Law, there had been no room for further conſideration. But, ſo long as there is onely a reaſon on the one ſide; That the Reſurrection to Chriſtians is as the Creation to Jews: And a reaſon on the other ſide; That it becomes Chriſtians, in this as in all, to do more then Jews; I cannot deny that there is a ſufficient reaſon, for him that [Page] hath power of determining that which God hath not determined, to appoint the firſt day of the week; but I utterly deny, that there is any Law of God, before the act of this power, to determine it. And the reaſon is plain: For, in maters of this nature, there may be ſufficient reaſon for ſeveral determinations, becauſe it is not the ſubſtance, but the circumſtance of that which is by nature neceſſarily good, and Gods ſervice. Again, ſuppoſing that Chriſtians are bound to keep one day of ſeven for Gods ſervice; may I not ask why the paſſion of Chriſt ſhould not determine them to keep the ſixth, as well as the Reſurrection the firſt day of the week? Eſpecially in the ſenſe of them, who think they have reaſon to feaſt on good Friday, and to celebrate their Faſts on the Lords day? For, if the reſurrection of Chriſt be no reaſon to make the day thereof Feſtivall, nor his Paſſion, why we ſhould rather faſt on the day of it; certainly, where both can­not be kept, the one concerns us as much as the other do, and therefore there is as much reaſon to keep this as that. This to the later of the two aſſumpti­ons.
But in the former, there is no colour of truth; Nor do I ſee how any thing can be more ſtrange then this; That ſo many men profeſſing learning, and zeal to the Scriptures alone, ſhould read in the Commandment, that God reſ [...]ed the ſeventh day from making the world, and therefore commanded the ſeventh day to be kept holy; And underſtand by all this, onely that God would have one day of ſeven, not that day of the ſeven on which himſelf reſted. Unleſſe it be ſtill more ſtrange, that men of common ſenſe ſhould believe, that the Jews were not ty­ed by Gods Law to keep the day on which God reſted, but onely one of ſe­ven; ſo that, the keeping of the ſeventh was not by Gods Law, but by mans. For if it be once granted, that God commanded them to keep, not onely one day of ſeven, but in particular, the ſeventh; how can any common ſenſe underſtand, that Chriſtians, by the ſame command, ſhould be tied to keep the firſt day of the week? If prejudice and faction went not under the colour of zeal to the Scriptures, it would appear to be zeal towards our ſelves and ours, that offers ſuch violence to our own ſenſe, in ſeeking to impoſe this ſenſe up­on the Scriptures. In plain terms, there can be nothing more manifeſt to Chri­ſtians in the Law of Moſes; then it is manifeſt that the precept of the Sabbath is a ceremonial Precept, figuring the reſt of Chriſtians from the bondage of ſin, by doing, for the future, God works here in the Church militant; and from the bondage of pain, when that reſt is become perfect in the triumphant Church of the World to come: And all this by the work of this precept; that is, by reſting from bodily labour in the Land of promiſe, in remembrance of the bon­dage of Aegypt, which the Iſraelites had eſcaped. For in Deutronomy V. 15. this is the reaſon alleged why they where to reſt, Ezek. XX. 12. Ex. XXXI. 31. I gave them my Sabbaths to be a ſign between me and them, that they might know, that it is I the Lord their God that ſanctifieth them. And therefore the Apoſtle, Heb. IV. 4. 5, 9, 10. ſhoweth, the ſeventh day to ſignifie the reſt of the Land of p [...]o [...]i [...]e. For, ſaith he, in one place it is ſaid; God reſted on the ſeventh day from all his work. And here (Pſalm. XCV. 11.) if they ſhall enter into my reſt. For, he that is entred into his reſt, hath ceaſed from his own works, as God from his. Therefore there remaineth another reſt to the people of God (as the Apoſtle argu­eth) by the ſame reaſon, as the carnal reſt of the Jewes is a figure of the ſpiritu­al reſt of Chriſtians, in grace here, in glory in the world to come. And there­fore, when he is afraid leaſt he ſhould have laboured in vain upon the Galatians, IV. 10. becauſe they obſerved days, and moneths, years; when he teacheth the Coloſſians, II. 16. not to be over-ruled in the mater of new Moons or Sabbath; When he ſheweth the Romanes XIV. 5. that they who eſteemed on one day be­fore another were weak Chriſtians; He did not mean to remove the obligation of the ſeventh day upon the firſt; but to ſhow, that Chriſtians may as well think themſelves bound in conſcience to be circumciſed, as to be under the precept of the Sabbath.
And, let me underſtand, how we can be bound by the precept of the Sab­bath, [Page] and not be bound to that meaſure of reſt which the precept of the Sab­bath limiteth. For, the conſtitution which the Jews go by this day, is ſo grounded in the Text, that it is not poſſible to imagine, that ever it was practiſed other­wiſe; the leter of the Law manifeſtly diſtinguiſhing between worke and ſervile work [...], and permitting the dreſſing of meat upon the firſt and laſt dayes of the Paſsov [...]r, Pentecoſt, and the feaſt of Tabernacles, but forbidding ſervile work, that is to ſay, ſuch work as ſl [...]ves were imployed about for their Maſters advan­tage; but, upon the Sabbath and day of atonement, forbidding all work; that is, not onely ſervile work, but the dreſſing of meat, upon thoſe days, whereupon comes the expreſs prohibition of kindling fire on the Sabbath, not for the time that they lived in the wilderneſſe, but, as the Law expreſſeth, in all their habi­tations, Ex. XII. 16. XXXV. 30. XVI. 23. Levit. XXIII. 3. 7, 8, 21, 25, 28. Numb. XXIX. 1, 7. And therefore, Deut. XVI. 8. where, for brevities ſake, he ſaith of the Paſsover, No worke ſhall be done in it; The Greek adds out of Exo­dus and Leviticus;  [...] Beſides what ſhall be dreſſed for meat. And therefore, when our Lord goes to d [...]ne with a Phariſee, Luc. XIV. 1. it is no marvail that he is invited upon a Feſtivall, on which they hold themſelves ſtill bound to eat the beſt meat, and drink the beſt wine, and put on the clothes they have: But he knew his entertainment muſt be upon meats dre [...]t the day before. And therefore, he not onely reproveth the hypocriſy of the Phariſees, who, for their own profit, to draw their Oxe or their Aſs out of the pit, could b [...]l [...] it; and in a charitable cauſe, of healing a man, ſtood upon it: But further, he ſhowes it to be a meer poſitive precept of the Law, when, by the right of a Pro­phet, he commandeth the lame man whom he had cured, to cary away his bed upon the Sabbath, Joh. V. 10. the Prophet of the old Law having forbidding to cary any burthen upon the Sabbath, Jer. XVII. 21. 22. And the reaſon, my Father ſtill worketh, and ſo do I worke; in [...]erreth, that, as the reſt of God was not from bodily labour, ſo neither is it the reſt from bodily labour which he or his Goſpel intendeth. I conclude therefore, that which will ſeem ſtrange to un­skilful people; That the onely thing commanded by the leter of the fourth Commandement, is to reſt from bodily labour upon the ſeventh day of the week, on which God reſted, from whence it is called the Sabbath; But, by the myſticall ſenſe of it under the New Teſtament, to reſt from our own works of ſinne here, that we may attain to the reſt of God in the world to come. And I cannot ſee how a more evident argument can be expected for this, then the ex­tending of the precept, to cattel and ſtrangers, not onely to children, who other­wiſe are not under the precept. For, ſtrangers, in the Law, (that is, thoſe that worſhipped the true God alone, but were not circumciſed, who are therefore alwayes tranſlated Conuerts in the Syriack, to wit, from Idols) were onely tyed to ſeven precepts, which all the Sons of Noe had received from him; Whereof that of the Sabbath was none. And therefore, it is not they that are command­ed to reſt, but Gods people are commanded that they ſhall not work, as they are commanded that their Cattel ſhall not work.
I know there is a ſtrong Argument againſt this, in vulgar eſteem, which to me makes no difficulty at all; that they are commanded to ſanctifie or keep ho­ly the Sabbath. But, he that admits the true difference between the Law and the Goſpel, muſt admit a legall as well as a ſpirituall holineſſe. And I would know, what holineſſe there is in offering a brute beaſt to God in ſacrifice, that is not, in ſitting ſtill on the ſeventh day: Both being ſtamped with Gods com­mand; and the reſt of the Body ſignifying the reſt of the ſoul from ſinne, which is very holy, as the ſacrifice is holy, becauſe it ſignifieth the holineſſe of our Lord Chriſt, or of them whom he ſanctifieth. The Apoſtle teacheth us thus to diſtinguiſh, when he ſaith, Heb. IX. 11. If the blood of Bulls and Goats, and the aſhes of a red cow, ſprinkling the purified, ſanctifieth to the purity of the fleſh; For, the holineſs it procureth, is but the capacity of free converſation amongſt the people of the true God, as to the leter of the Law: And, bodily reſt upon the Sabbath, is a full profeſſion of the true God which made heaven and earth, and [Page] brought his people out of Egypt. I do not deny, that the ſervice of God was commanded by the Law upon the Sabbath: But not by this precept. You have an order for publick Aſſemblies on the Sabbath, as well as on other Feſtivals, Levit. XXIII. you have an order for what ſacrifices ſhould be offered on each of them, Num. XXVIII. But, had the Law gone no further then the fourth Commandment, the Jews had not been tied to thoſe precepts. I acknowledge further, that they were bound to ſerve God with other offices (ſuch as are com­mon to them and us both) upon the Sabbath, as upon other Feſtivals, when they had Synagogues, or means to aſſemble themſelves otherwiſe, as Abenezra obſerves out of 2 King. IV. 23. For had it not been the cuſtome to reſor [...] to the Prophets at the Feſtivals, he would not have ſaid; Why wilt thou go to the Prophet? It is neither new Moon nor Sabbath. And the order for this, which we ſee by the acts of the Apoſtles, and the Goſpels, as well as by the Jews Con­ſtitutions, no man will deny to have obliged them by virtue of the Law; But, not by the leter of it: which had it been preciſely followed, the objection of Origen, and other of the Fathers muſt have taken place; and no man muſt have ſtirred out of the place where he ſhould be found, at the coming in of the Sab­bath. But, in regard there was alwayes in that people, a ſenſe of that ſpiritual ſervice of God, which theſe carnal precepts tended to; therefore was there pro­vided a power to limite the extent of the leter, ſo as not to deſtroy duties of greater conſequence. And it ſeems, they pitched upon a reaſonable ground for a reaſonable meaſure, when they made a Sabbath dayes journey ſo much as the diſtance of the utmoſt camp from the Tabernacle in the wilderneſſe: But, he that was not within that diſtance of a Synagogue, by going to a Synagogue muſt violate the Law, that ſaith; Thou ſhalt not ſtirre out of thy place on the Sab­bath. It was therefore holineſſe to ſit ſtill; otherwiſe, the ſervice of God muſt not have been omitted for it. Therefore, the ſervice of God by thoſe offices which Chriſtians ſerve him with, is no otherwiſe, intimated rather then provided for, by the Law, then, as the Goſpel is witneſſed rather then inacted by it. And it is truly ſaid, that God bleſſed the ſeventh day and hallowed it; in that he appoint­ed his reſt in the world to come, for thoſe who had reſted from their own works here; But conſequently, in that he appointed the reſt of the ſeventh day in the Land of promiſe to be a figure of it. For, I take not upon me to ſay; That God hallowed not the ſeventh day till he gave the Law, (underſtanding that which is ſaid at the creation; that he bleſſed and ſanctified it, by a Prolepſis, becauſe he did it when he gave the Law) becauſe I need not: The deſigning of the thing ſignified by it, (which is more properly the reſt of God, then not working) reflecting the attribute of holineſſe upon the day which he deſigned for the ſign of it. For, in that God reſted the ſeventh day from making all his works; he ſignified, that he appointed reſt for them that do his work here, in the world to come. In that, delivering his people out of Egypt, he appointed them to reſt from bodily labour upon the ſeventh day; he ſignified, that he ap­pointed them whom he had given the reſt of the promiſed Land, a ſhadow of reſting from their own works to do his, the ſubſtance whereof is the converſati­on of Chriſtians in the Church, which the Land of promiſe  [...]igureth, as well here, as in the world to come. The former appointment is that which the bleſ­ſing and hallowing of the ſeventh day, at the creation; the ſecond, that which the hallowing of the ſame, at giving the Law, ſignifieth. Nor do I make it my buſineſs, that the Fathers before the Law, did ever keep or not keep the ſeventh day for Gods ſervice; becauſe I neither ſee evidence for this, nor for that. For, though the remembrance of the ſeven days of the week is ſo ancient, and ſo ge­neral among all Nations, (as you may ſee by that very learned Work, de Jure naturae & Gentium ſecundum Ebraeos) that you may well conclude it to be a mark and impreſs of the creation in ſeven days; yet will this argue no obſer­vation of it under the Patriarches: Becauſe, the appropriating of them to the ſeven Planets (though con [...]rived by the Devill, to divert that truth to ſuperſtiti­on, which is the ground of Religion according to the Scripture) diſables us to [Page] argue the creation it ſelfe from it, to thoſe that know it not otherwiſe, much more any rule of Gods ſervice grounded upon it. But he that ſhould ſay, that the Sabbath was kept under the law of Nature, as it was to be kept under the law of Moſes, muſt firſt anſwer Tertullian, cont. Jud. cap. IV. (and Juſtine from whom he hath it, and all Fathers that have uſed it▪ after them, and underſtood the intereſs of Chriſtianity better then we do) Quis legit Abrahamum Sabba­tizantem? For why ſhould he think to perſwade us to ſuch a ridiculous imagi­nation, if he have no Scripture for it? And therefore, though I agree not with Philo, that the Jews had forgot which was the ſeventh day, till God recalled the remembrance of it, by ſending down Manna, and therefore ſaid; Remem­ber to keep holy the Sabbath; yet I do not allow this to be ſaid, becauſe they had forgot it by their Apoſtaſy in Egypt; where, it is plain, they forgot their God, as I ſhewed you afore: But, becauſe they forgot Gods firſt command, at the giving of Manna, therefore it is reaſon they ſhould be charged to remem­ber it for the future.
As little do I eſteem of that meere voluntary preſumption, that, being part of the Decalogue, the precept of the Sabbath, muſt needs be part of Gods per­petual Law, whither naturall and morall, or poſitive. For, is it not the Deca­logue that ſaith; That thy dayes may belong in the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee? Or, doth the Land of promiſe in, the leter, belong to any but Iſ­raelites? Again, the tenth Commandment forbiddeth to covet another mans wiſe, adultery being forbidden afore: And therefore, to covet another mans wife in the tenth Commandement, is; to compaſſe another mans wife; which might be done where the Law alloweth divorces, as Moſes his Law doth. If therefore the firſt and laſt Commandment of the ſecond Table are, by the terms of them, appropriated to Gods ancient people; is it ſtrange, that the precept of the Sabbath ſhould not be thought perpetual, to oblige all mankind, but Ceremonial, to oblige onely the ſame? That there ſhould be a Ceremoniall precept in the firſt Table of the Decalogue? Nay, ſeeing, to all mankind, it can import no more then a circumſtance of time for the publick ſervice of God; what reaſon can be imagined, why a precept of that conſequence ſhould make one in the firſt Table of the Decalogue? whereas, importing to▪ that people, the creation of all things by the true God, and their deliverance out of Aegypt, and by conſequence the obligation of his whole Law; it is worthily reckoned, by the Jews Doctors, among the very principall precepts of it. As for Chriſti­ans, the literal ſenſe of it is no leſſe unlawful for them to obſerve, then it is for them to be circumciſed, or to undertake the Law of Moſes; to the which the Sabbath, next to circumciſion, obligeth. And by conſequence, the ſpirituall ſenſe of it importeth no leſſe then the whole duty of a Chriſtian, (which all ceremonies do figure) that is to ſay; reſting from our works of ſinne, and con­ſequently, buſying our ſelves about the works of Gods ſervice. And therefore I do marvel, that thoſe who ſo obſtinately promote this Doctrine, are not ſen­ſible of the ſcandall they give to them, who have viſibly been ſeduced to keep the Saturday, by grounding themſelves upon it; And may, by the ſame reaſon, be ſeduced, to be circumciſed and turn Jewes; If yet it be a thing to do, and that divers Engliſh, in theſe unſtable times, not diſtinguiſhing between that which did, and that which doth oblige, when they find both in the Scriptures, have not hereby been moved to make that change. For, when they are told, that, by the leter of the fourth Commandment, they are obliged to keep the firſt day of the week; And, by common ſenſe, diſcovering a great part of the premiſes, diſcern, that if the fourth Commandment be in force, they cannot be obliged to keep the Lords day; Is it not an even wager, that, (not doubting the fourth Commandment to be in force, as they are told▪) they ſhall keep the Saturday, which, if it be in force, they ought to keep, rather then the Lords day, which (finding no reaſon for it, becauſe they are told none) they will preſently imagine to be a Popiſh cuſtome. I know there is one argument, which is very plauſible to induce well meaning Chriſtians, into that zeal which we ſee they [Page] have, for the ſtrict keeping of the Lords day, which they call the Sabbath; Be­cauſe this opinion will oblige the world to exerciſe more works of godlineſſe, and to abſtain from more of thoſe debauches which Feſtivals occaſion, in vulgar people, then otherwſe. To which, for the preſent, I will ſay onely this; That, having ſhowed the truth to be as it is, I can oblige all Chriſtians to believe, that Gods glory, and the advancement of his ſervice, cannot be grounded well, but upon the truth. And therefore, I may well demand their patience, till I come by and by, to ſhow the ground of the miſtake which they are carried away with, to think, that Gods glory and ſervice is not more plentifully provided for, by the Laws and cuſtomes of the Catholick Church, then by ſtrict keeping the Sabbath upon a falſe ground; which, hindring the effect of thoſe Laws, by con­ſequence, hinders Gods ſervice.
But now, all this being ſetled, what is there remaining to alledge, why Chri­ſtians ſhould be bound to keep the Lords day, but the act of the Apoſtles, by virtue whereof it came into force among all Chriſtians, in all Churches? For, it would be too ridiculous to allege, that it is grounded upon thoſe Scriptures, whereby it appeareth that it was kept under the Apoſtles, either as a reaſon ſuf­ficient, or as diſtinct from the authority of the Apoſtles. For, theſe Scriptures being the Scriptures of the Apoſtles, we can derive no authority from them, but that which we firſt ſuppoſe in the Apoſtles? I ſuppoſe, here that no man will, ſay that our Lords appearing to his Diſciples after his reſurrection upon that day, was enough to make it a Law, or evidence that it was ſo made; unleſſe his Apoſtles could teſtifie that he appeared to that purpoſe. As for the reſt, if it may by circumſtance appear, that, under the Apoſtles, they did aſſemble to the ſervice of God upon the Lords day; will it therefore follow, that all Chiſtians are bound to do the ſame? Or, can any more then this appear, by that which I alledged out of the Apoſtles writings? If there could, the writings of the A­poſtles being their act, as much as any act whereby they could declare an in­tent to oblige the Church; there will be nothing to bind it to keep the Lords day, but the authority of the Apoſtles. But, he that will give his own com­mon reaſon leave to ſpeak, ſhall hear it ſay; that it is not their words that ob­lige us to it, but the originall and univerſall cuſtome of the Church, evidencing, that they uſed to celebrate that day, with an intent to introduce the obligation of it into the Church. For, of this original and univerſal cuſtome, having as yet found no queſtion made on any ſide; I hold it ſuperfluous to take pains, to make evidence of that which no man queſtions. When Juſtine the Martyr, pre­ſenting to the Empire an Apology for all Chriſtans, declareth, that their cu­ſtome was to aſſemble on the Lords day, to ſerve God with the offices of Chriſtianity, which there he deſcribeth; had it not been to abuſe himſelf and the Empire, to declare that for the cuſtome of all Chriſtians, which was indeed the cuſtom of ſome, but of others not? Whither Eaſter was to be kept upon the fifteenth day of the firſt Moon, upon which our Lord ſuffered, or upon the next Lords day, upon which he roſe again, was a diſpute in the Church, as an­cient as the Apoſtles; The former cuſtome having been delivered to the Chur­ches of Aſia by S. John, the later to the Weſt, by S. Peter and S. Paul. But, what ground could there be for this diſpute, had not the firſt day of the week been honoured and obſerved above the reſt, in regard of our Lords riſing again? Certainly the E [...]ionites were one of the ancienteſt ſects thar roſe up againſt the Church; and they, as Euſebius, Eccleſ. Hiſt. III. 27. keeping the Sabbath as the Jews, and becauſe the Jews kept it, obſerving alſo the Lords day, becauſe the Chriſtians kept it. It is true, that, among the Eaſtern Chriſtians, the Saturday was obſerved for the ſervice of God, many ages after condeſcenſion to the Jews (in regard whereof the obſervation of Moſes law was in uſe after Chriſt, in ſome parts of the Church more, in ſome leſſe) was quite out of date. But that is no argument, that the Lords day was not kept, when the Sabbath was kept, to them who ſee S. Paul keep the Lords day, Act. XX. 7. within the time of compliance with the Jewes. For, the offices which God is ſerved with by the [Page] Church, are pleaſing to him at all times, as well as in▪ all places; where­as the keeping of the Sabbath, upon any day but a Saturday, would have been a breach of his Law. For, when the other Feſtivals of the Jews are called Sab­baths in the Law; that is not to ſay, that the Sabbath was kept upon them (for I have ſhowed you two ſeverall meaſures of reſt due upon them by the Law) but, that they participated much of the nature of the Sabbath, and therefore may be called with an addition ſuch or ſuch Sabbaths, but not abſolutely the Sabbath. Therefore, when Chriſtians afterwards continued the cuſtome of ſerving God upon the Sabbath, that is the Saturday; it is to be underſtood, that they ſerved God with the offices of Chriſtianity, not with the reſt of the Jews▪ Sabbath. If it be further demanded, whither the obligation of the Lords day do not de­pend upon the precep [...] of the Sabbath, ſo that it may be called, with an addi­tion, the Sabbath of Chriſtians, though not abſolutely the Sabbath; (becauſe that n [...]me is poſſeſſed already by the Saturday, in the language of all Chriſtians as well as Jews, till men affected an abuſe in the name, to bring their miſtake in­to mens minds) To this I anſwer; that, if the Lords day had no dependance upon the precept of the Sabbath, we could not give a reaſon why one day of ſeven is obſerved: For, the choice of the number could not come by chance. And I cautioned afore, that the Reſurrection of Chriſt was as ſufficient a reaſon why the Church ſhould ſerve God on the Sunday, as the creation of the world was, why the Synagogue ſhould ſerve God on the Saturday. But this dependance was not immediate, becauſe I ſhowed alſo, that this was not enough to introduce the obligation upon us. The act of the Apoſtles intervening, was the means to make the obligation neceſſary and legall; whereof, before, the ground onely was reaſonable. But, I do not mean this dependance to be the effect of the fourth Commandment onely, which preſcribeth onely bodily reſt, as I have ſhowed; but of theſe appendences of it, whereby, the Aſſemblies of the Jews, and their ſacrifices for that day are inacted. For, becauſe they were to ſerve God upon the Sabbath, it was certainly reaſonable, in regard of our Lords reſurrection, that Chriſtians ſhould ſerve God upon the firſt day of the Week. If any man in this regard will call the Lords day the Chriſtians Sabbath, or the like, I find no fault with it (nay, I find it ſo called by the Chriſtians of Aethiopia, in Scaliger, VII. de Emend. Temporum.) Provided he conne my opinion that thanks which it deſerves, for leaving no further room to unſtable ſpirits, to imagine (as ſome great Maſters have done) that it is in the power of Churches (or of Chriſtian Powers  [...]rotecting them) to chuſe another day of ſeven, or of leſs then ſeven, for Gods publick ſervice. For, not being out of the reach of ſuch power im­mediately, by virtue of the fourth Commandment, as I and they both have ſhew­ed, it is beyond the rea [...]h of it by virtue of the Apoſtles authority, and the act of it.
And now it is time to declare, the ſenſe of the Catholick Church derived from the doctrine and writings of the Apoſtles to be this, concerning the times of Gods ſervice; That, the offices thereof being alwayes acceptable to God, and ſeaſonable, ſo that they be orderly done, it is the duty of the Church to pro­vide that they be as frequently celebrated, as the occaſions of the world will al­low; not by particular Chriſtians alone, but, at the common aſſemblies of the Church. Whereby it may appear, how injurious, and prejudicial to the ſervice of God the zele of thoſe is, who, challenging the whole Sunday for the ſervice of God, by virtue of the fourth Commandement, ſeem, thereupon, to take it for granted, that there ought to be no order for the publick ſervice of God, up­on other Feſtivals, and times of Faſting appointed by the Church; nor, which is more, for the dayly celebration of divine ſervice in the Church. There hath been a pretenſe indeed, that, when the fourth Commandement ſaith; Six dayes thou ſhalt labor, and do all that thou haſt to do; It forbiddeth the Church to give any Rule of forbearing bodily labor, for the exerciſe of Gods ſervice. But ſo ridiculous, that, even theſe who have the conſcience to hold the concluſion, have not the face to maintain the premiſes. That form of ſpeech manifeſtly import­ing [Page] no more than this; That the preſent Law requires no more than keeping the firſt day of the week; ſeeing it is manifeſt, that, by other Laws, God intend­ed to proceed further, and to except other dayes from the bodily labor of his then people, for his ſervice. Thereupon it is manifeſt, that the Synagogue pro­ceeded likewiſe to except other dayes, for which there roſe occaſions, for the like purpoſe. And truly, thoſe who think it a burthen to the duty of working for mens living, that there ſhould be an Order for the dayly ſerving of God in the Church, having all them to attend it, that are not prevented of it by neceſſary occaſions; may look upon the Jews, and bluſh to conſider, that they, as S. Je­rome, Epiphanius, and Juſtine the Martyr aſſure us, ſhould aſſemble themſelves thrice a day in their Synagogues to curſe our Lord Chriſt; (which, their own Con­ſtitutions, not mentioning, do provide for the ſervice of God nevertheleſs) but, that it ſhould be counted ſuperſtitious for Chriſtians to meet for Gods ſervice in publick, unleſs it be on the Lords day. Certainly, the practice of the primi­tive Chriſtians at Jeruſalem ſignifies no ſuch thing; all the contribution there raiſed tending to no other purpoſe, but, that the Church might hold together in the doctrine of the Apoſtles, and the ſervice of God▪ and celebration of the Euchariſt; Though they went alſo into the Temple, and ſerved God with the Jews, whom they then hoped, and intended to reduce unto Chriſtianity. But I will referr my ſelf in this point, as in that which follows, to that which I have ſaid, in my Book of the ſervice of God at the Aſſemblies of the Church, Chap. VIII. having received, from no hand, any maner of ſatisfaction, in the leaſt of it. Whereby it will appear, that the Church hath power to limit the times of Gods ſervice upon this ground; Becauſe the occaſions of the world ſuffer not Chriſtians alwayes to attend it, which, ſo oft as the Church ſhall finde it poſſible, they are bound to do: And, that the uſe of this power, as it is juſtified by the practice of the whole Church, ſo it is neceſſary to the advancement of godli­neſſe according to Chriſtianity: Nor can the effect thereof be ſuperſeded, with­out hindring the ſervice of God, whatſoever the ſtrict keeping of the Lords day may contribute to the ſame. Thoſe times of perſecution ſucceeded, to the pri­mitive Church, wherein, it is altogether admirable to conſider, how it was poſſi­ble to reduce the whole body of Chriſtians to an orderly courſe, of ſo frequent ſervice of God, as appeareth; The difficulties of aſſembling themſelves being ſo great, as under perſecution muſt needs be. Therefore, when the exerciſe of Chriſtianity was free and peaceable, when all Nations and Languages, upon their converſion to Chriſtianity, had made it their buſineſs, and ſet aſide means, by which the ſervice of God might be daily celebrated, and all men have opportu­nity to frequent the ſame, ſo farr, either as their occaſions would give leave, or their hearts to God minde them to frame their occaſions; to take away this or­der, and to deſtroy the means of executing it, as either ſuperſtitious or ſuper­fluous, what is it elſe but that curſe, which the Jews, in their Synagogues, would have wiſhed Chriſtianity, when they met to curſe Chriſt?
And, if all difference of dayes for the ſervice of God being taken away by Chriſtianity, ſo that no office of it is at any time unacceptable; (as the offices of Judaiſm were abominable, not upon their legal days) And the Apoſtles have notwithſtanding, for orders ſake, that there might be a certain time, inviolably dedicated to that purpoſe, ſet aſide the firſt day of the week for it ſhall; wee queſtion whether it was they that inſtituted the ſolemnity of Eaſter Holy-days, and conſequently of Whitſuntide, in remembrance of the reſurrection of our Lord, and the coming of the Holy Ghoſt, or not? For, all the Lords dayes in the year have the mark that ſtands on them, from that one, on which our Lord roſe again. And, ſince wee know, that the difference about keeping Eaſter is as ancient as the Apoſtles, and, that there could have been no ground for it, had not the Lords day born that mark at that time; (the queſtion being onely when the Faſt ſhould end, and the celebration of Eaſter come on) can any doubt re­main, that the ſolemnity of Eaſter was then in uſe? And, if it can be ſaid, that the keeping of Eaſter for ſeven dayes, from whence, in ſtead of the Heathen names, the Chriſtians called the dayes of the week, feriam primam, ſecundam— [Page] & ſeptimam; and the uſe, to pray ſtanding from Eaſter to Whitſuntide, were not original nor univerſal cuſtoms of the Church, but acceſſory and local; yet can it never be ſaid, that there was any time, or any part of the Church that did not faſt before Eaſter, that Faſt which they called  [...] in Greek, and quadragefimam in Latine; Though I cannot ſay for forty days, as the name ſeems to import,  [...] ſignifying a ſumm of fifty days in the language of all Jews or Chriſtians that write in Greek. For, I have not on any hand any ſatisfaction in the words of Irenaeus, the true reading whereof, there maintained, ſeemeth to import; that, in ſome places, they faſted but forty hours, before the Feaſt of the Reſurrection. Tertullian de Jejuniis cap. XIII. objecteth to the Catholicks, that they Faſted the Eaſter Faſt, citra dies quibus ablatus eſt ſponſus. On this ſide the dayes on which the Bridegroom was taken away. More dayes than our Lord was in the grave. But that is farr from forty. That which is alleged for the forty dayes Faſt out of Ignatius is not found in the true Copy. Thus farr the ſolem­nity of Eaſter, and the Faſt before it appear original: But not forty days. This will ſcarce allow that to be true, which the learned Selden in his book de Anno Jud. c. XXI. produceth, of his Eutychius, which ſaith; that the Chriſtians, after the Aſcenſion of our Lord, though they kept Eaſter when our Lord ſuffred and roſe again, yet, kept the Faſt of forty days immediately after the Epiphany, as our Lord after his Baptiſm; (which, they ſuppoſed, fell on the day of his birth) and that, when Demetrius was Biſhop of Alexandria, by many leters and meſ­ſages that paſſed between him, and Victor of Rome, and the then Patriarchs of Jeruſalem and Antiochia, it was agreed, that, the order which hath ſince prevai­led ſhould take place. Much leſs will the ſaid paſſages of Irenaeus and Tertullian allow, that which the book of the Popes lives, compiled by Anaſtaſius, but, out of the records of that Church, reports of Teleſphorus, that hee ordered the Lent Faſt for VII weeks afore Eaſter; rather ſignifying, that hee ordered ſome­thing about it, which later authors report, according to that which was later in debate: For, that there was diſpute, in the time of Pius, about keeping Eaſter, (that is, ending the Faſt) on the Lords day, or according to the Jews, may ap­pear by the revelation which Hermes his Paſtor pretendeth to that purpoſe; Which Anaſtaſius allegeth to that purpoſe. Therefore, though I can allow Eu­tychius no credit of hiſtorical truth, when hee agreeth not with authors which have that credit, yet, in a caſe where intelligence is wanting, I muſt needs think his relation conſiderable. It is well enough known, what Socrates hath diſcour­ſed for his opinion, that the Lent Faſt came in by meer cuſtom, not by any Or­der of the Apoſtles; what hee hath alleged of the viſible practice of the Church in his time, to that purpoſe Eccleſ.  [...]iſt. V. 21. Sozomenus VII. 19. more parti­cularly, that the Montaniſts faſted two weeks, ſome three continual weeks, o­thers, as much or more weeks as came to three weeks; (which perhaps may ſave Socrates his credit, reporting, that at Rome, three weeks; if it be true which Pe­itus hath obſerved, that Leo and S. Auſtine ſay, that they faſted not the the Tueſ­dayes and Thurſdayes of Lent in their time) others, in five, ſix, or ſeven. More, he might have ſaid, For, the Chriſtians of Syria & Aethiopia, and the Coptites begin their Ninive a week before Septuageſima: That is their forty days faſt, becauſe Jonas propheſied; Yet forty dayes and Ninive ſhall be deſtroyed; The variety ſeemes to argue that it came by degrees to this certain num­ber of dayes, by the example of the Clergy, the freedom of the people, and the authority of the Church. Which, though I ſhall be glad to be informed further in, whether ſo or otherwiſe; yet, having ſetled from the beginning, that the chief difference between the Apoſtles Orders, and thoſe of the Whole Church, is the mater of them, determinable by common ſenſe and the ſtate of times, to conduce or not to conduce to the end of Gods ſervice, for which it ſtands; To mee, it makes not much difference, whether inſtituted by the Apoſtles, or received by the whole Church, the power of the Church; manifeſtly extending to it: And the ſolemnizing thereof being of ſuch ineſtimable uſe, though not for the inſtructing of them that ſtood to be Chriſtians, as in the pri­mitive times, yet alwayes for the profeſſion and practice of Penance, and, for the reconciling of ſinners to the Communion of the Euchariſt at Eaſter. And there­fore, [Page] if I do not apply unto the Forty days Faſt, as, to the Faſt before Eaſter, I do apply the rule of S. Auſtine, that thoſe things which the whole Church ob­ſerveth, having no remembrance of the beginning of them, muſt be aſcribed to the Tradition of the Apoſtles; yet I do apply unto them that other ſaying of S. Auſtine, which importeth; That to diſpute againſt thoſe things, which the whole Church obſerveth, is the height of madneſſe. Nor is there any thing in that Law unſurable to Chriſtianity, but that which the coming of the world into the Church neceſſarily inforceth; That all are conſtrained to keep it; and ſo, good Chriſtians, notwithſtanding the exception of the ſick and impotent, may ſuffer for the refractory and prophane, among whom they live; Who, when it came firſt in uſe, no doubt, were left to themſelves; and to that, which, the good example of the Clergy moved them in conſcie [...]ce to undergo.
The Church of England, I ſee, for the prejudices which that time was poſ­ſeſt with, could not undertake to reſtore the ancient cuſtome of publick Pe­nance, at the beginning of Lent. But when the Church profeſſeth withall, how much it were for the ſouls health of all, that Penance were reſtored; when it preſcribeth a Commination againſt ſinners, to charge upon particular Conſci­ences, to exerciſe that themſelves, which, for preſerving of Unity, it underta­keth not to impoſe upon all; when it ordereth thoſe Prayers for the ſervice of that ſeaſon, which cannot be ſaid with a good conſcience, but by thoſe, who, in ſome meaſure apply themſelvs to theſe exerciſes; well may we grant, that the tares of falſe doctrine ſpringing up with the Reformation, have made theſe wholſome orders of litle effect; but it muſt never be granted, that the Church of England maketh either the Lent Faſt, or other times of faſting ſuperſtitiosu. As for the difference of meats, true it is, that S. Paul hath marked thoſe that ſorbid mariage, that injoyn abiſtnence from meats, which God hath made to be received with thanksgiving by thoſe that believe and know the truth, as men of ly­ing ſpirits, and teaching the doctrines of Devils, ſpeaking lies in hypocriſy, with ſeared conſciences, 1 Tim. IV. 1-4. But, always underſtanding thoſe followers of Simon Magus, and Cerinthus, from whom, the Hereticks that ſucceeded, learned, that this world was not made by God; and, that the bond of mariage came in by the ſpirits that made the world, whom we muſt eſcape, by abſtain­ing from ſome kinds of creatures. What Chriſtian can dare to ſay, with a good conſcience, that the rule or cuſtome of the Church, to forbear thoſe meats and drinks that inflame the blood moſt, for the mortification of the fleſh, hath any dependence upon thoſe wicked blaſphemies? Nay, who can read, that Daniel, in his faſtings, eat no pleaſant meat; but he muſt inferr, that there is no faſting obſerved, where men obſerve no difference of meats? Look into the Jews Con­ſtitutions, and ſee how they obſerved their Faſts, and their Feſtivalls; you ſhall find it more ancient then Chriſtianity, to ſolemnize Sabbaths, (and proportion­ably other Feſtivalls) with the beſt meats, the beſt drinks, the beſt apparel, all things of the beſt: And on the other ſide, as much care, that there be nothing to ſignifie, or ground any ſuch conſtruction upon their Faſts and Humiliations. So that, we may well ask thoſe that appoint their ſolemn Humiliations upon the Sabbath, (for ſo they will needs call the Sunday, right or wrong) what Religion they intend to be of; neither Judaiſm nor Chriſtianity having produced any ſuch ſect, till our time. And therefore we muſt ſay, that, thoſe who make a diſ­ference of meats for conſcience ſake, as if all meats were not Gods creatures a­like; or, as if we held choice of meats to be ſtill the ſervice of God, becauſe once it intitled the Jews to the Land of promiſe; are juſtly reproved by S. Paul, ad­ding, in the place afore-named, as a reaſon of the premiſes; For, every creature of God is good, and nothing to be refuſed, if it be received with thanksgiving, being ſanctified by the word of God, (aſſuring us hereof) and by prayer. But, if the meaning be further to ſay, that it is ſuperſtitious to obſerve faſting with meats of leſs nouriſhment, that ſignifie mourning, that effect the mortification of the fleſh, and the concupiſences thereof, and that for conſcience ſake, not onely in that regard, but in regard the Church hath appointed it for that purpoſe; then muſt I ſay plainly, that this Doctrine, in ſtead of reforming or maintaining the [Page] ſervice of God, is the author of that licentiouſneſs which we ſee come to paſs. I will not here diſpute, that there may not be as much riot, as much contradicti­on to the end and purpoſe of faſting, in eating of fiſh, as in fleſh; eſpecially allowing Wine and Sweet-meats, as the Church of Rome doth, to thoſe that are content to ſubmit to other Laws of it. For, he who maintains, that there is no faſting properly ſo called, where there is no difference made between meats; and, thoſe that provoke the appetite, and inflame the blood, are not laid aſide; thoſe that ſignifie mourning beſt, are not uſed; maintain sthat is it not properly faſting, where onely fiſh is ſerved, if the quality or the quantity of that which is ſerved may ſerve for feaſting. And, ſuch cuſtomes as thoſe are me [...]re irregularities, which the rule and practice of the primitive Church no way alloweth, all the dyet which it granted, being onely exceptions from total abſ [...]inen [...], to ſuſtain nature, and to maintain health, which no Religion deſtroy­eth, and therefore excepteth weak ages and conſtitutions from this ſtrictneſs. The granting of fiſh, above bread and water, and ſalt and herbs, is an abatement of the primitive ſtrictneſs, which Clemens Alexandrinus reports, S. Mathew, Poe­dagg. II. 1. Hegeſippus in Euſebius, of S. James of Jeruſalem, Hiſt. Eccleſ. II. 23. and S. Auſtine, adverſus Fauſtum libro XX. c [...]napura in Ireneus, that is to ſay, a ſupper without any thing of a living creature at it, being the ſame that paraſceve, or Friday. And, if we may reaſonably imagine, that the cold climate wherein we live, and the ſpending of our bodies by the aire, requireth more effectuall reſtauratives, then the Eaſtern Countries, from whence theſe pra­ctices firſt came; yet to make faſting, and forbid difference of meats, will al­ways be things contradictory: To abate of that difference by litle and litle, ac­knowledging the general ground of it, will be but the ſame, that may be obſer­ved in all exerciſes of Chriſtianity; that the ſtrictneſs thereof decayed by de­grees, in ſucceeding times, from that which was practiced from the beginning, under the Apoſtles. For, the meaſure of Faſting in the ancient Church, was alſo till three in the afternoon, which the more devout extended, with the Jews, until the appearing of the Starres; and that the Montaniſts would have impoſed upon the Church, for a Law declared by their Prophets. Now, in all theſe Weſtern parts, (at leaſt, according to practice, whatſoever be the Rule) it is granted, that faſting is but eating one meal a day, though it be at noone, not denying the collation at night, nor every where, no not at Rome it ſelf, a draught of drink in the morning, and a bit of bread, leaſt that draught do harm. And this is called the Faſt of the Church, in oppoſition to the faſt of na­ture, preſcribed to thoſe that celebrate and receive the Euchariſt, even from Phyſick, and any thing that may be received afore. But theſe are abatements, which no rule or cuſtome of the ancient Church juſtifieth; onely, when more cannot be obtained, it is requiſite, rather to cheriſh ſuch a meaſure, as can be maintained, then to let all order go, under pretenſe of Chriſtian liberty, which is indeed, abandoning our ſelves to ſenſuality, by caſting off the rules which oblige us to mortifie natural concupiſence.
In the next place, it is a marvail to ſee, how ready men are to imbrace a ſlight plea, why the ſolemnity of our Lords birth ſhould not be obſerved; though in the end, they forfeit the credit of their skill, in reforming, by diſcove­ring their ignorance. Joſeph Scaliger, a very learned man, and much ſtudied in Chronology, thinking that he had found the true year of Chriſts birth, which had not been preſerved paſt queſtion in any record of the Church; (for the world, when it was not Chriſtian, counted not by the time of Chriſts coming, as now it doth) bethought himſelf, that, by counting the courſes of the Prieſts in the Temple, from the cleanſing thereof by Judas Maccab [...]us, (the year, and the moneth, and day whereof is certain) he might attain to the day that the courſe of Abia, whereof Zachary was, being the firſt courſe, Luke I. 5. came on to Miniſter in the Temple, (the XXIV diviſions ſpending XXIV times ſeven days, in one courſe, certain) and by conſequence the day of the Annunci­ation V [...] moneths after, and the day of our Lords birth, nine moneths after that, at leaſt for the moneth and ſeaſon of the year, though not to a day. And [Page] accordingly found, that our Lord was born about the feaſt of Tabernacles with the Jews, in September, being a figure of the Tabernacle of his fleſh. Though this was ingeniouſly argued, yet, had it proved true, it had been an unſufferable levit in any man, to inferre the diſſolution of order in the ſervice of God, and the peace of his Church, upon the ſuppoſition of it. For, who ever heard the Church declare, that the celebration of our Lords birth on the XXV of Decem­ber, proceeds upon ſuppoſition, that he was indeed born that day; So that, ſuppoſing it uncertain on what day he was born, it was to be celebrated on no day? What reaſon, what ſenſe can juſtiſie ſuch a conſequence, when the cir­cumſtance of time is not conſiderable towards the end of Feſtivals, which is, the ſervice of God; but onely as an occaſion for the Church to take, of aſſem­bling Chriſtians? Not as among the Jews, whoſe ſolemnities, having depen­dence upon the Land of promiſe, and the temporal promiſes thereof, if they kept not the due ſeaſon of the year, were indeed abominable. Thoſe therefore, that would perſwade us, that there is any fault in ſolemnizing the remembrance of Chriſts birth, ought firſt to ſhew us, if they mean any good to our common Chriſtianity, that the birth of Chriſt is not a  [...]it occaſion of aſſembling Chriſti­an people, to ſerve God with the offices of Chriſtianity: Which if they ſhould go about, they might well bluſh to remember; that, having been ſo zealous to cry up Market days for fit occaſions of Gods ſervice, wherein there is ſo much appearance of worldly profit, by increaſe of Trade, and commerce of people; they ſhould have ſo litle regard to that conſideration, upon which all mater of all Chriſtian aſſemblies depends, as not to think it a juſt occaſion of aſſem­bling Gods people. It is true indeed, there hath been ſome difference in the obſervation of the Church about the day; the VI of January having heretofore been obſerved in ſome parts of the Church, for the day of Chriſts birth, as well as of his baptiſm; Which probably came from the Goſpel, ſaying, that our Lord was baptized at thirty years of age, Luk. III. 23. and giving thereby occaſion to place both upon one and the ſame day. This you ſhall find in Caſſiane Collat. X. 1. And where Ammianus XXI relateth of Juliane, that, not willing as yet to declare himſelf Apoſtate, he came forth to Church, die Epiphaniorum, upon the Epiphany; Zonaras reporting the ſame, ſaith, upon the Nativity. Not becauſe it was ſo held and obſerved in the Weſt; but becauſe Zonaras, a Greek, relates it as the Eaſt accounted it. And this was the ground for the XII days, when the XXV of December prevailed over the Eaſt; which was lately come to paſs in S. Chryſoſtomes time, as, it is well known that Scaliger hath obſerved. But what will half-ſighted ignorance plead, for the great boldneſſe which it taketh, of innovating in the orders of the Church, upon a ſuppoſition always conjectu­ral, and we acknowledged falſe by all Chronologers? For, could ever any man aſſure, but upon probable conjecture, that Judas Maccabaeus did begin the ſer­vice of the Temple rather with the firſt order, then with that at which it left off three years afore, which every man remembred? But, time having ſince diſ­covered, that it was not the true year of Chriſts birth, upon which Scaliger thought he was born; ſo farr is this ignorance from any plea for it ſelf, that it may well be a warning to the like boldneſs, to be beter informed, before they undertake to reform. For, now they are to adviſe how to anſwer Bucherius the Jeſuit, who, by counting the courſes of the Prieſts, from the dedication under fudas, to the true year of Chriſts birth, hath found the time of it to fall near the XXV of December, from the annunciation of Zachary, being of the courſe of Abia. And the L. Primates late Annals, maintain the XXV of December for the true day of our Lords birth, delivered by S. Peter to the Church of Rome, upon the credit of the records of the Taxes then extant at Rome, and alleged by Tertullian. Though the ſame Tradition was not preſerved in the Eaſtern Chur­ches;) in ſo much, that, till S. Chryſoſtomes time, all the Churches agreed not in the day upon which they ſolemnized it.
Now, if there be ſo great reaſon, why the Lent Faſt ſhould go before the Feaſt of Eaſter, to prepare all the world to renew the purpoſe and profeſſion of their Chriſtianity, by the exerciſe of devotion and Penance, as well as to pre­pare [Page] thoſe that ſtood for their Chriſtianity, to their Baptiſm at Eaſter, which was, ror many ages, the cuſtome of the Church; how can it be denied, that the ſo­lemnity of Advent, before the celebration of▪ Chriſts birth, is an order fit to provide the like means and opportunities, and advantages, for the advancement and improvement of Chriſtianity, by the like exerciſes? Nor ſhall I need fur­ther to diſpute for the obſerving of Wedneſdays and Fridayes, or Saturdays, with thoſe that have admitted the premiſes; that the Church may and ought to ſet aſ [...]de certain days for the ſervice of God, in faſting and Penance for our own unworthineſſe, as well as in feaſ [...]ing and rejoycing for Gods goodneſſe. For,  [...]nce our tranſgreſſions have their recourſe, as ſure as the remembrance of our Lords riſing again; is it, for the advantage, or for the diſadvantage of Chriſtia­nity, that the Friday ſhould be obſerved for the ſervice of God, by humbling out ſelves in the ſight of our  [...]nnes, as the Lords day, for his ſervice, by ſetting forth his praiſes, in the ſight of his mercies? And, ſeeing the Jews, from before our Lords time, obſerved Mundays and Thurſdays for their private and publick hu­  [...]liations, and the mo [...] ſolemn days of aſſembling in their Synagogues, as I have ſhowed there; And, that the Chriſtians have always obſerved Wedneſdays and Frydays to the like purpoſes; It ſeems to remain certain thereby, that the tranſlation of the days is the act of the Apoſtles, ſeeking thoſe days which were alike diſtant from the Lords day, as thoſe which the Jews obſerved were from the Sabbath: Becauſe no reaſon will allow, that after the time of the Apoſtles, the breach between the Church and the Synagogue being completed, Chriſti­ans ſhould imitate the orders of the Jews, and all agree in it. It muſt there­fore be concluded, that the obſervation of Wedneſdays and Thurſdays is from the Apoſtles; Though the faſting upon Saturday, which the Weſt obſerveth, come from the cuſtome of the Church of Rome, which the reſt of the Weſt hath conformed it ſelf to, in ſucceeding ages. Of the obſervation of the Saints memories, and the days on which the Martyrs ſuffered, which the ancient Church called their birth-days, to wit, into a beter world; I ſhall not ſay much, for the reaſon alleged before. Onely this, that thoſe who think not ſo eminent acci­dents ſufficient occaſions for the Church to meet upon, for the ſervice of God, in the offices of that Chriſtianity, which they either died in, or for; whatſoever they may pretend of their zeal for Chriſtianity, cannot pretend towards that Chriſtianity, in and for which they either lived or died. For, to what purpoſe rendeth that Chriſtianity, the ſeeds whereof were ſown in their lives, and ex­amples, or in their deaths and ſufferings; but, that God may be glorified in the ſervice of his name, by thoſe that do ſtudy to imitate thoſe paterns thereof, which they have ſet us? I deny not, that there may come a burthen upon the Church, by multiplying the number of Feſtivall days, and that there might be and was reaſon, why it ſhould be abated; But never, that there is ſuperſtition, either in the ſervice of God, or in the circumſtance of it, and occaſion of cele­brating it, upon the remembrance of Gods Saints. Neither will I ſay any more for the Faſts of Ember weeks, and of the Rogations, ſince I underſtand not, what quarel there can be to the occaſions of them in particular, if it were agreed, that there is due ground for the ſetting apart of certain times for the ſervice of God, whither as Faſts or Feſtivalls.
Nor of the Hours of the day, or the deputing of them to the ſervice of God, whither in publick or in privivate. For, what wil thoſe that pretend ſo much to the Scriptures, anſwer to thoſe teſtimonies of the Old and New Teſtament, where­by I have proved, that the people of God did ſet aſide the third, ſixth, and ninth hour of the day for that purpoſe? That the Apoſtles of our Lord followed the ſame cuſtome? That the Church hath alwayes done the ſame? All this while, ſuppoſing morning and evening Prayer over and above, as brought in by Ad­am, or by Abraham, as the Jews will have it; whereupon the Chriſtians in S. Cyprianes time, as appears by his Book de Oratione, had recourſe to God five times a day; Till afterwards, as it is fit that Chriſtianity go beyond Judaiſm in the ſervice of God, the cuſtome being taken up by the more devout, (whereof S. Cypriane makes mention in the ſame place) of riſing by night to praiſe God, [Page] (according to the Prophet David, Pſalm, CXIX. 64. At midnight I will riſe to praiſe thee, becauſe of thy righteous Judgements;) And the evening ſervice re­quiring ſome exerciſe as well at going to bed, as in cloſing the evening, (which was called the Compline, as the complement of the days ſervice) the ſervice of God, whither publick or private, became divided into ſeven Houres; which, up­on theſe grounds, were very reaſonably counted Canonical, according to the ſame P [...]ophet David, Pſalm. CXIX. 164. Seven times a day will I praiſe thee, becauſe of thy righteous Judgements. In fine, there can no queſtion be made, that the Law o [...] regular Hours of the day for Prayer, is evidently grounded up­on the Scriptures, evidently authorized by the practice, not onely of the Church, but of Gods ancient people. And therefore, to make the Reformation to con­ſiſt in aboliſhing that Law, is, to make the Reformation to conſiſt in aboliſh­ing Gods ſervice. And this I think enough to be ſaid in this abridgment, ſeeing I am no further to ent [...] into debate of the particulars, then the juſtifying of the generall ground requires; onely remembring that which I have ſaid alrea­dy, that the obligation is the ſame, whither the particulars may appear to have been eſtabliſhed by the Apoſtles, or received into the generall practice of the Church; The power of the Apoſtles, ſuppoſing the being of Chriſtianity, which their work was to preach, and extending no further, then the ſetling of it in the community of the Church, by the order of Gods ſervice; which, the alteration of the ſ [...]ate and condition of the Church muſt need [...] make changeable, as well as that which the whole Church ſhould introduce: So that, whither the Apo­ſtles, or the Church authorized by the Apoſtles, have introduced an order, with­in the compaſs of Gods Law, (that is, the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity) in the ob­ſervation whereof, the unity of the Church in the ſervice of God, which is the end of all order in the Chur [...]h, conſiſteth; it ſhall equally oblige every Chriſti­an to maintain and cheriſh it, upon the cri [...]e of Schiſ [...] to be incurred, in caſe any breach fall out by violating the ſame.

CHAP. XXII. The people of God  [...]ied to build Synagogues, though not by the leter of the Law. The Church to provide Churches, though the Scripture command it not. Preſcribing the form of Gods publick ſervice, is not quenching the Spirit. The Pſalter is preſcribed the Church for Gods Praiſes. The Scriptures preſcribed to be read in the Church; The Order of reading them to be preſcribed by the Church.
NOw, as for the determination of certain places for the ſervice of God, I cannot ſee how there is or can be generally and abſolutely any diſpute, whether or no there ought to be places ſet apart for that purpoſe? ſo that all Chriſtians may know where to reſort to ſerve God; The mater being ſo evi­dent to the common reaſon of all men, that, to make any ſcruple about it, in regard that there is no precept of God; Law for it written, either to the Jews in the Old Teſtament, or the Chriſtians in the New; were to make a doubt whether God gave his Law to reaſonable creatures or not▪ Indeed, in the Old Teſtament, there is a Precept for all Gods people, to reſort to the place where he ſhould chuſe to place his name, for the offering of their burnt ſacrifices and oblations, which he, thereby, makes abominable, any where elſe to be offered. But this might have been a colour to have pretended, that God had forbidden, (ſo fart from requiring) all other religious Aſſemblies of his people, or any places to be ſet apart for that purpoſe; had not his Prophets, and the Gover­nors of his people underſtood from the the beginning, the difference between his ſpiritual and carnall Law, anſwerable to the difference between the King­dom of Heaven, and the Land of promiſe. And that, though the ceremoni­all ſervice of God in the Temple, could not be ſo parted from his ſpiritual ſer­vice, that the place to which the one was confined, ſhould exclude the other; yet, the ſpiritual ſervice of God was to extend to thoſe places, from whence his figu­rative and ceremoniall ſervice ſtood excluded by the Law. It is no marvail then, [Page] if, for a time, (the acts where of we read in the Books of Joſua, Judges, Ruth, and Samuel) Sacrifices were offered in the High Places; that is, in other pla­ces deputed to the ſervice of God, beſides that where the Ark of the Covenant ſtood; Whither we ſuppoſe, that the choice, which, God by the Law had inti­mated, that he would make, of a place where he intended to ſettle his ſervice, were not executed all the while before the bringing of the Ark to Jeru­ſalem, and the building of the Temple there; Or, whither there was a condi­tionall purpoſe of God, of ſetling his ſervice in the Tribe of Ephraim, at Shiloh, declared unto his people, which obliged them to reſort thither, as we ſee they did, by the beginning of Samuel; but, that, this purpoſe being declared void by the captivity of the Ark, the high places came to be permitted again, as be­fore the Ark had begunne to ſettle in Shiloh. In the mean time, I hold the o­pinion neither blameable nor improbable, which the beſt learned do advance, for the beginning of Synagogues in the Land of promiſe; (that is to ſay, of pla­ces where the people might and were to aſſemble, for the ſervice of God, which was not confined to the Ark) To wit, that theſe high places were after­wards deputed to the reſidence of Prophets, and their Diſciples, and to that ſer­vice of God, which all Iſrael could not be preſent at in the Temple. Though, thoſe that ſubmitted not to the Law, as the determina [...]ion of Gods choice to Jeruſalem, did not ceaſe to offer ſacrifices and burn incenſe in the High pla­ces, eſpecially in ſuch times, when Idolatry was grown ſo ſtrong, that it could not be puniſhed by exterminating thoſe Cities that were found to have a hand in it, according to the Law, Deut. XV. For it is evident, that, offering ſacrifice in the High places, was a great mean to palliate Idolatry; and, for that reaſon, had been forbidden by the Law. But, what reaſon hath any man to reject this opinion, having no beter evidence for any other place, or opportunity for any religious aſſembly of Gods people, but onely that before the Ark, for ſo long time? Indeed, in thoſe Pſalms that are intitled to Aſaph, from LXXIII. to LXXXIII. there is mention more then once of other Houſes of God, beſides the Temple. But, of thoſe Pſalms, and the author and time of them, there is difficulty made, whither written by Aſaph, or afterwards given to his poſteri­ty to ſing in the Temple. For, ſeeing they not onely ſeem to point out Nebu­chadnezzar, by the wilde bore out of the wood, LXXX. 13. but alſo the time when they had no Prophets, LXXXIV. 9. either we muſt grant, that theſe things are ſaid by the ſpirit of Propheſy, or, that they were written in after times. I do indeed continue rather of the former judgement. But I ſpare not to allege the uncertainty, for an evidence, how farr they were from having any written Law for the building of Synagogues; which nevertheleſs, was a thing ſo neceſ­ſary for maintenance of their Religion, and the ſervice of God according to it, that no man in his right ſenſes can queſtion, whither they were tied to it or not. Be it therefore uncertain, how farr Synagogues were propagated in the Land of promiſe, before the Babylonian Captivity; For, after the return, which is the  [...]oot of account, for the time, from whence all Idolatry was deteſted by them; from this time, when their diſperſions among the Nations began, together with their deteſtation of their Idolatries, be it reſolved, both that they did take upon them the building of Synagoues, for that ſervice not confined to the Temple, which they found themſelves tied to frequent; And, that they ought ſo to doe.
Now, when Chriſtianity firſt came in, not ſevered from Judaiſm, but diſtinguiſh­ed by ſome offices (namely of Baptiſm and the Euchariſt) tha is to ſay, by ſuch Prayers, as were made at both; it is no marvail that the Chriſtians frequenting the ſervice of God, together with the Jews either the in Temple or in the Syna­gogue, did content themſelves, to celebrate the offices proper to Chriſtiani­ty in private Houſes. For, I confeſs, when S. Luke ſays, that they broke bread, that is, celebrated the Euchariſt, as the Syriack tranſlates it,  [...], that is, at home, or, from houſe to houſe, Act. II. 46. I rather think this was done in private houſes, though Beza might be my author, that they had houſes ſet apart for that purpoſe, if I meant to ſtrain mine opinion beyond the evidence of it. But, of [Page] the Church of Corinth, I ſay not the ſame, where, I find no appearance by S. Pauls Epiſtles, that there was any correſpondence between the Jews and the Chriſtians, or any expectation, that the ſervice of God according to Chriſtiani­ty,  [...]eeding Judai [...], might convert Synagogues into Churches. And when S. Paul ſays, 1 Cor. XI. 22. Have yee not houſes to eat and to drink in? or, de­ſpiſe yee the Church of God, and ſhame thoſe that have not? not onely the antithe­  [...]s between houſes to eat and drink in, and the Church of God, but alſo the diffe­rence between ſhaming the poor, and deſpiſing the Church of God, ſeems to re­quire, that a Church there ſignifie a Church; that is, the place, not the people; Though not doubting, that the aſſemblies of the Chriſtians were there held ma­ny times in ordinary houſes, and upper rooms, Acts I. 13. XX. 8. but finding the Church at Corinth ſo well ſetled, that if thoſe of Jeruſalem contributed their eſtates to the maintenance of the people of the Church, no man can marvail that they ſhould disbur [...] for a Church. How  [...]arr, then, the Church began to be po [...]ſſed of places ſet apart for the offices of Chriſtianity, ſeems to depend upon two points, ſeverally in ſeverall places: The probability of perſecution, and the compliance with Judaiſm. Unleſs thoſe two be reducible to one, in re­gard of the great appearance; that, at the beginning, all probability of perſe­cution depended upon the interruption of compli [...]nce and correſpondence with the Jews. This all reaſon juſtifieth, that the Chriſtians, ſo far as there was appear­an [...]e of probability, that they might injoy the liberty of meeting at certain known places, did, from the beginning, ſet apart certain places for that purpoſe, either u [...]on contribution of the Churches, or, upon the liberal devotion of particular perſons. And, for the proof of this, I think I need no more then the viſible ex­ample of the Jews, and the advantage which their Religion, and the truth of God had found, by by having ſet places, to which, not onely their own might reſort to ſerve God out of a profeſſion of his truth; but, even the Gentiles be wonne from the worſhip of Idols, by becoming acquain [...]ed with the profeſſion which they celebrated at ſuch certain places. The effect of this advantage is e­vident to us by the Acts of the Apoſtles, and the mention which there we find of their preaching in the Jews Synagogues; For, commonly, there is alſo mention of devout men, and devout women, and ſuch as worſhipped God of the Gentiles: Being indeed thoſe, that were converted from the worſhip of Idols, to the true God, whom the Jews worſhipped. And therefore, S. Paul, when he ſheweth that Chriſtianity had the like advantage, by the reſort of Gentiles unto their aſſemblies, 1 Cor. XVI. 23. makes me think it ſtill more probable, that they had then at Corinth, certain known places, ſet apart for their Aſſem­blies. Onely I will adde the evidence of common ſenſe, how much more op­portunity there muſt needs be, for companies that are grown numerous, to aſſemble in certain known places ſet apart for that uſe, then in ordinary houſes, ſerving for other purpoſes.
And therefore, though I believe, that there is ſtill mention, in ſuch records as the Church hath left, of Aſſemblies held in ordinary houſes, (that is to ſay, that there is many times mention of the Aſſemblies of Chriſtians, (in the lives of the Saints, and the Acts of Martyrs) in private Houſes, and not in Churches) yet, of the Titles, and Coemiteries of the Church of Rome, I do not believe the like. For, this word Title, neceſſarily importeth a Marke ſet upon a place, ſet aſide for Church goods, to Church uſes; it being then a viſible cuſtome in the world,  [...]or thoſe things that became the Exchequers, by ſome title of Right, to have markes ſet upon them, challenging them upon that Title; and this be­ing the reaſon of the name. Neither is it neceſſary, that this Marke ſhould be a Croſs without, as the Cardinall Baroni [...]s imagines, which might diſcover them to Perſecutors; ſeeing the Marke might be viſible, though onely to Chriſtians, witneſſing the conſecrating of the place, to that diſtinct uſe. There is no cauſe, then, to diſcredit that which we have immediately from Anaſtaſius, becauſe he had the beſt and the ancienteſt Records of the Church for his materials; That, Pope Evariſtus, ſo near our Lord, divided the Titles, that is, the Churches then extant, among his Presbyters. For, whereas Corneli [...]s, in his leter to Fa­bi [...]s, [Page] Biſhop of Antiochia in Euſebius, which I ſpeak of elſewhere, tells him, that the Church of Rome had then ſix and forty Prieſts; Optatus, in his ſecond Book, affirms, that the Chriſtians had in Rome, when the Donatiſts firſt came thi­ther, Quadraginta Baſilicas & quod excurrit. Forty fair Churches and upwards. For, thoſe houſes, which, Chriſtians having conſecrated to the uſe of the Church, a room was reſerved in for divine ſervice, were afterwards turned into better buildings, meerly for the ſervice of God, and not, for the retyring of Chriſtians in time of perſecutions. Euſebius, Eccleſ. Hiſt. VIII. 2. ſhows us, that, afore the perſecution of Diocletiane, the Chriſtians, in all Cities, had raiſed new buildings from the very foundations, becauſe the old received not their aſſemblies. So neer then, comes the number of Churches, at the Dona [...]ſts coming to Rome, to the number of Prieſts in Cornelius his time. So neer comes this agreement to juſtifie the diſtribution of Titles under Evariſtus. As for the burying places of Chriſtians, (which their ſaith muſt need require them ſo keep diſtinct from the ſepulchers of them who had it not; whether within or with­out their Cities) who can deny, that it was a great opportunity for the celebra­ting of their Aſſemblies? Eſpecially the remains of them near Rome, that are yet extant, witneſſing, what means theere was both, for their refuge there in the time of perſecutio [...], and alſo for the ſolemnizing of the offices of Chriſtanity, as you may ſee by thoſe things which Cardinal Baronius relateth. I alledged a­fore, the ſentence of the Emperour Alexander Severus, about a place queſtion­able between the Chriſtians and the Taverners, being very confident, that no reaſon will allow, that this place could be otherwiſe adjudged to the Chriſtians, then, as, belonging to the Church of the place. I know we have many places alleged out of Origen, Arnobius, Lactantius, and others that de­fend Chriſtianity againſt the Gentiles, to ſhow, that Chriſtians then had no Temples. But the effect of them lies in the word Templum,  [...] ſig­nifying ſtately Fabricks, built for the magnifying of the profeſſed Religion, by thoſe that built them; which the Chriſtians could not then do, when their re­ligion was not allowed. In the mean time, places for the opportunity of aſſem­bling themſelves which Arnobius and Ammianus, call conventicula, they can no more then be ſuppoſed to have wanted, then to have been no Chriſtians. And that, before Conſtantine, they had thoſe Fabricks which might bear the ſame of Templa or Baſilicae, becauſe, for the bulk and beauty of them, anſwerable to the Temples of the Heathen Gods, or, the great mens Palaces among the Romans. ſome whereof perhaps were, by that time dedicated to be Churches; The ſame Lactantius may be my witneſſe, where he mentioneth ſuch a one at Nicomedia; Ego, cum in Bithynia or atorias liter as▪ accitus docerem, contigiſſet (que), ut, eodem tempore, dei Templum everteretur. I, ſaith he, being ſent for  [...]into Bithynia, and teaching eloquence, when it fell out that the Temple of God was pulled down. This was one of thoſe fair buildings which Euſebius ſpoke of, ſet up before the per­ſecution of Diocle [...]iane, and pulled down by it. And beſides the place quoted afore, Optatius, lib. I. where, ſpeaking of the Biſhops that made the beſt of the Donatiſts, after the perſecution of Diocletiane, he ſaith; that they met in Council at Carthage, in domo Urbanii Caroſii, giving for a reaſon, nondum e­nim erant Baſilicae reſtitutae; becauſe the Palaces were not reſtored to the Church, therefore they met in a private houſe. And truly, it were a thing ſo barbarous, Cyclo [...]ical, (ſo becoming thoſe Monſters, of whom the Poet ſays,  [...], that none of them hearkens to another in any thing) to imagine, that it is not neceſſary to have certain known places for Chriſtians to meet at for the ſervice of God, that I will not ſuppoſe, that the queſtion is about that point amongſt us, whatſoever noiſe may have been made in this confuſion amongſt us. But rather, that the difference is about having ſtately Fabricks, for magnifying of the Religion which we profeſs; about the maner of building them, according to the importance of thoſe offices for which they are built; a­bout the conſecrating of them, and the holineſſe to be aſcribed to them, about uſing the ſame buildings, which have once, either truly, or imaginarily, been polluted with Idolatry. All which being conſiderations not proper to this [Page] place, I ſhall content my ſelfe to have ſaid this to the point proper to this place.
I go forwards, to conſider the Order, or the mater and form of the publick ſervice of God, which I cannot do without ſetting aſide one ſcruple, which was never heard of in Gods Church till our time, and in our time, hath been caried on ſo hot, that it hath been one of the chief pretenſes of diſſolving the unity of be Church in England, which hath opened the Gap to all the Divi­ſions which we are over-runne with. It is pretended, that God is not to be ſer­ved with ſo [...]es of Prayer preſcribed by the Church; but, with that which his Spirit incite [...] to thoſe who have the Grace of the Spirit, whither appointed by the Church, to the Miniſtery of Gods ſervice in publick, (which are thoſe, & only thoſe, as I have ſhowed, that are deſigned to bear a ſhare in the Government of the Church) or not. What the Presbyterians have abated hereof, by their Directory, I will not be troubled to inquire. Every man may remem­ber, that, ſo long as the buſineſſe was to diſſolve the unity of the Church, and to make vo [...] the Laws which ſettled it; they cryed up this poſition as much as the reſt. But, when it came to order that confuſion which they had made them­ſelves, they then found it neceſſary to limit both the mater and form, though not the words, which, the offices of divine ſervice ſhould be celebrated with. Which, what was it but Plowdens caſe; that, for the form of Gods ſervice to be preſcribed by themſelves, it is not only lawful, but requiſite; by the Church, al­together ab [...]inable? And indeed, thoſe who muſt needs take upon them to appoint the perſons who are to miniſter to the People, muſt needs take upon them to appoint the form in which it was to be done; They who make the one to depend upon the mo [...]ion of Gods Spirit, muſt make the other do the like; though never able to make evidence of any ſuch motion, in any perſon that e­ver pretended it. And yet is that all that ever hath been alledged, ſo farre as I know, for all opinions ſo new to Gods Church; That S. Paul forbiddeth to quench the ſpirit, 1 Theſ. V. 19. I do not deny, that other texts of S. Paul have been alleged, who in 1 Cor. XXI. XIV. diſcourſeth ſo largely, of the uſe of ſpiritual graces; ordering alſo, how they ſhould be exerciſed and imploy­ed in the ſaid Church: Nor, that writting to the Romans, VIII. 23. 26. 27. he ſaith; That the Spirit, which groaneth for the reſurrection, in thoſe that have the firſt fruits of it, helpeth the infirmities of the Saints (not knowing what to pray for as they ought) interceding for them with grones unutterable; which, the ſearcher of hearts, knowing the mind of the Spirit, findeth to be made af­ter the will of God. But in theſe ſayings, there is nothing like a precept, much leſſe ſuch a one as may ſeem to oblige the whole Church. On the contrary, the evidences are ſo frequent, and ſo palpable, in the diſcourſe of S. Paul to the Co­rinthians, that the Graces whereof he ſpeaketh are miraculous Graces, (ſuch as God then furniſhed the Church with, to evidence the preſence of his Spirit in it, as well as  [...] their edification in Chriſtianity, & aſſiſtance in Gods ſervice) that it were madneſſe to require the Church to ſollow the rules which ſuppoſe them, which now appear no more in the Church. And truly, with what con­ſcience can he alledge againſt the Church of Rome, that miracles are ceaſed; (the grace whereof is ranked by S. Pa [...]l, with thoſe which tend to the edifica­tion of the Church, 1 Cor. XII. 8. 9, 10, 28, 29, 30.) who challengeth for him­ſelfe, or his fellows, the priviledge of thoſe Graces in Gods Church? With what conſcience can they hear S. Paul ſay, 1 Cor. X. 17. That the manifeſtation of the Spirit is given to every man to profit with; And challenge themſelves the priviledge of profiting the Church, by Teaching or by Praying, without any ma­nifeſtation of the Spirit? For, are they not challenged every day, to make mani­feſt, that ever any of them did ſpeak by Gods Spirit, and not by the Spirit of this World, inſpiring the fruits of the fleſh, by carnal, or rather diabolical pride, innovating in matters of Faith, and deſtroying the uniformity of Gods ſer­vice?
And therefore when S. Paul, having ſaid, Quench not the Spirit, addeth, De­ipiſe not Propheſies; what hath been alleged, what can be alleged, why it ſhould [Page] not be thought, that he repeateth in brief that order, which he had declared ſo largely to the Corinthians, that the grace of ſpeaking in unknown languages, ſhould not be diſcountenanced in the Church, and ſo the Spirit extinguiſhed; But that Propheſies, the grace whereof he there preferreth ſo farr before it, ſhould no way be neglected for it? Truly, he that ſaith, The manifeſtation of the ſpirit is given to all to profit with; doth ſay in effect, that, the Spirit which gro [...]n­eth for the reſurrection in them, which have the firſt fruits; (that is, the prime graces) of it, makes interceſſion for the Saints according to God, by helping that infirmity of theirs, whereby, they know not what to pray for of themſelves. For, thoſe who had not alwayes had the Apoſtles Doctrine ſounding in their ears, but onely, were inſtructed by them, and their fellows, ſo farr as to be fit for Baptiſm, remaining nevertheleſſe novices in Chriſtianity; why ſhould we think them fit to know what to pray for in all occaſions? Why ſhould we think it ſtrange, that God ſhould give the firſt fruits of his Spirit, to profit them with, in this caſe? But, the faith of Chriſt, with the reaſons and conſequences there­of being ſetled, and the order of the Church being eſtabliſhed, as the gift of miracles ceaſed, as well to the bodily health and ſupport of Chriſtians, and the Church, as to the demonſtration of Gods preſence, and witneſſe to the truth of Chriſtianity; As the delivering of incorrigible ſinners to Satan, to the deſtructi­on of the fleſh, by bodily diſeaſes, and death ceaſed, when obedience to Gods Church was eſtabliſhed; ſo is it no marvail, if the Graces of Gods Spirit, which profited the Church in teaching them what to pray for, ſhould no more be gran­ted, when the Church had not onely knowledge, but good order eſtabliſhed, by which, thoſe offices might be preformed to the profit and edification of Chri­ſtians. Let them then, who find, that they can cure the ſick by their prayers, a­noint them with oyl upon that ground, and to that purpoſe: Let them who can ſing Pſalms extempore, ſo as to become the praiſes of God; (becauſe S. Paul ſaith; When ye come together, every one of you hath a Pſalm, hath a do­ctrine, hath a tongue, hath a revelation, hath an interpretation: And that may be, as well ſuggeſted upon the place as afore hand) S. Paul ſaith, that if a ſtranger, coming into the Church, ſhould hear divers ſpeak in ſtrange languages, that which they made not their hearers underſtand, he would ſay were madd; 1 Cor. XIV. 23. dotwithſtanding that it might appear, that they would not ſpeak thoſe languages, but by Gods Spirit: I will onely demand of them, not to abuſe and diſhonour Gods Spirit, by imputing  [...]nto it thoſe operations, which, it is not for the honour of God to acknowledge; And then tell them, that they muſt be tried by our common Chriſtianity, whether, that they pretend to ſay, or to do, by the ſame, agree with it.
But further order of Gods ſervice in the Church, let us proceed according to the principles premiſed, comparing that which we find extant in the Scriptures, with the original and general practice of Gods Church, to ſay; That, the ſer­vice of God conſiſting of his praiſes, the doctrine of the Scriptures read and ex­pounded, and the prayers of the Church; (eſpecially thoſe which the commu­nion of the Euchariſt is celebrated with) In the firſt place, the Pſalms of David, (that is the Book of Pſalms) is neceſſarily, by the practice of the whole Church, a form of Gods praiſes, determined to the Church. Which concluſi­on, as it is eaſily ſeen, extendeth further then thoſe Pſalms, which, by the Ti­tles of them, or, by other circumſtance of Scriptures, may appear to have been compoſed to be ſung in the Temple; though this contain a peremptory in­ſtance againſt this ſtrange demand, that it ſhould be unlawful to ſerve God with ſet forms. For, what difference can be imagined between Pſalms and Pray­ers, as to that purpoſe? But, the concluſion is directed againſt that new light which pretendeth to caſt the Pſalms out of the Church, becauſe it appeareth, that they were compoſed upon the particular occaſions of the Prophet David, or other ſervants of God, by whom they were penned, and therefore not con­cerning the ſtate of Chriſts Church, ſo as to be frequented by Chriſtians, upon publick as well as private occaſions, for the praiſes of God. This conceit is ſuf­ficient [Page] to ſhow, how litle theſe new lights do underſtand of our common Chri­ſtianity, over-looking that, which the Church hath alwayes ſuppoſed againſt the Jews, as the onely ground, whereupon ſhe wreſteth the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament out of their hands, and turneth them to the intereſt of the Church againſt themſelves; To wit, that the Prophets, being inſpired by the ſame ſpi­rit which our Lord ſent his Apoſtles, did preach the ſame Chriſtianity with them; though, according to the diſpenſation of that time, figuring the ſpiritual eſtate of Chriſtians, by the temporall eſtate of Gods then people, and, injoyning the duties of Gods ſpiritual obedience, in a meaſure correſpondent to the light of the time. For upon this ground hath it been received, by the whole Church, that, the caſe of David, and, of other the ſervants of God, who penned the Pſalms, is the caſe, firſt of our Lord Chriſt, then of Chriſts Church, whithe [...] in the whole thereof, or in the ſtate of particular Chriſtians; David and the reſt bearing firſt the perſon of Chriſt, then, of his Church, according to the principles premiſed in the firſt Book. I might here allege that ingenious ſaying of S. Hilary, that Chriſt hath the Key of David, becauſe, the ſpiritual ſenſe of the P [...]lter is opened by the diſcovery of Chriſt and his Church. I might allege S. Auſtine, accepting of Tychonius the Donatiſt his rules, for the expoſition of the Pſalmes; that thoſe things which are literally underſtood of the temporall ſtate of David, and Gods then people, are to be ſpiritually underſtood of the ſtate of our Lord Chriſt, here on earth firſt; then, of the ſpiritual eſtate of his whole Church, and of each Chriſtian. But, I had rather allege the practice of of Gods whole Church, of which, there is no age, no part to be named and produced, in which it may appear, that God was not ſerved by ſinging the Pſalms of David, to his praiſe. Not that I would confine this office to that form which the Pſalter yeelds; or think, that the Apoſtles exhortations, Col. III. 16. James V. 13. Epheſ. 19. can be confined unto them: Be­ing well aſſured, by comparing that which I read in the Apoſtles, whith that which I read in Tertullians Apologetick, (where he ſaith, that the Chriſtians, at their feaſts of love, were wont to provoke one another to ſing ſomething of Gods praiſes) that they did in a ſimple ſtile, but, from a deep and loſty ſenſe, compoſe the praiſes of God in Pſalms of their own, fitted to that light, which the coming of Chriſt hath brought into the Church; But, that I would have this lothing of the Book of Pſalms, recommended, not by the Church of Eng­land, but by the whole Church, to be taken for an evident mark, that we are weary of the common Chriſtianity of Gods people, and do luſt for new meat of our own asking, if not, for the fleſhpots and Onyons, and Garlicke of Egypt.
As for the reading of the Scriptures in the Church, which the whole Church hath uſed as generally as it hath had the Scriptures; (for we underſtand by Ire­naeus, and may ſee by our anceſtors the Saxons, that Chriſtianity hath ſubſiſted among people that had not not the uſe of leters; Though, our anceflors the Sax­ons had the Scriptures before they had the uſe of leters, by the means of them who brought them Chriſtianity: But Irenaeus ſpeaks of barbarous Nations that were Chriſtians, before they knew of any Scriptures) I ſee it rather neglected then diſputed againſt by the ſects of this time. Why neglected, divers reaſons may be conceived, though they, (perhaps, as a diſparagement to the Spirit, whence they may pretend to have their Orders the carnall man onely chuſing in Re­ligion, that which, by the uſe of reaſon, he is convinced to come from God, contrary to the principles ſetled at the beginning) think fit to allege none. Their illuminati, perhaps, are already ſo perfit in the Text, that it were loſs of time for them to aſſemble to hear the Scriptures read. To whom I muſt ſay; That thoſe who are inlightned by God are alwayes humble, and ready to continue in the unity of the Church, as I have ſhowed by the premiſes, that all Chriſti­ans ought to do. That, if they do ſo, the greater part of the Church by much, will have need to learn the Scriptures, (that  [...]is, inſtruction out of them) by hearing them read in the Church. That, all that are inlightned by God, are taught to condeſcend to the neceſſities of the weak and ſimple. And that, thoſe [Page] who break from the Church rather then do ſo, may think themſelves ſtrong, but their ſtrength is the ſtrenth of Madmen, that ſee not what they do. In fine, that, they who have received light by the knowledge of the Scriptures, muſt needs add to their light by hearing them read, and that there is no beter way for them to add to it; being the way which the primitive Fathers took for that purpoſe. It may perhaps be imagined, that, the reading of the Scriptures takes up the time of aſſemblies, and excludes the preaching of the Word. To which I muſt ſay for the preſent; that it is a ſtrange piece of providence, to ex­clude the reading of the Scripture, which we know to be the word of God, and, to have in it no cauſe of offence, but that which the want of underſtanding in the hearers thereof miniſtreth, out of a deſire to make way for that, which, pre­tendeth indeed always to be the word of God; but, no underſtanding ſo ſim­ple, no conſcience ſo ſeared, that muſt not needs know, that it is not, that it cannot always be the word of God, becauſe of the contradictions that paſs un­der that Title; And that, in maters of ſo high nature, at this time, that, if the one be the word of God, the other muſt not be counted the word of hu­mane weakneſs, but of diabolical malice. There are indeed certain bounds, with­in which, that which is preached out of the Pulpit, may be preſumed and taken for the word of God; as it might be, if it were ſaid in another place. But, if ignorant people, that cannot take upon them to judge, ſhall preſume it, of that which they hear from thoſe that do not profeſs to Preach within thoſe bounds; who can deny, that they are guilty to their own death? What thoſe bounds are, I ſhall ſay by and by; In the mean time, let them take heed, whoſe neglect of the written word, or whoſe zeal to preaching, ſhuts the Scrip­tures out the Church, that they contribute not to the bringing in of the ſecret and inviſible Word of the Enthuſiaſts. It is now no dainty to hear, that the word which we have written in our Bibles, is not the Word that ſaveth, but that which is ſecretly and inviſibly ſpoken to us within by Gods Spirit. And, whoſo­ever attributeth the reverence due to Gods word, to any ſuch dictate, without dependence upon the Scriptures, (that is, deriving the ſame from the Scripture, by thoſe means which God hath allowed us for the underſtanding of them, according to the premiſes) what ſhall hinder him to preferre the dictate of his own Spirit, under pretenſe of Gods, before that which he admitteth to come from Gods Spirit? For, he who admitteth the greater contradiction, of two pa­rallel Soveraigns; why ſhould he not admit a leſs, (that the written word is not Gods word, in competition with the dictate of his own Spirit) when there is ſo eaſie a cloke, of expounding the written word, though againſt all reaſon and rule of expounding it, yet ſo, as to ſubmit, even the ſubſtance of Chriſtianty, to the dictate of a private ſpirit? We have an example for it in the impoſtures of Mahomet. For, doth not the Alcoran acknowledge both our Lord Chriſt, and Moſes, true Prophets of God, beſides all other attributes? yet, in as much as it pretendeth the Spirit given to Mahomet in ſuch a degree, as to controle them both, it ſmoothes the way to the renouncing of Chriſtianity, when the power of the ſword fell out on the ſide of it. Simon Magus, and his followers the Gnoſticks, might have done the like, had the like power been on their ſide, (as the Manichees did in part, if thoſe things be true that we read in Cedronus, of a party of them, poſſeſſed of the Power of the Sword, about the parts of Arme­nia) all, upon pretenſe of higher revelations then were granted to the Apo­ſtles. The ſame is alleged againſt the Paraclete of Montanus, (and perhaps his followers, being diſowned by the Church, might fall to ſuch extremities) but at the beginning, it doth not appear that he pretended any more, then to introduce certain ſtrict orders into the Church, as injoyned by his Spirit, and thoſe of his fellow Prophets; which, it was not expedient for the Church to undertake; (and being ſo, it was requiſite for him to conform unto the Church, any pretenſe of the Spirit notwithſtanding) but otherwiſe, were no way de­ſtructive to Chriſtianity.
Suppoſe then, the reading of the Scriptures to be one of thoſe offices, for the which the Church is to aſſemble; the order of reading them (which is that [Page] which remains) is a thing to ſubject ſo common reaſon, that there need not much diſpute about it. If we look upon Tertullianes, or before him, Juſtin Mar­tyrs Apologies for the Chriſtians, there will appear no more then this; that every Church, (that is, every Body of Chriſtians under one Biſhop) did pre­ſcribe themſelves that order for reading the Scriptures in the Church, which they found requiſite. And if that primitive ſimplicity, which the Chriſtianity under perſecution was managed with, had continued, what fault could have been found with it? But, when the World was come into the Church (which, he that injoyes his right ſenſes will not believe, did come into it all with the like affections, to the profeſſions which they undertook) it was in vain to hope, that differences would not riſe, or might not riſe, about this as well as other points, in which the exerciſe of Chriſtianity conſiſted. Differences ariſing, the greater authority is that, to which, the ending of them obliges all men to have recourſe. The greater authority, you have ſeen, is that of the greateſt Chur­ches, whither in Synods, or, not requiring Synods to oblige the leſs, by reaſon of the exigence, or reaſonableneſs of the caſe. The order of reading the Scri­ptures, and of ſinging or ſaying the Pſalms and Hymns of Gods praiſes, being grounded upon no other reaſon, nor tending to any other end, then that of exerciſing and improving the Chriſtianity of Gods people. I need no [...] diſpute, that the Order, which the power of the Church of Rome h [...]d introduced here, as well in the reſt of the Weſt, was ſuch as made the Aſſemblies of the Church fruitleſſe to that purpoſe; For, what could thoſe ſhreds▪ of Pſalms and Leſ­ſon [...], which that order preſcribeth, contribute, that might be conſiderable to that purpoſe? Nor need I argue how conſiderable the order of the Church of England is to the ſame. For, to finiſh the Pſalter once a year, the New Teſta­ment thrice a year, the Old once; beſides (for reverence to the ancient Or­dinance of the Church) another Order for beginning the Prophet Eſay at Ad­vent, and Geneſis at Septuageſima, to be proſecuted on Feſtival days, is an Or­der from which the Church hath reaſon to expect a good effect in the inſtructi­on of Gods people. And, the interweaving of the Leſſons with Hymns, as it is agreeable to the rules and the practice of the ancient Church; ſo it is, in rea­ſon, a fit mean to preſerve attention, and quicken devotion, in them who uſe it. In the mean time, ſuppoſing there were conſiderable objections to be made, againſt this or that order; yet, Order in generall being a thing ſo re­quiſite to the preſervation of Unity in the Body of the Church, there is no reaſon to be given, why any body ſhould be admitted to diſpute any Order re­ceived, that cannot advance another Order, which he can pretend to be more effectual to the purpoſe, in which the parties muſt needs agree.
I am here to anſwer that part of the queſtion, concerning the Canon of Scri­pture, which, I ſaid in the firſt book, concerneth the Law, not the faith of the Church; whither the reading of thoſe Scriptures which S. Jerome calls Apocry­phall, Ruffinus upon the Creed Eccleſiaſticall, for part of the Church office, be for the edi [...]ication of the Church, or not; And a few words ſhall ſerve me to anſwer it with. The very name of Eccleſiaſtical ſerves him that admits the Church to be one Body, the unity whereof requires ſome uniformity in the or­der of thoſe offices, the communion whereof, is one part of the end for which it ſubſiſteth. For, it is manifeſt, that the whole Church hath frequented the reading of them; and that they are called Eccleſiaſtical for no other reaſon, but, becauſe the reading of them hath been frequented by the Church, in the Church. And whoſoever makes this any title of ſeparation from the Church of Rome, will make his Title Schiſmatical, ſeparating for that which is common to the preſent Church of Rome, with the whole Church. But becauſe the repute of the Church is ſo ſlight in the judgement of many, that think themſelves the moſt refined Chriſtians, that they allow it not that common ſenſe in managing the buſineſſe of Chriſtianity, which they muſt needs allow Jews, Pagans, Ma­hometans, in faithfully ſerving their own faithleſſe ſuppoſitions; and which, all experience ſhows us, that it ſerves all mankind, to what purpoſe ſoever it is im­ployed; (and that, notwithſtanding ſo great a triall of it, as the governing of [Page] ſo great a Body as the Church is, in unity, ſo farre, and ſo long as this Unity hath prevailed) it is therefore neceſſary to give a reaſon, why the Church ſo uſed them; Which, ſuppoſing the premiſes, it will be as eaſie, as it is neceſ­ſary for me to give, and that more ſufficient, if I miſtake not, then can poſ­ſibly be given, not ſuppoſing the ſame, For, if the ſecret of the reſurrection, the general judgement, and the World to come, if, the myſtery of the Holy Trini [...]y, conſiſting in the Word or Wiſdome and Spirit of God, if the in­ward and ſpiritual ſervice of God, in truth of heart, be more clearly opened in them, by the work of Providence, diſpenſing the effect of Canonicall Scrip­ture by the occurrences of time, then in the Law and the Prophets themſelves; (which, I have ſhowed, both that ſo it is, and why ſo it is, from the ground of the difference between the Old and the New Teſtament) then, I ſuppoſe, there is ſufficient reaſon, why, thoſe who admit the Old Teſtament, to be made for common edification in the Church, ſhould not put any queſtion concern­ing thoſe Scriptures. Thoſe new lights among us, who do not allow the Pſalter to be pertinently and reaſonably imployed for the publick ſervice of God, up­on all occaſions, as the Church hath alwaies imployed it, may aſſure us, that they underſtand not why the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament are read in the Church, becauſe they underſtand not the correſpondence between the Old and the New Teſtament; in the underſtanding whereof, the edification of the Church, by the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, conſiſteth. There may be offence taken at divers things in theſe Scriptures, I deny not. But there may be offence taken, in like maner, at divers things in the Canonicall Scriptures of the Old Teſtament. The humility of Chriſtians requires them, edifying them­ſelves in that which they underſtand in the Scriptures, according to our common Chriſtianity, in the reſt, which they underſtand not, to refer themſelves to their Superiours. The Church underſtood well enough, this difference, and this cor­reſpondence to be diſcovered by theſe writings, as the time required, when it appointed Learners to read them. And, though I ſtand not upon terms, yet, I conceive, they are more properly called Eccleſiaſtical, becauſe the Church hath imployed them to be read in the Church, then Apocryphal, according to the uſe of that word in the Church, to ſignifie ſuch writings as the Church ſuſpect­eth, and therefore alloweth not to be read, whither in publick or in private. Whereupon, I conceive alſo, that the term of Canonical Scripture hath, and ought to have two ſenſes; one, when we ſpeak of the Jews Canon, in the Old Teſtament; another, when we ſpeak of the Canon of the Church. For, ſee­ing the Tradition of the Synagogue is perfect evidence what Scriptures of the old Teſtament are to be received, as inſpired by God; the word Canon, in that caſe, may well ſignifie the Rule of our Faith or maners. But, becauſe the Church cannot pretend to create that evidence originally, but onely to tranſmit what ſhe receiveth from the Synagogue; Pretending nevertheleſſe, to give a Rule, what ſhall be read for the edification of the Church; the word Canon there­fore, in that caſe, will ſignifie, onely the liſt or Catalogue of Scriptures, which the Church appoints to be read in the Church; which ſeems to reconcile the diverſe accounts extant in ſeverall Records of the Church.

CHAP. XXIII. The conſideration of the Euchariſt preſcribed by Tradition, for the mater of it. Lords Prayer preſcribed in all ſervices. The mater of Prayers for all eſtates preſcribed. The form of Baptiſm neceſſary to be preſcribed. The ſame reaſon holdeth in the forms of other Offices.
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IN the next place, I do maintain, that the Order of celebrating the Euchariſt, and the Prayer which it was, was from the beginning, ſolemnized with, were, from the beginning preſcribed the Church by unwritten cuſtome, that is, by Tradition from the Apo [...]les, containing, though not ſo many words, that it was not lawful to uſe more or leſſe▪ (for, theſe were always occaſions for celebrating the Euchariſt emergent, which muſt be intimated, in fewer or more words, in the celebrating of it) yet, the mater and ſubſtance of the Con­ſecration of it, together with the mater and ſubſtance of the neceſſities of the Church, for which it was offered (that is to ſay, for which the Church was and is to pray at the celebration of it, as hoping to obtain them by the ſacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſs which it repreſenteth) as received from the beginning, was every were known to be the ſame. This I inferr from that which I have ſaid in the Book afore quoted, of thoſe Texts of S. Paul, where, thoſe Prayers of the Church which the Euchariſt is conſecrated with, are called Euchariſtia, or Thanksgiving, (if not rather the thanksgiving, becauſe, it was a certain form of Thanksgiving, well known to all Chriſtians by that name; from whence, the Sacrament  [...]o conſecrated, was alſo ſo called from the time that our Lord, h [...] ­ing bleſſed, or given thanks to the Father, over the Elements, had ſaid; This is my body, this is my blood) and, order is given, that, at the celebration thereof, Prayers be made for the neceſſities of the Church, and of all people, 1 Cor. XIV. 25. 26. 1 Ti [...]. II. 1-8. Together with thoſe paſſages of primitive anti­quity, from whence it appeareth there, that the form of conſecrating the Eu­chariſt, uſed and known generally in the Church, is called Euchariſtia; and, that the cuſtome of interceding for all the neceſſities of the Church, and for the reducing of unbelievers to the ſame, is and hath been taken up; and ever fre­quented by the Church, in obedience to, and proſecution of the ſaid precept of the Apoſtles. This obſervation might perhaps be thought too obſcure evi­dence,  [...]o bring to light a point of this conſequence, were it not juſtified by all that I produced afore to ſhow, that the Euchariſt is conſecrated by the Prayers of the Church, which celebrateth it, upon the faith of our Lords inſti­tution and promiſe. For, the mater of theſe Prayers tending to a certain pur­poſe, that the Elements may become the Body and Blood of Chriſt, and con­vay his Spirit to thoſe who receive them with living faith; the Conſecration, which is the effect of them, requires, that the form of them be preſcript and certain, though not in number of words, yet, in ſenſe, in tent, and ſubſtance. And this, by the evidence there produced, may appear to have been maintain­ed from the beginning, by Tradition in the Church, according to the affir­mation of S. Baſil, that this Prayer is a Tradition of the whole Church.
Many are the L [...]urgies, (that is, the formes of celebrating the Euchariſt) in the Eaſtern Churches under Conſtantinople, Alexandria and Antiochia, yet ex­tant, which ſhow the ſubſtance of it, (after the Deacon had ſaid; Lift up your hearts, the People anſwering; Wee life them up to the Lord; which evidently pointeth ou [...] that which S. Paul calls the Thanksgiving or Bleſſing, wherein the Conſecration of the Sacrament conſiſteth, beginning there, and ending with the Lords Prayer, in all of them) to be this; Repeating the creation of all things, and the fall of man; to praiſe God, that hee left him not helpleſs, but called firſt the Fathers, then gave the Law, and, when it appeared that all this would not ſerve to reclaim him to God, ſent his onely Son to redeem him by his Croſs, who inſtituted this remembrance of it; Praiſing God therefore, for all this, but e­ſpecially [Page] for the death and reſurrection of Chriſt; and praying, that the Spirit promiſed may come upon the elements preſently ſet forth, and make them the Body and Bloud of Chriſt; that they who receive them with living Faith may be filled with the Grace of it. I acknowledg, that the repetition of the crea­tion and fall of man, the calling of the Patriarchs and giving the Law, is all ſi­lenced or left out in the Latine Canon, (that is, that Canonical Prayer, which this Sacrament is conſecrated and communicated with) neither can I ſay that it is extant in the Ambroſian or any form beſides, that may appear to have been anciently in uſe, in any part of the Weſtern Church; Though, I have reaſon enough to conceive, that it was uſed from the beginning, and afterwards cut off, for the ſhortning of the ſervice, becauſe of the great conſent that is found a­mong forms uſed in the Eaſtern parts, and becauſe wee ſee, how the Pſalms and Leſſons retained in them, are abridged of that length, which, by the Conſtitu­tions of the Apoſtles and other ancienter records of the Church, may appear to have been uſed in former ages. But, there can be no reaſon to ſay, that the lea­ving out of all this, being ſo remote a ground of the preſent action, makes any difference in the ſubſtance and effect of that prayer which it is done and perfor­med with. And the reſt, being the ſame in all forms that remain extant, inables mee to conclude, that the Prayers of the Church, which the Euchariſt is to be conſecrated with, were from the beginning preſcribed, not for ſo many words, but for the ſubſtance of them; not in writing, but by ſilent cuſtom, and Traditi­on received by the Church from the Apoſtles; and ought to continue the ſame to the end of the world in all Churches. There is a little objection to be made againſt this, from that which Walafridus Strabo, and other Latine Writers concer­ning the Offices of the Church have reported from ſome paſſages of S. Jerome and S. Gregory the Great; That S. Peter, at the firſt, did conſecrate the Euchariſt with the Lords Prayer onely; Which if it all this falls to the ground, and the form of conſecrating the Euchariſt hath proved ſo uniform meerly by the con­ſent of after ages, and will remain ſubject to be changed again, ſeeing that the Lords Prayer may, for the ſubſtance of it, be rendred into other terms and con­ceptions as many wayes as a man pleaſes. But there is, I have ſhowed you, a miſtake in the meaning of theſe paſſages, intended onely in oppoſition to that variety of Pſalms and Leſſons and Hymns, and Prayers, which afterwards were brought in, to make the celebration of the Sacrament more ſolemn; in regard whereof they ſay, that S. Peter conſecrated, onely with the Lords Prayer, not with any of thoſe additions for ſolemnities ſake, when hee conſecrated by that Thanksgiving or Bleſſing, which our Lord conſecrated the Sacrament at his laſt Supper with, adding onely, in ſtead of all other ſolemnities, the Lords Prayer, which the Conſecration is ſtill concluded with in all ancient forms. For, when the Order and occaſions of Aſſemblies were not ſetled, but the Offices of Chri­ſtianity were to be miniſtred, upon ſuch opportunities as they could finde out for themſelves, it is no mervail, if S. Peter himſelf might be obliged to abare all, but meerly what was requiſite.
And truly, I may here ſeaſonably ſay, that I conceive the Lords Prayer is juſt­ly called by Tertullian Oratio legitima, or, the Prayer which the Law, (that is, the precept of our Lord in the Goſpel; When yee pray ſay thus) preſcribeth, not as if hee would have them ſerve him with no other prayer but this; But, that they ſhould alwayes uſe this as a ſet prayer, whatever other occaſions they might have, of addreſſing themſelves to God with other prayers. For, accordingly, I do obſerve, that in all preſcribed forms, upon what occaſion ſoever, not onely of celebrating the Euchariſt, (which aſſemblies have therefore been called  [...] Miſſae in Latine, from the diſmiſſion of them, as in Greek  [...] from the gathering of them, whereas the Latine word Collectae, which anſwers it, is ex­tended to other aſſemblies) but other more dayly and hourly occaſions, (accor­ding to the premiſes, concerning Five hours of Prayer in the day, in S. Cyprians time, which ſince have come to ſeven, that there is alwayes a room for the Lords Prayer, as if the ſervice of God were not lawfull according to the precept; When yee pray, ſay thus; unleſs it be uſed. Which is that which I ſhall adviſe [Page] them of, who either exclude it as unlawfull, or forbear it as offenſive, that they may conſider, how they count themſelves members of Chriſts Church, waiving that which the whole Church hath practiced in obedience to his precept, for con­formity with the enemies of his Church.
There is yet another ſort of Prayers, which are offered to God at the cele­bration of the Euchariſt, according to S. Pauls command, for all eſtates and or­ders of men, whether in the world or in the Church, and for all their neceſſi­ties; in regard whereof, I ſhowed you afore, that the Euchariſt is counted a Sacrifice for the Church, or rather for all mankinde; (As the High Prieſt, when hee went into the Holy of Holies, according to Philo, prayed for the whole world) repreſenting the interceſſion of Chriſt for the ſame, now at the right hand of God, which the Church, in his name, by celebrating this Sacrament, ex­ecuteth and commemorateth upon earth. And the form hereof, I can eaſily ſay by the ſame reaſon, is, for mater and ſubſtance, though not for ſo many words, and for the conceptions it is expreſſed with, preſcribed according to S. Pauls command, by the cuſtom of the Church, received by Tradition from the Apo­ſtles. For, when I have once named the neceſſities of all Orders and Eſtates, without or within the Church in general, ſuppoſing what Chriſtianity requires Chriſtians to pray for, as well in behalf of the enemies of Gods Church, as of the members of it; I conceive I have named the ſubſtance of theſe prayers, the particulars whereof, you may ſee in our Engliſh Litanies to be the ſame, that the moſt ancient Writers of the Church witneſs to have been uſed, after the ex­poſition of the Scriptures; whether they deſcribe the celebration of the Eucha­riſt, as doth Juſtine Martyr, or not, as Tertullian. And from hence I hope to reſolve that queſtion which I have propoſed in another place, and no man yet hath taken in hand to anſwer; Why, as well in the Ancient Latine as well as Eaſtern Liturgies, (as alſo by the teſtimonies of S. Auſtine and others it appea­reth, that) theſe Prayers are twice repeated at the Euchariſt. The reaſon being this, that firſt, thoſe who offered the creatures of which the Euchariſt is conſe­crated, and, by which offering, the aſſembly of the Church was maintained, might teſtifie, that they do it out of devotion to God, hoping, by ſo doing, to obtain at his mercy, not onely their own, but the neceſſities of all other orders and e­ſtates, by virtue of the Sacrifice of the Croſs, which, at preſent, they intend to commemorate and repete. Which notwithſtanding, the elements being con­ſecrated, and, the Body and Bloud of Chriſt, once ſacrificed on the Croſs, here and now repreſented; they offer to him the ſame Prayers again, preſenting him, as it were, the ſame ſacrifice here and now repreſented, for the motive inducing him to grant the ſaid neceſſities. And therefore, have reaſon to account this ſer­vice the moſt eminent ſervice that Chriſtians can offer to God, and thoſe prayers the moſt effectual that they can addreſs unto him; as being proper to that Chri­ſtianity, in virtue whereof they hope to obtain their prayers, and of nothing be­ſides. That which remains of this point, is onely the conſideration of thoſe prayers which are made at thoſe aſſemblies of the Church, which pretend not to celebrate the Euchariſt, how they may appear to be preſcribed by Chriſtianity. Where, I ſhall need to ſay nothing of ſuch Prayers as are to be made by Chri­ſtian aſſemblies, for the neceſſities of all Orders and Eſtates, whether within or without the Church; becauſe I have already ſpoken of them, when they are made upon occaſion of celebrating the Euchariſt. The difference between that occaſion and other occaſions which the Church may have to frequent the ſame Prayers, when the Euchariſt is not celebrated, inferring no difference in that which is preſcribed to the Church, or by the Church, either in the mater or form of the ſame.
As for the Prayers which every aſſembly maketh for it ſelf, concerning the common neceſſities of all Chriſtians as ſuch, (which, I conceive, were firſt called Collecta, becauſe the aſſembly ended in them, and was diſmiſſed with them, from gathering the ſame; as the Maſs hath the name in Latine Miſſa, from diſmiſ­ſing it, as I obſerved afore) I ſhall need to ſay as little, having ſhowed, by what authority all Chriſtians are to be limited, in ſuch things as have been left unli­mited [Page] by our Lord and his Apoſtles. For the neceſſities of Chriſtians as Chriſti­ans become determinable, (if any thing cōcerning them become queſtionable) by the ſame authority that governeth every Church, upon ſuch terms, as it ought to govern the ſame. But, if any cauſe appear, (as many ages ſince there hath appea­red neceſſity enough) why particular Churches ſhould be ruled, in thoſe forms, by Synods, that is, by the common authority of more and greater Churches, for maintaining unity in the whole, (which the form of Church Service may be a great means to violate, as wee know by lamentable experience) it remains, that the ſame means be imployed for maintaining unity in this point, which God hath provided for maintaining the ſame in all caſes. So that, ſuppoſing, that in pro­ceſs of time, whether by direct or by indirect means, the Church of Rome hath gained ſo much ground of the whole Weſtern Church, as to conform their Prayers, and, in a maner, the whole Order of divine Service, to the patern pre­ſcribed by it; (which I take to have been the caſe at the Reformation, with all the Weſtern Church) it cannot be alleged for a ſufficient cauſe of changing, that the Church of Rome hath no right to require this conformity by Gods Law▪ But the queſtion muſt be, whether the uniformity introduced by the ſame, be ſo well, or ſo ill, for the prejudice or advancement of Chriſtianity, that it ſhall be requiſite, for the intereſt thereof, to proceed to a change without the conſent of the Church. Which if it be true, then, whatſoever hath been objected to the Church of England upon this Title, as agreeable to the form uſed by the Church of Rome, (not as diſagreeable to Chriſtianity) is to be damned, as ignorantly and maliciouſly objected, for to make diviſion in the Church without cauſe.
Theſe ſame reaſons will ſerve to reſolve, how neceſſary it is, that thoſe Pray­ers, wherewith the reſt of Eccleſiaſtical Offices, Baptiſm, Confirmation, Penance, the Viſitation of the Sick, and Mariages are celebrated, be of a certain form, and preſcribed by the authority of the Church. It were a thing ſtrangely un­reaſonable, for him that hath conſidered that which I have ſaid in the ſecond book, how our Chriſtianity and ſalvation is concerned in the Sacrament of Ba­ptiſm, and, how much the diſputes of Religion that divide the Weſtern Church depend upon the knowledg of it; to imagine, that all thoſe, who muſt be ad­mitted by the Church to the miniſtring of it, can be able to expreſs the true in­tent of it, in ſuch form of words, as may be without offenſe, and tend to the edification of Gods people, in a thing ſo nearly concerning their Chriſtianity. Rather it may juſtly be queſtioned, whether they that take upon them to baptize and conſecrate the Euchariſt, not grounding themſelves upon the authority of the Church, ſuppoſing the Faith of the Church, expreſſed in ſuch a form as the Church preſcribeth, but their own ſenſe, concerning the ground and intent of thoſe Sacraments; Do any thing or nothing; That is, whether they do indeed miniſter the Sacrament of Baptiſm, neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, or onely profane the Ordinance of God, by profeſſing an intention of doing that which is not indeed that Sacrament, under pretenſe of celebrating it. Whether they do indeed conſecrate the elements, to become, ſacramentally, the Body and Bloud of Chriſt, and ſo communicate the ſame to thoſe which receive; or one­ly profane thoſe holy myſteries of Chriſtianity, and involve his people in the ſame guilt, by pretending to celebrate ſo holy an Office, and in effect doing no­thing, as not knowing what ought to be done, nor ſubmitting to thoſe that do. A conſideration very neceſſary, in regard of thoſe who forſake the Baptiſm which they received in their infancy in the Church of England, to be baptized again by new Dippers. For it is true, the Church hath admitted the Baptiſm of Hereticks for good, but not of all Hereticks; Of thoſe, whoſe Baptiſm S. Cy­prian excepts againſt Epiſt. ad Jubaianum, it is manifeſt, that, the Church, void­ing the baptiſm of the Samoſatenians by the Canon of Nicaea, the baptiſm of o­ther Hereticks, by the Canons of Arles and Laodicea, muſt needs make void the baptiſms of the greateſt; part being evidently further removed from the truth which Chriſtianity profeſſeth, than thoſe whoſe baptiſm the ſaid Canons diſallow. And, though it is admitted, according to the dictates of the School, that theſe words; I baptize thee in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; [Page] contain a ſufficient form of this Sacrament; Yet that holdeth, upon ſuppoſition, that they who uſe it do admit the true ſenſe of this word I baptize; intending thereby to make him a Chriſtian, that is, to oblige him to the profeſſion of Chri­ſtianity, whom they baptize. Which, what reaſon can any man have to preſume of, in behalf of thoſe, who renounce their baptiſm once received in the Church of England, to be baptized again? For, all reaſon of charitable preſumptions ceaſeth, in reſpect of thoſe, who root up the ground thereof by Schiſm, and by departing from the Unity of the Church. And, beſides that wee do not ſee them declare any profeſſion at all, according to which they oblige themſelves either to believe or live; (which is reaſon enough to oblige others not to take them for Chriſtians, not demanding to be taken for Chriſtians, by profeſſing themſelves Chriſtians) wee ſee the world over-ſpread with the vermine of the Enthuſiaſts, who, accepting of the Scriptures for Gods word, upon a perſwaſion of the dictate of Gods Spirit, not ſuppoſing the reaſon for which they are Chri­ſtians, do conſequently, believe as much in the dictates of the ſame that are not grounded upon the Word of God, as upon thoſe that are; So that, the imbra­cing of the Scriptures makes them no more Chriſtians, than Mahomets acknow­ledging Moſes and Chriſt in the Alcoran makes him a Chriſtian. For, whoſoever is perſwaded, that hee hath the Spirit of God, not ſuppoſing, that it is given him in conſideration that hee profeſſeth Chriſtianity, (ſuppoſing therefore the truth thereof, in order of reaſon before hee receive the Spirit) may, as well as Maho­met in the Alcoran, frame both the Old and New Teſtament to whatſoever ſenſe his imagination, which hee takes for Gods Spirit, ſhall dictate.
This reaſon, why it is neceſſary to follow the forms which the Church pre­ſcribes, is more conſtraining, in celebrating the Sacraments of Baptiſm and the Euchariſt, as more nearly concerning the Chriſtianity and ſalvation of Chriſtians; But yet it takes place alſo, in the reſt of thoſe Offices, whereby, the Church pre­tends to conduct particular Chriſtians in the way to life everlaſting. Hee that ſuppoſes that which I have proved, how neceſſary it is, that every ſheep of the flock ſhould acknowledg the common Paſtor of his Church, that the Paſtor ſhould acknowledg his flock, upon notice of that Chriſtianity which every one of them in particular profeſſeth; though hee may acknowledg, that originally, there is no cauſe why every Biſhop ſhould not preſcribe himſelf the form of it in his own Church; yet, ſuppoſing that experience hath made it appear requiſite, for the preſervation of Unity, by Uniformity, that the ſame form ſhould be u­ſed, muſt needs finde it requiſite, that it be preſcribed by a Synod greater or leſs. At ſuch time as publick Penance was practiced in the Church, when the Peni­tents were diſmiſſed before the Euchariſt, with the Bleſſing and Prayers of the Church, can it ſeem reaſonable to any man, that any Prayers ſhould be uſed in celebrating an action of that conſequence, but thoſe, which the like authority preſcribeth? So much the more, if it be found requiſite, that the practice of pri­vate Penance, and of the inner Court of the Conſcience, be maintained in the Church. For, how ſhould it be fit, that every Prieſt, that is truſted with the Power of the Keyes in this Court, ſhould exercice it in that form which his pri­vate fanſy ſhall dictate? Of Ordinations I ſay the ſame as of Confirmations. Of the Viſitation of the Sick, and of Mariage, as of Penance. Onely conſi­dering, that it is not likely, that the reaſon, whereupon the celebration of Ma­riage is an Office of the Church, (deriving from thoſe limitations which the pre­cept of our Lord hath faſtned upon the Mariage of Chriſtians) ſhould be ſo well underſtood by all that are to ſolemnize Matrimony, as to do their Office, both ſo, as the validity of the contract, and ſo, as the performance of that Office which the parties undertake doth require. In fine, having ſhowed, that, the Service of God upon the Regular Hours of the day, is a Cuſtom, both groun­ded upon the Scripture, and, tending to the maintenance and advancement of Chriſtian Piety; It remains that I ſay; that, the form and meaſure of that de­votion, which all eſtates are to offer to God, at thoſe hours, cannot otherwiſe be limited to the edification of all, than by the determination of the Church. They that pleaſe themſelves with that monſtrous imagination, that no Chriſtian is to [Page] be taught what or how to pray, till hee finde himſelf inabled by the Spirit of God, moving him to pray; will eaſily finde, that they can never induce the grea­ter part of Chriſtians, to think themſelves capable, of diſcharging themſelves to God, in ſo high an Office, as the ſenſe of their Chriſtianity requires. They that obſerve the performance of thoſe who take it upon them, ſhall finde them ſa­crifice to God that which his Law forbiddeth; the mater of their Prayers not conſiſting with our common Chriſtianity. For, of a truth, it is utterly unrea­ſonable to imagine, that God ſhould grant inſpirations of the Holy Ghoſt, for ſuch purpoſes, as our common Chriſtianity furniſheth. And therefore, the con­ſequences of ſo falſe a preſumption, muſt be, either ridiculous or pernicious. Now, if any man ſay, that hee admits not the premiſes upon which I inferr theſe conſequences, it remaines, that the diſpute reſt upon thoſe premiſes, and come not to theſe conſequences; Onely let him take notice, that I have ſhowed him the true conſequences of my own premiſes, which hee muſt reprove, as inconſi­ſtent with Chriſtianity, if hee take upon him to blame the premiſes, for any fault that hee findeth with their true conſequences. And to ſay truth, as the ſub­ſtance and mater of Chriſtianity is concerned in all theſe Offices, (though in ſome more in ſome leſs) and by conſequence, in the form of celebrating them; So the Unity of the Church is generally concerned in the form of celebrating them all, in as much as any difference, inſiſted upon as neceſſary, and not ſo ad­mitted by others, is, in point of fact, a juſt occaſion of diviſion in the Church. And therefore, all little diſputes of theſe particulars neceſſarily reſort to the ge­neral; Whether God hath commanded the Unity of the Church, in the exter­nal communion of the members thereof, or not. Which having concluded by the premiſes, I conceive, I have founded a prejudice, peremptorily over-ruling all the pety exceptions that our time hath produced, to diſſolve this Unity, which ought to have been preferred before them, had they been juſt and true, as none of them proveth.

CHAP. XXIV. The Service of God to be preſcribed in a known Language. No pretenſe that the Latine is now underſtood. The means to preſerve Unity in the Church, notwith­ſtanding. The true reaſon of a Sacrifice inforceth Communion in the Eucha­riſt. What occaſions may diſpenſe in it. Communion in both kindes commanded the People. Objections anſwered. Who is chargeable with the abuſe.
[Page]
I Would now make one Controverſie more, (how much ſoever I pretend to abate Controverſies) than hitherto hath been diſputed, between the Refor­mation and the Church of Rome; becauſe, though wee hear not of it in our books of Controverſies, yet in deed, and in practice, it is the moſt viſible diffe­rence between the exercice of Religion in the two profeſſions, that you can name. For, what is it that men go to Church for, but to hear a Sermon on one ſide, and, to hear a Maſs on the other ſide? And yet, among ſo many books of Controverſies, who hath diſputed, whether a man is rather to go to Church to hear a Sermon, or, (not to hear a Maſs, but) to receive the Euchariſt? This is the reaſon indeed, why I diſpute not this Controverſie, (becauſe the Maſs ſhould be the Euchariſt, but, by abuſes crept in by length of time, is become ſome­thing elſe) untill I can ſtate the queſtion upon ſuch terms, as may make the rea­ſon of Reformation viſible. Whether the celebration of the Euchariſt is to be done in a Language which the people for the moſt part underſtand, not in La­tine, as the Maſs, ſuppoſing the moſt part underſtand it not; is firſt to be ſetled before wee inquire, what it is that Chriſtians chiefly aſſemble themſelves for; Though the queſtion concerns not the Euchariſt any more than the other offices of Gods publick Service, onely as the Euchariſt, if it prove the principal of them, is principally concerned in it. I am then to confeſſe, in the beginning, that, thoſe of the Church of Rome have a ſtrong and weighty objection againſt mee, why they ought not to give way, that the Service of the Church, though in a form preſeribed by the Church, as I require, ſhould be celebrated in the Vulgar Languages, which every people underſtand. The objection is drawn from that which wee have ſeen come to paſs; For, the Service of the Church, the form and terms of it, being ſubmitted to the conſtruction of every one, be­cauſe in Engliſh, hath given occaſion to people utterly unable to judg, either how agreeable maters excepted againſt are to Chriſtianity, or, how neceſſary the form, to the preſervation of unity in the Church, firſt to deſire a change, then to ſeek it in a way of fact, though by diſſolving the Unity of this Church. For, hee that maintains as I do, that, whatſoever defects the form eſtabliſhed may have, are not of waight to perſwade a change, in caſe of danger to Unity; And ſe­condly, that thoſe who have attempted the change, have not had, either the lot or the skill, to light upon the true defects of it, but to change for the worſe in all things conſiderable; muſt needs affirm, that otherwiſe, they could never have had the means to poſſeſs mens fanſies with thoſe appearances of reaſon for it, which have made them think themſelves wiſe enough to undertake ſo great a change. And truly, there is nothing ſo dangerous to Chriſtianity as a ſuperficial skill in the Scriptures, and maters of the Church; Which may move them, that are puffed up with it, to attempt that for the beſt, which, it cannot inable them for to ſee, that ſo it is indeed. Whereas, they who hold no opinion in maters a­bove their capacity, (becauſe concerning the ſtate of the whole) are at better leiſure to ſeek their ſalvation, by making their benefit of the order provided. Seeing then, it cannot be denied, that, the benefit of having the Service of God preſcribed by the Church in our Vulgar Engliſh, hath occaſioned ſo great a miſ­chief as the deſtruction of it, it ſeems, the Church of Rome hath reaſon to re­fuſe [Page] children edge tools to cut themſelves with, in not giving way to the publick Service of God in the Vulgar Languages; Unleſs it could be maintained, that no form ought to be preſcribed, which is all one as to ſay, that there ought to be no Church, in as much as there can be no Unity in the Faith of Chriſt, and the Service of God according to the ſame, otherwiſe.
Now, that you may judg what effect this objection ought to have, wee muſt remember S. Pauls diſpute, upon another occaſion indeed, but, from the ſame grounds and reaſons, which are to be alleged for the edification of the Church, in our caſe. God had ſtirred up many Prophets in the Church of Corinth, toge­ther with thoſe who celebrated the myſteries of Chriſtianity in unknown Lan­guages, and others that could interpret the ſame in the Vulgar; partly out of an intent to manifeſt to the Gentiles and Jews his own preſence in his Church, (including and preſuppoſing the truth of Chriſtianity) but partly alſo, for the in­ſtruction of the people, (novices in Chriſtianity for a great part) in the truth of it, and, for the celebration of thoſe Offices wherewith hee is to be ſerved by his Church. It came to paſs, that divers, puffed up with the conceit of Gods uſing them to demonſtrate his preſence among his people, took upon them to bring forth thoſe things, which the Spirit of God moved them to ſpeak, in unknown Languages, at the publick aſſemblies of the Church; Who might indeed admire the work of God, but could neither improve their knowledg in his truth, nor ex­ercice their devotion in his praiſes, or thoſe prayers to him, which were uttered in an unknown Language. This is that which the Apoſtle diſputeth againſt, throughout the fourteenth Chapter of his firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians, ma­king expreſs mention of Prayers, Bleſſings, (which I have ſhowed to be the conſecration of the Euchariſt) and Pſalms, ver. 14-17-26. and concluding, v. 27, 28. that no man ſpeak any thing in the Church, though it be that doctrine, thoſe prayers or praiſes of God, which his own Spirit ſuggeſteth, unleſs there be ſome body preſent that can interpret. Which, what caſe can there fall out for the Church, which it reacheth not? For you ſee, S. Paul excludeth out of the Church, even the dictates of Gods Spirit, evidencing his preſence in the Church by miraculous operations, unleſs they may be interpreted, for the edification and direction of the Church. What can hee then admit for the Service of God, in the name of his Church, or, for the inſtruction thereof, which, it can neither be inſtructed by, nor offer unto him for his ſervice? Nay, what cauſe can there be, why the Church ſhould meet, according to S. Paul, if there be nothing done that is underſtood? What cauſe can be alleged, why there ſhould be a Church, that is, a Body, and an authority to Order that Body, if there be no Office for which it ſhould aſſemble, becauſe, that which it underſtandeth not, is no ſuch Office? For I have laid this for a ground, that the Society of the Church ſub­ſiſteth for the Service of God at the common Aſſemblies of the Church, in the Unity of the ſame Chriſtianity; So that, though it may be alleged, that the U­nity of Chriſtianity may be preſerved by the Society of the Church, though the Service of God be not underſtood, yet the end for which it is preſerved is not compaſſed, when the Service of God is not performed, by thoſe who underſtand it not, is Chriſtianity requireth. Certainly, it is a queſtion to be demanded of thoſe of the Church of Rome, why they do not preach to the people in Latine, as well as they celebrate the reſt of Gods Service in that Language, if they be content to ſubmit themſelves to S. Pauls doctrine? For, whatſoever reaſon they can allege, why that in the Vulgar, and the reſt in Latine, will rather ſerve to demonſtrate, that it would be more viſibly ridiculous, than, that it is any more againſt S. Pauls doctrine. But, is it any more to the benefit of Gods people, toward the obtaining of their neceſſities of God, that they ſhould aſſemble to offer him the devotions which they underſtand not, than, not to aſſemble, or of­fer none? For, whatſoever may be ſaid, that the devotions of thoſe who do un­derſtand what they do, are available to the benefit of thoſe who do not, will hold nevertheleſs, though they were not preſent, nor pretended to do that which the [Page] Congregation doth, provided that they have as good a heart to do that which the Congregation doth, as they have being preſent at it; Unleſs wee ſuppoſe, that God values their hearts becauſe they are there, more than hee would value them being elſwhere.
Nor can I poſſibly imagine what can be ſaid to all this, but onely in abate­ment of that ignorance, in the Latine of the Church ſervice, which the Nations of the Weſtern Church may be ſuppoſed to attain to; whether by cuſtome of being uſed alwayes to the ſame form, or, becauſe the Vulgar languages of Italy, Spain, and France, being derived from the Latine, may inable even unletered people to underſtand that, or the moſt part of that, which is ſaid in Latine at the Church ſervice; which is the reaſon, why the Jews, after their return from Captivity, having changed their Mother Hebrew, into the vulgar tongue of the Babylonians and Ch [...]ldeans (being indeed derived from it, with leſſe change, then the Italian from the Latine) maintained notwithſtanding the ſervice of God in their originall Hebrew, ſo farr as we are able to underſtand, by the cir­cumſtances produced elſewhere. And though, at this preſent, ſome parts of it are rather Chalde [...] then Hebrew; yet, they are now in ſuch a condition, that a great many of them are not able to attain, either that language, or the Hebrew but ſpeak and underſtand onely that language where they are bred, the ſervice which they uſe in their Synagogues remaining in the Hebrew. And the Greeks at this day, having got a vulgar language, as much differing from the ancient learned Greek, as the Italian from the Latine, notwithſtanding, ceaſe not to exerciſe the ſervice [...] of God in the learned Greek, which they underſtand not. Which the Weſtern Nations and Nothern may continue to do, with as little burthen, as they voluntarily undergo; leaſt they ſhould give the minds of rude people cauſe to make more doubt then they ſee, upon a change which they ſee. And truly, I do think this conſideration of preſerving unity in the Church, of ſuch weight, that I do not think it was requiſite, when the Latine tongue began to be worn out of uſe, by litle and litle, through the breaches made by the Ger­mane Nations upon the Weſtern Empire; that the ſervice of the Church ſhould ſtraight-way be put into the Languages of thoſe Nations, who were every day changing their languages, and learning the Latine; or rather framing new lan­guages, by mixing their own with the Latine. Neither will I undertake to deter­mine the time, & the ſtate, in which the Church firſt becomes, or became obliged to provide this change, for the ſame reaſon. For it is evident, that it had not been poſſible, to preſerve correſpondence and intercourſe between all theſe Nations, with the maintenance of unity in that Chriſtianity, which, while this change was making, they had received, had not the knowledge of the La­tine among them, made it reaſonable to continue the uſe of it in the Church ſervice. But, as the caſe is now, that a totall change of the Latine into new languages, hath been accompliſhed; and, that the greateſt part of Chriſtian peo­ple by many parts, are by no means able to learn what is done at the ſervice of the Church, confiningit to the Latine, I muſt needs count it ſtrange, that the ex­ample of the modern Jews, in their Synagogues, or thoſe miſerably oppreſſed Chriſtans in Turky, ſhould be alleged, as to prove, that there is nothing to ob­lige the whole Church to provide bet [...]r for all Chriſtians, then thoſe Churches do for their people, or the Jews for their Synagogues, when we diſpute what ought to be done. We ſhould rather look to the originall practice of Chriſten­dom, (which there may be reaſon to intitle unto the Apoſtles, and conſequent­ly, the changes that may have ſucceeded, to a defect of ſucceeding ages, failing, and coming ſhort of their inſtitutions) then allege the practice of the Jews, (which the Chriſtians have ſo litle cauſe to envy, that they may well conclude them to be a people forſaken of God, by the litle appearance of Religion in the offices which they ſerve God with) or, the neceſſities of ignorant and per­ſecuted Chriſtians, for a rule to Churches flouriſhing with knowledge, and means of advancing Gods ſervice.
If, from he beginning, when, by the means of thoſe who ſpoke Greek and [Page] Latine, or other languages uſed within the Empire, from whence the tidings of the Goſpel came, other Nations had received the ſervice of God in thoſe languages wherein the Churches of Rome, Conſtantinople, Alexandria, or An­tiochia, or poſſibly other Churches from which their Chriſtianity was planted, did celebrate it; they might with ſome colour of reaſon, have argued, that ſo it ought to continue in the Weſtern Church. But ſince it appeareth, that the ſer­vice of God hath been preſcribed in the Arabick, the Syriack, the Ethiopick, the Coptick, the Sclavonian, the Ruſſe, and other  [...]or [...]ain languages; what can a man inferr, from the practice of the Church of Rome, not allowing the Saxons in Britain, the Germanes in Almane, and the North and Eaſtland Countries, the Slavonians in Pole and Boheme, and other parts, the ſervice of God in their Mother tongues, towards the diſputes of this time, that they ought not to be allowed it; but the inhanſing of the Popes Power, requiring of thoſe who ac­knowledge the ſame, abſolute conformity, in things altogether needleſſe to the unity of the Church, the true end of all due Power in the Church. For, were conformity in this point neceſſary to the unity of the Church, had the Power of the Church of Rome, and of the Pope in behalf of it, been ſuch, by virtue of the firſt inſtituting of it, as might have required it; why then was it not requi­red from the beginning, that the ſervice of God through the whole Empire, ſhould be celebrated in Latine, being the language which the mother Church of the mother City did uſe, and farr more frequented then in Greece, than now in the Weſt, which is forced to uſe it? Seeing then it appeareth, that there is nothing at all to be alleged for ſo great an inconvenience, but that which I have alleged for it, and which I acknowledge to be truly alleged, and juſtly, but not juſtly admitted; it remaineth, that the Church is provided by God of other Laws, the obſervation whereof is, and would be a cure to the danger alleged, from the change of the publick ſervice of God, into the vulgar languages. For, this danger proceedeth from nothing but from the falſe pretenſe of abſolute and infallible authority in the Church, which is indeed, limited by the truth of that Chriſtianity whereupon the Church is grounded; and for the maintenance whereof it ſubſiſteth. For, though this pretenſe may be a mean to contain ſim­ple people in obedience to any thing which ſhall be impoſed, ſo long as they know not any thing better that they ought to have; yet, if conſcience be once awaked with reaſons convincing, that the authority inſtituted by God in his Church is abuſed, to the prejudice and hinderance of the ſalvation of Gods peo­ple, it is no marvail, either that they ſhould neglect all their intereſt of this world, to ſeek themſelves redreſs; or, that they ſhould miſtake themſelves in ſeeking it, and think the redreſs to be the deſtroying of all authority in the Church. So that, the preventing of danger, by the neceſſary reformation of a­buſes in Church maters, muſt not be thought to conſiſt in pretenſes, as incon­ſiſtent with the common good of the Churches, as with the truth of Chriſti­anity; But in ſubmitting to thoſe bounds which the grounds of Chriſtianity e­vidently eſtabliſheth; And which, unleſſe Chriſtianity make people more un­tractable, then all the rudeneſſe which they are born and bred with, makes barbarous Nations and wilde Beaſts; the ſenſe of thoſe miſchiefs, which diffe­rence of Religion hath brought in and maintained in Chriſtendome, muſt needs have diſpoſed them to imbrace and to cheriſh, for the future avoiding of the ſame.
In the next place, ſuppoſing the Euchariſt, as the reſt of the ſervice, to be celebrated in a language vulgarly underſtood, we are to debate, whither the Eu­chariſt require Communion; or, whether the private Maſſes now allowed and countenanced in the Church of Rome, be of the inſtitution of our Lord and his Apoſtles. Nor ſhall I need to uſe many words, to free the term of private Maſſes from the exception which is ſometimes made; That, all Maſſes are pub­lick actions of the Church, repeating the Sacrifice of Chriſt crucified to the be­nefit of his Church. For, ſeeing the term of a private Maſs ſignifieth a thing viſible; The celebration of that Euchariſt, whereof no body but the Prieſt that [Page] conſecrates it doth communicate; I ask no man leave to uſe the term, ſigni­fying no more by it, but, putting the reſt to debate, whither, as de facto in the Church of Rome, ſo, de jure, according to the inſtitution of our Lord and his Apoſtles; the ſacrifice of Chriſt crucified, is and ought to be either repeated, or repreſented and commended by celebrating the Euchariſt, ſo as, no body but the Prieſt that conſecrates to communicate; or whether the inſtitution of our Lord require that Chriſtians communicate in the Euchariſt which they cele­brate. A diſpute, wherein, nothing that is ſaid in the Scripture, concerning the order and practice of our Lord and his Apoſtles, can leave any doubt. For, though there may be mention of celebrating the Euchariſt, where there is no mention of communicating in it (which is an argument meerly negative, not from the Scripture, but from this or that Scripture, and of no conſequence to ſay; S. Paul, 1 Cor. XIV. 14-17. 1 Tim. II. 1-6. mentioneth the celebra­tion of the Euchariſt, not mentioning any Communion, therefore no body did communicate) yet are we farr from the leaſt inckling of any circumſtance, to ſhow, that there was this Sacrament celebrated, when there was none but he that conſecrated it to communicate. Nay, if we regard the inſtitution, Do this in remembrance of me, referring as much to take, eat, and drinke, as to the bleſ­ſing or thanksgiving, whereby, I have ſhowed, that our Lord did conſecrate; If we regard S. Paul, affirming, that the bread which we bleſs, and the cup which we drinke, is the communion of the body and blood of Chriſt, 1 Cor. X. 16. and, reproving the Corinthians, becauſe the rich prevented the poor, and ſuffered them not to communicate in their Oblations, out of which the Euchariſt was conſecrated, as I ſhowed afore: We ſhall be bold to conclude, that, ſo farr as appears by the Scripture, all that did celebrate did communicate; as, all that aſſiſted did celebrate, if that be true which I proved afore, that the Prayers of the Congregation is that which conſecrates the Euchariſt, to wit, ſuppoſing Gods Ordinance. The ſame appears by Juſtine Martyr, and other the ancient­eſt Records of the Church, that deſcribe this office. But I canot better expreſs the ſenſe of the Church in this point, then by alleging the decretall Epiſtles of the Popes, before Innocent the I. or his Predeceſſor Syricius; which, being for­ged by Iſidore Mecater, ſome DCC years after Chriſt, as hath been diſcovered by men of much learning, do notwithſtanding contain this Rule, that he who communicates not, be not admitted to the ſervice of the Church. Which, he that forged them would never have fathered upon the ancient Popes, had it not been evident to all that were ſeen in the Canons of the Church, that it was of old a mater of cenſure, to be preſent at celebrating the Euchariſt, and not to communicate in it. A thing evident enough by many Canons of Councils yet extant, and foiſted into thoſe decretals to no other purpoſe, but to make men believe in after ages, that thoſe Canons were made, to proſecute and to bring to effect thoſe things which the Popes had decreed afore; as if their authori­ty had been always the ſame, as it was at the time of this forgery.
Now it is well enough known, what pretenſes have been made, and what conſequences drawn, from the ſpeculation of the ſacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſs, repeted or repreſented by this Sacrament; to perſwade Chriſtendom, that the benefit thereof, in remiſſion of ſinnes, and infuſion of grace, and all the effects of Chriſts Paſſion is derived upon Gods people, by virtue of the meer act of aſſiſting at the Sacrifice, which hath been called opus operaetum, or the very external work done, without conſideration, without knowledge, with­out any intention of doing that which he is to do in it; that is, of concurring e­very one for his ſhare, to the doing of the ſame: Suppoſing alwayes, that this Sacrifice conſiſts in ſubſtituting the Body and Blood of Chriſt, to be bodily pre­ſent under the accidents of the elements, the ſubſtance of them being aboli­ſhed, and ceaſing to be there any more; And not, in offering and preſenting the ſacrifice of Chriſt crucified, here now repreſented by this Sacrament, unto God, for obtaining the benefits of his paſſion in behalfe of his Church. And this opinion, I may ſafely ſay, I know to be ſtill maintained, becauſe I have heard [Page] it maintained, though, as I ſuppoſe, by the more licentious and ignorant ſort of Prieſts; that it concerns not the people to conſider, to know, to intend to joyn their devotions, to the effecting of that which this Sacrament pretends; But onely to mind their own Prayers, aſſiſting and accompanying that which the Prieſt doth, with thoſe affections which they came to Church with. But, can I therefore ſay, that this is the doctrine of that Church, becauſe it allows ſuch things to be taught and ſaid, without puniſhment or diſgrace? Surely, he that peruſes, not onely the Teſtimonies which Doctor Field hath produced, in the Appendix alleged afore, to ſhow, that the true underſtanding of the Sacri­fice of the Euchariſt, was maintained in the Church, even till the Reformation; together with the opinions of many Divines of credit in that Church, and in­ſtructions of Catechiſms, and devotions, that have been publiſhed ſince the Council of Trent; ſhall eaſily conclude, that it is allowed, though not injoyned by the Church, to oppoſe this palliating of abuſes in the Church, by opinions ſo prejudiciall to Chriſtianity. And without doubt, thoſe who pretend no more then to excuſe the Church, in not reforming the abuſe of private Maſſes, by ſay­ing, that the Church commands them not, nor forbids any man to communicate at any time, but rather exhorts them to it; are farr from ſaying, that the people are no further concerned in the Maſs, then to aſſiſt it with their bodily preſence, and the generall good intentions & affections which they come to Church with, imploying themſelvs, in the mean time, at their own devotions. Though it is much to be feared, that this opinion is farr the more popular; The oppoſition which the Reformation hath occaſioned, and the countenance given by the Sea of Rome, to thoſe who are the moſt zealous and extreme in oppoſing the Hereticks, bearing down the indeavours of more conſcientious Prieſts, to maintain more Chriſtian opinions in the minds of their people. In the mean time it is viſible, that the reſolution of this point dependeth upon the true reaſon of offering the ſacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſs, in celebrating the Sacrament of the Eucha­riſt; Which I have ſhowed to conſiſt, in preſenting unto God the Sacrifice of Chriſt crucified, repreſented here now by the elements ſacramentally changed, by the act of conſecrating, into the body and blood of Chriſt, by thoſe Prayers, whereby, the Congregation which celebrateth this Sacrament intercedeth with God, for their own neceſſities, and the neceſſities of his Church. For, if the virtue and efficacy of theſe Prayers be grounded upon nothing elſe, then the fide­lity of the Congregation, in ſtanding to the Covenant of Baptiſm; (as, if Chri­ſtianity be true, it conſiſts in nothing elſe) and, if the celebration of the Euchariſt be the profeſſion of fidelity and perſeverance in it; what remaineth, but, that the efficacy of the Sacrifice depend upon the receiving of the Euchariſt; unleſſe the efficacy and virtue of Chriſtian mens Prayers can depend upon their perſeverance in that Covenant, which they refuſe to renew, and to profeſſe per­ſeverance in it, that profeſſion being no leſſe neceſſary, then the inward inten­tion of perſevering in the ſame. For, the receiving of the Euchariſt is no leſſe expreſly, a renewing of the Covenant of Baptiſm, then, being baptized is en­tering into it. So that, whoſoever refuſes the Communion of the Euchariſt, in as much as he refuſes it, refuſes to ſtand to the Covenant of his Baptiſme, where­by he expects the world to come.
I ſay not therefore, that, whoſoever communicates not in the Euchariſt, ſo oft as he hath means and opportunity to do it, renounces his Chriſtianity, ei­ther expreſly, or, by conſtruction and conſequence. For, how many of us may be prevented with the guilt of ſinne, ſo deeply ſtaining the conſcience, that they cannot ſatisfie themſelves in the competence of that converſion to God, which they have time, and reaſon, and opportunity to exerciſe, before the opportuni­ty of communicating? how many have need of the authority of the Church, and the power of the Keys, not onely fo [...] their ſatisfaction, but for their directi­on, in waſhing their wedding Garments white again? How many are ſo di­ſtracted, and oppreſſed with buſineſſe of this world, that they cannot, upon all opportunities, retire their thoughts to that attention, and devotion which the [Page] office requires? How many, though free of buſineſs which Chriſtianity injoyn­eth, are intangled with the cares and pleaſures of the world, though not ſo farr as to depart from the ſtate of Grace, yet further then the renewing of the Cove­nant of Grace importeth? Be it therefore granted, that there is a great allow­ance to be made, in exacting the Apoſtolical Rule, for all that are preſent to communicate. But, be it likewiſe conſidered, what a pitifull excuſe it is in be­halfe of the Church, that it forbiddeth no man to communicate, that is pre­pared as the rules thereof require; ſubſiſting for no other purpoſe, but to pro­cure the people thereof to be prepared for the ſervice of God, whereof, the principal part is this office. But, when it is further allowed to be taught and ſaid, that it concerns not Gods people to aſſiſt the office of the Church, with their actuall intentions and devotions, but with their bodily preſence, and the generall affection which they bring with them to Church; what reaſon can be alleged why they ſhould go to Church, to cary thoſe affections to the Congre­gations, which are exerciſed at home, with their particular devotions, to the ſame purpoſe? Nay, to what purpoſe ſubſiſteth the Communion of the Church, if it ſubſiſt not in order to the ſervice of God in the publick Aſſembly of his people, the chief office whereof is taught to be of that nature, that the pre­ſence of a Chriſtian is of no effect to the purpoſe of it? Or, what reaſon can be alleged, why the parts of Chriſtendom ſhould not provide for themſelves, by reſtoring the primitive practice of Chriſtianity, without the conſent of the whole; forbidding them to provide for themſelves, but not providing for them in maters ſo groſſely and palpably concerning our common Chriſtianity?
But having cautioned, that the ſervice of God, and the Euchariſt, be in a lan­guage vulgarly underſtood, and that for the communion, as well as for the ſa­crifice; it muſt further be provided, that this Communion be complete, in both kinds in which the Sacrament is celebrated, not barring the people of the Cup, as it is the cuſtome in the Church of Rome to do. And truly, there is not ſo much marvell at any thing in difference, as there is, why it hath been thought fit, to make this the cauſe of ſo great a breach. For, the precept running in thoſe terms, which take hold of them who are obliged by it, that is, of the whole Church, conſiſting of Clergy and people both alike; (becauſe I have ſhowed, that, do this in remembrance of me, concerns the whole Church, by the prayers whereof it is conſecrated.) How will it be poſſible to make any humane un­derſtanding capable to comprehend, that, when our Lord ſaith, take, eat, drinke, do this; the people ſhall ſtand charged onely with part of it. Indeed, had there been any limitation of the Law-givers intent expreſſed, either by way of pre­cept, as this lies; or, by the practice of the Church, originally under the Apo­ſtles, and generally throughout Chriſtendom; there might have been pretenſe for diſpute. And, it muſt not be denied, that there have been thoſe that have attempted to ſhow, that the Apoſtles ſo uſed it, even in the Scriptures; But by ſuch means, as if they meant not, indeed▪ to prove it for a truth, but to ſhow, how willingly they would gratifie thoſe who would be glad to ſee it proved, whether true or falſe. And do therefore ſort to no other effect, then to make it appear, that their deſire to prove it out of the Scripture was farr greater, then the Scripture gave them cauſe to cheriſh. For, were breaking of bread put a thouſand times in the Scripture, for celebrating the Euchariſt, (as ſometimes it is put, Act. II. 42. 45. XX. 7. at leaſt for thoſe Suppers, at which the Eu­chariſt was celebrated) what would this avail, unleſſe we could be perſwaded, that, as oft as breaking of bread is put for eating, there we are to underſtand, that there was no drink? Or unleſſe we could underſtand, by one and the ſame term of breaking bread, that all Prieſts had drink as well as bread, but the Lay people none? Therefore, whatſoever advantage it may be, (in regard it is cer­tain, that the greateſt part of the world will never be wiſe) to make a noiſe with any plea, though never ſo unprobable, rather then be thought to have nothing to ſay; men of judgement and conſcience muſt needs take it for a confeſſion, that there is no ground for it in the Scriptures, to ſee things alleged ſo farr from all appearance of truth. As for the practice of the Catholick [Page] Church, I may very well remit all that deſire to inform, and not to ſcandalize themſelves, to thoſe things which Caſſander hath, which much learning, collected, as ſufficient to make it appear, (if any thing that men are unwilling to ſee, can be made to appear) that, as to this day, there is no ſuch cuſtom in the Eaſtern Church, ſo, in the Weſtern Church, it is not many ages ſince it can be called a cuſtom: And that by ſo viſible degrees introduced, as may be an undeniable in­ſtance, to make evidence, that corruption may creep into the Laws and cuſtoms of the Church, though by thoſe degrees, which are not alwayes viſible. Indeed it is alleged, that there are ſome natures found in the world, that can by no means indure the taſte of wine, (which therefore ſome men call abſtemious) without caſting it back again,  [...]nd induring as great pangs, as men are ſeen to indure, that are forced or cou [...]ened to eat things which they hate. So that, to force ſuch na­tures to receive the Sacrament in both kinds, were to deſtroy the reverence due to it, both in them who receive it, and in them that ſhall ſee it uſed with no more reverence.
It is alleged again, That Chriſtianity goes further than wine; That is; That ſome Chriſtian Nations dwell in Countries ſo untemperately cold, that wine will not keep in their Countries, but changes as ſoon as it comes. Now, as no reaſon appeareth, why the Sacrament ſhould not be celebrated for the uſe of thoſe people, who cannot receive it in both kinds; Neither can any reaſon appear why other people, receiving it in one kinde, ſhould not receive the ſame benefit by it which they do. Laſt of all it is alleged, that, in the primitive Church, it was many times received by the people in one kinde upon ſeveral occaſions. For, in regard that Chriſtians could not alwayes be pr [...]ſent at the celebrating ther [...]o [...], when there was not ſuch means as have ſince been provided, eſpecially thoſe who were maried to unbelievers; it was a cuſtom to ſend them the Com­munion, who were known to joyn with the devotion of the Church, though hindred to joyn therewith in bodily preſence; as wee learn by Juſti [...]e Martyrs ſecond Apology. And becauſe, in the quality of wine, a litle quantity is not to be preſerved, (as preſerve it they did, beſides other reaſons, to take it Faſting) therefore it was ſent onely in the other kinde, as wee finde by Tertullian writing to his wife. Again, if a man that was under Penance fell in danger of depart­ing this life, before hee was reconciled to the Church, by receiving the Commu­nion again; (which, by this one inſtance wee may ſee, how much the primitive Chriſtians abominated to do) As the Law of the Church was, that they ſhould not be refuſed the Communion in that caſe; So the cuſtom was, for the ſame reaſon, to ſend it them onely in one kinde, as appeareth by an eminent example, related from Dionyſius of Alexandria by Euſebius Hiſt. Eccleſ. VI. 44. But theſe inſtances, if they be looked into, will appear to be of the ſame conſe­quence, as if it ſhould be alleged to a Jew; that, if two Jews ſhould turn back to back, and go one of them Eaſt, the other Weſt, till they came to meet again, (howſoever this may be poſſible to be done) ſeeing when they meet again, if the one count Saturday, the other muſt needs count Sunday; (as appears evident­ly by the reaſon of the Sphere, and the dayly motion of the Sun round the earth) therefore they cannot both keep the Sabbath upon the day which the Law ap­points; therefore, it is in the power of the Synagogue to appoint that no Sab­bath be kept. Or, becauſe, during the forty years travail of the Iſraelites through the Wilderneſs to the Land of Promiſe, their children were not circumciſed, by reaſon that they knew not when they ſhould be ſummoned to remove, by the moving of the cloud that was over the Tabernacle, which they were alwayes to be ready to do; Therefore, it was in the power of the Synagogue, to diſ­penſe with the circumciſion of male children, under the Law of Moſes. Poſi­tive precepts they are all, that of circumciſion, and that of the Sabbath, as well as this of the Euchariſt. Neither can it be ſaid, that thoſe ever concerned the ſalvation of a Jew more nearly, than this earneſt of our common ſalvation con­cerns that of a Chriſtian: And, why the Synagogue ſhould not have more power in thoſe precepts, than the Church in this, nothing can be ſaid.
But to the particulars▪ Suppoſe ſome fanſies may be poſſeſt with ſuch an [Page] averſneſs to wine, that no uſe of reaſon, at years of diſcretion, when they come to the Euchariſt, will prevail to admit that kinde, without ſuch alteration in them, as the reverence due unto it can ſtand with; (for I have ſeen the caſe of one, that never had taſted wine in all his life; and yet, by honeſt endeavors, when hee firſt came to the Euchariſt, receives it in both kindes, without any maner of of­fenſe) doth it therefore fall under the power of the Church, to prohibite it all people, becauſe there may fall a caſe, wherein it ſhall be neceſſ [...]ry to diſpenſe with ſome, though, not comprehended in the caſe? For, there is nothing, but the meer neceſſity of giving order in caſes not expreſſed by the Law, that gives the Church power to take order in ſuch caſes: Therefore, without thoſe ca [...], it hath none. And ſo in the caſe of thoſe Nations, where wine will not keep, yet the people are Chriſtians. For, neither was the reaſon otherwiſe, ſuppoſing that the ancients did reſerve the Euchariſt in one kinde onely, for the abſent, or for the caſe of ſudden death, to thoſe that were under Penance. For, this reſerva­tion was but from Communion to Communion, which, in thoſe dayes, was ſo frequent, that he who caried away the Body of our Lord, to eat it at home, drink­ing the Bloud at preſent, might reaſonably be ſaid to communicate in both kinds. Neither can that ſacramental change, which the conſecration works in the ele­ments, be limited to the inſtant of the aſſembly; though it take effect only, in or­der to that Cōmunion, unto which the Church deſigneth that which it conſecra­teth. And, ſo farr as I can underſtand the condition of the Church, at that time, in theſe caſes, there may have been as juſt cauſe to give it then in one kind, in theſe caſes, as now to the abſtemious, or to thoſe Nations where wine will not keep. But, ſhall this neceſſity be a colour for a Power in the Church, to take a­way the birth-right of Chriſtian people, to that which their own prayers conſe­crate? If the Power of the Church be infinite, this colour need not. If it he onely regular, as I have ſhowed all along that it is, there can be no ſtronger rule than that of common reaſon, which forbids ſervants to make bold with their Maſters ordinances, where no other act of his obliges. For, all neceſſity is the work of providence, and excuſes, or if you will, juſtifies where it conſtrains; not where it conſtrains not. The Greek Church hath an ancient cuſtom, not to con­ſecrate the Euchariſt in Le [...]t but upon Sabbaths and Lords days, on the other five dayes of the week, to communicate of that which was conſecrated upon thoſe dayes, by the Council of Laodicea Can. XLIX. And this Communion is preſcribed by the Council in Trullo Can. LII. But, that they held the Commu­nion to be completed by dipping the elements conſecrated afore in wine, with the Lords Prayer, it will to him that ſhall peruſe that which is found in Caſſan­ders works pag. 1020, 1027. Whereby you ſhall perceive alſo, that the ſame was formerly done in the Church of Rome on good Friday, on which dayſ the ſame courſe was and is obſerved, and that, with an intent to conſecrate it as the Eu­chariſt is conſecrated; though, at this day, it is not ſo believed in the Church of Rome. For, the cuſtom of the Church determining the intent of thoſe Pray­ers whereby the Euchariſt is conſecrated, to the elements in which it is com­municated; (Becauſe, wine preſently conſecrated, being in ſo ſmall a quantity, was not fit to be kept) there is no reaſon why the Communion ſhould not be complete; Though, how fit this cuſtom is, I diſpute not.
But there is a new device of Concomitance, juſt as old as the with-holding of the Cup from the people; (that you may be ſure, it would never have been plea­ded, but to maintain it, for, in the Greek Church, that allows both kinds, who e­ver heard of it?) It is ſaid, that the bloud in the body accompanieth the fleſh, neither can the Body of Chriſt, as it is, or as it was upon the Croſs, be eaten with­out the Bloud. Seeing then, that hee who receiveth the body muſt needs receive the bloud alſo, what wrong is it for the people, to be denied that which they have, which they have received already? And now you ſee, to what purpoſe Tr [...]n [...]ſ [...]ntiation ſerves; To make it appear, that our Lord inſtituted this Sacra­ment in both elements to no purpoſe, ſeeing, as much muſt needs be received in on [...]  [...]in [...] as in both. And yet, by your favor, even Tranſubſtantiation diſtingui­ſ [...]th between the being of the fleſh of Chriſt naturally in the body of Chriſt u­pon [Page] the Croſs, (for ſo, it was neceſſarily accompanied with the bloud of Chriſt, not yet iſſued from it) and between the fleſh of Chriſt being ſacramentally in the element conſecrated into it. And thus, it cannot be otherwiſe accompanied with the bloud, than, becauſe hee that conſecrates is commanded to conſecrate another kinde into the bloud; And ſo, hee that receives the body being commanded as much to receive the bloud, the body may be ſaid to be accompanied with the bloud. But otherwiſe, if hee receive not the bloud, then is it not accompanied with the bloud as it ought to be. For, ſeeing the command is to receive, as well as to conſecrate ſeveral elements into the body and bloud of Chriſt, it is manifeſt, that the body and bloud of Chriſt are received, as they are conſecrated, apart; Under one element the body, under another the bloud. Indeed, upon another ground, which the Church of Rome will have no cauſe to own, I do conceive, it may well be ſaid, that the body is accompanied with the bloud, to them that re­ceive the Sacrament in one kinde; in caſe it may or muſt be thought, that they, who, in the Church of Rome, thirſt after the Euchariſt in both kindes, do receive the whole Grace of the Sacrament by the one kinde; through the mercy of God, giving more than hee promiſeth, in conſideration that they come not ſhort of the condition required, by their own will or default. Which is neceſſarily to be be­lieved, by all that believe the Church of Rome to remain a Church, though cor­rupt, and, that ſalvation is to be had in it and by it; Though, whether this be ſo or not, I ſay nothing here, becauſe it is the laſt point, to be reſolved▪ out of the re­ſolution of all that goes afore. For, ſince it is no Church, unleſs the Grace of this Sacrament be convayed by the Sacrament miniſtred as the Church mini­ſtreth the ſame; And, ſeeing the precept of receiving the Euchariſt is poſitive, and importeth not the promiſe of Grace, by the nature of the action commanded, but by the free will and appointment of God; it were injurious to the goodneſs of God, to think that hee denyeth the promiſe to thoſe, who would perform the condition if they could, receiving the Euchariſt in one kinde, becauſe they cannot receive it in both. For, to ſay nothing at preſent, what reaſon may hinder him, that otherwiſe would betake himſelf where hee might receive it in both kindes; how many thouſand ſouls live and dye in that Communion, without knowing, that there is any where means to receive it in both kindes?
Which if it be ſo, then, this reſolution leaves the charge where it ought to lye; not upon the people, who ſuffers in it, but upon the Prieſthood, who injoy by it a fruit leſs privilege above them, at the charge of Gods Ordinance which ſuffe­reth the ſacrilege; But eſpecially the Prelates, whoſe conſent and connivence maintains the abuſe. For, all that hath been alleged to excuſe it, may appear to a reaſonable man, not to have been the reaſon for which it was introduced, (nor yet, to avoid the irreverence of the wine that may remain in the countrey mens beards; for, what is that to women that have none?) but to add to the Clergy a pre-eminence above the people, by excluding them from that, to which it admit­teth the Prieſt that conſecrateth. A thing that had not needed, had the Clergy known, that all the reverence which is juſtly due to them, is grounded upon the difference between them and the people, in ſobriety of cariage, and integrity of conſcience, viſible in the ſame: And that ſerves not the turn, but rather turns to a contrary effect, when the people may perceive, that they betray their truſt, both to them and to God, by ſo unneceſſarily abuſing their Office. So that, the mean to recover and reſtore that truſt and reverence due to the Clergy from the Peo­ple, which, the maintenance of Chriſtianity abſolutely requireth, will conſiſt in the recovering and reſtoring of that integrity and holineſs of life in the Cler­gy, grounded upon their renouncing the intereſts and ingagements of this world, which their profeſſion importeth; Not in maintaining that difference, which, the people may diſcern not to agree with our common Chriſtianity.

CHAP. XXIV. Prayer the more principall Office of Gods ſervice then Preaching. Preachings, neither Gods word, nor the meanes of ſalvation, unleſſe limited to the Faith of Gods Church. What, the edification of the Church by preaching further requires. The Order for Divine ſervice according to the courſe of the Church of England; According to the cuſtome of the univerſall Church.
[Page]
ANd now there is nothing in the way, why we ſhould not judge between the Reformation & the Church of Ro. whether the Sermon or the Maſſe be the principall office for which Chriſtians are to aſſemble▪ as the Romans once did between their neighbours of Ardea and Aricia; adjudging to them­ſelves the land, which, they were choſen to judge, whether of thoſe Ci­ties it belonged to. There had been indeed juſt complaint, that the people were not taught the duties of their Chriſtianity, at their aſſemblies in the Church: There had been juſt complaint, that the ſervice of the Church was not underſtood, being performed in an unknowne tongue; That the Euchariſt was celebrated without any Communion of the people; That the Commu­nion, when it was given, as rarely it was, was onely in one kind. But never any complaint, that there were ſo many aſſemblies of the Church without preaching, whereas, when there is none, the Church ought not to aſſemble, though for the communion of the Euchariſt, and the ſervice of God, which, by the Apoſtles ordinance, it is to be celebrated with. No man living durſt ever make any ſuch complaint, nor can any man living juſtifie it. And yet, when the change comes to be made, as if ſuch a demand had been both made and juſtified, the ſermon is ſet up inſtead of the Maſſe in moſt places; And the Reformation is taken to be characterized as much, by putting down the Euchariſt, or reſerving it to foure times, a year, as, or ſo, by reſtoring the Com­union of it in both kinds, with the ſervice which it is celebrated with, in the lan­guage that is vulgarly known. Not ſo the Church of England. The Re­formation whereof conſiſteth in an order, as well for the celebration of, and Communion in the Euchariſt all Lords days and feſtivall daies, as in putting the ſervice into our mother Engliſh; deſiring that there might be alſo a Ser­mon, when it may be had in ſo good order, as to create no offenſe to Gods people, or irreverence in his Service; But, preſcribing the order aforeſaid, though that cannot be attained to. Whereby it may appeare, that is was no­thing but the  [...]ares of falſe doctrine, ſowed among the good wheat of the Reformation in England, that hath hindred this good order to take effect in practice. For, it were a great impertinence to me to diſpute here, that the Euchariſt thus celebrated, is to be preferred before a Sermon wi [...]hout it. no man having attempted to maintaine the contrary, and the reaſon being ſo cleare, upon the premiſes; That, as the undertaking of Chriſtianity by Baptiſme puts a man in poſſeſſion of his title to the Kingdome of heaven which the hearing of it preached onely makes him capable to chooſe: So, the ren [...]wing of his undertaking, by the communion of the Euchariſt, and the exerci [...]e thereof▪ by the ſervice of God which it is celebrated with, is the meanes of attaining that, which, the further knowledge of Chriſtianity attained by a Sermon, renders a man onely capable to attaine: Namely the gift of the Holy Ghoſt, inabling to make good that Chriſtianity which our Baptiſme undertakes, and ſo to attaine life everlaſting.
I proceed, here, upon ſuppoſition of that which I have ſaid in my Book of the right of the Church Pag. 98-106 to ground the difference between preach­ing the Goſpell to thoſe that are not Chriſtians, and teaching thoſe that are, upon the Scriptures of the old and New Teſtament. Our Lord and his Apo­ſtles, [Page] pretending (as indeed they were) to be prophets, might eaſily be admitted to teach the people in the Synagogue, whereſoever they came, be­cauſe the whole Nation was to obey them, by the Law, Deutr. XVIII. 13. ſup­poſing them to be Prophets indeed. Thus had they meanes to preach Chriſt and Chriſtianity to the Jewes, ſo long as the Jewes, in regard of the credit, which, their doctrine, life, and miracles had among the Jewes, could not con­demne them for falſe Prophets. As for the Gentiles, who had not any cuſtome to aſſemble themſelves for the ſervice of God, worſhipping falſe Gods, They could doe no more then give them the newes of the Goſpell, till, having per­ſwaded them to be Chriſtians, they might aſſemble them as they found meanes both to praiſe God, and pray to God, according to that which they, ei­ther had attained to, or deſired to attaine; And, to teach them what they had further to learne, to make their Praiſes of God, and prayers to God the more Chriſtian. He that underſtandeth this caſe, by the Scriptures of the new Teſtament, muſt conclude, that all preaching is to make men Chriſtians; that the praiſes of God, and prayers to God (comprehending the Euchariſt) are the exerciſe of Chriſtianity. The one, the next meanes to attaine ſalvation, the other, onely the meanes to attaine that meanes. So that, this diſpute alſo reſolveth into that of my ſecond Book, whether we are juſtified by believing, that we are juſtified and predeſtinate; Or, by profeſſing and living as Chri­ſtians. For, ſuppoſing the ſtate of ſalvation to be obtained by ſo believing and that ſo, as, not to be forfeited any more; It is very reaſonable to run infi­nitely after Sermons, till a man find himſelfe ſetled in ſo believing. But ſo, that then, he ſhall believe that, which, he can have no reaſon, ſuppoſing the Scriptures, to believe. Nor ſhall the frequenting of Sermons ſerve to ſhow any reſonable motive to believe; But, the very act of hearing a man ſpeake out of the Pulpit, by the glaſſe, muſt be taken for the meanes appointed by God, by which, when he ſees his time, he will determine the Elect to believe, leaving the Reprobate in their unbeliefe, though, perhaps, after they have ſlept out more Sermons then the other have done. So, the opus operatum of hearing Sermons, according to this opinion, ſucceeds inſtead of the opus ope­ratum of hearing Maſſes, according to the corrupt practice of the Church of Rome. And in this chang, the worke of Reformation, according to this opi­nion, muſt conſiſt. But then, it will be neceſſarily conſequent, that they who have attained this faith, give over hearing ſermons for the future, and not one­ly Sermons, but prayers, and all other offices of Gods ſervice, and aſſemblies for the ſame, according to the opinion of that Sect, that now thinks themſelves above ordinances. Which Sect, before ever it appeared, I had underſtood, by a perſon of integrity and knowledge, that there was a difference of opinion among thoſe who frequented and maintayned Sermons, beſides the order of the Eccleſiaſticall Lawes in England; Some thinking it a meanes of faith, to con­fer of the ſermon after it is don, others laughing at ſo ſilly a miſtake, as, think­ing to attaine the ſtate of ſalvation, by reaſon and freewill, not by Gods meer Grace. Whereby it appeareth, that, whoſoever, as I doe, makes the preach­ing of the Goſpell (that is, not ſpeaking out of a Pulpit, but, ſhowing the rea­ſons which Gods word propoſeth to move men to be true Chriſtians) the meanes which Gods ſpirit uſeth to bring a man to the ſtate of Grace; is obliged to grant, that it is no otherwiſe the meanes to maintaine a man in that ſtate, then, as it is the meanes to maintaine him a good Chriſtian. And, that his Chriſtianity, in the firſt place, conſiſting in the publike ſervice of God, to which he becomes ingaged by being baptized into the Church; The offices thereof are the immediate meanes of ſalvation, to which, as well as to the offices con­cerning other men and our ſelves, all teaching of Chriſtians immediately tendeth, as, all preaching to unbelievers, at a diſtance.
Now, let no man think, that I take any pleaſure in cenſuring the proceedings of forraine Churches, which I could willingly have paſſed over in ſilence, had not a pernicious affectation of being like them, caryed thoſe that liked not this order, to deſtroy the very being of the Engliſh Church; out of a deſire to [Page] change the vertue of it for their overſight. For now I muſt ſay, whatſoever offence it may cauſe; that, when it had been well pleaded, that the communion of the Euchariſt ought to be reſtored in both kinds, with the ſervice of God in a known language; And, that order ought to be taken, that preaching might be frequented, for the inſtruction of the people; to infer thereupon for a Law, that there be no orders for holding any aſſembly of the Church, without Preaching, was to cure the abuſe of Private Maſſes, by degrading the Euchariſt from the preeminence that it holdeth, above all other offices that God can be ſerved with by a Chriſtian; And that without colour from the ſcripture, with­out precedent, from any practice of the Church. There have been indeed pre­tenſes among us, that the word which giveth efficacy to the Sacraments, is the word preached; Meaning thereby, a ſermon ſpoken out of the Pulpit. And from hence hath proceeded the affectation of Chriſtning Sermons, as if that were the word whereof S. Auſtine ſaith; Accedat verbum ad elementum, & fit Sacramentum. Nay, this preaching afore meate, in a long diſcourſe, in­ſtead of thankſgiving, what is it but a mark of that ſenſe which they give S. Paul, when he ſaith; that the creature is ſanctified by the word of God & prayer, for the food of Chriſtians, 1 Tim. IV. 5? And when Sermons are ſo aff­ectedly called the Meanes; To wit, of ſaving us; Is it not manifeſt that they attribute vnto Sermons that which S. Paul Rom. X. 8-15. and the apoſt­les elſewhere attribute to the preaching of the Goſpell, whereby a man be­comes convict, that he ought to become a Chriſtian, without which no Chriſti­an will grant any man can be ſaved? Whereby we may ſee, what conſequence, ſlight miſtakes, in the very ſignification of the words, may and doe produce. For, having ſhowed an evident difference, between preaching the Goſpell to thoſe who as yet believe not, and teaching thoſe that are become Chriſtians the further knowledg of their Chriſtianity; I may take for granted, that it is a miſtake, when the difference is not made, between preaching to an aſſem­bly of Chriſtians, and declaring the Goſpell to unbelievers, whom the Apoſt­les could not deale with upon any ſuppoſition of Chriſtianity but onely upon the force of thoſe motives which they ſhowed them to imbrace it; to whom therefore the onely meanes of their ſalvation was the knowledge of thoſe mo­tives. And though all Chriſtians when they come among unbelievers, are bound to preach Chriſt to them, that is, to declare unto them the reaſons why they ought to be Chriſtians, ſo far as they are able to doe it without prejudice of Chriſtianity; Yet, to preach it as the Apoſtles preached it, planting with all the Church, in which God ſhould be ſerved according to Chriſtianity, is that which no private man can doe, without authority received by the Church from the Apoſtles. From which authority, all that is afterwards don in ſer­ving God, by the Churches ſo planted, muſt receive that warrant upon which Chriſtians may ground themſelves, that it is agreeable to the will of God. And upon theſe termes, it is to be granted, that ſermons preached in the a­ſſemblies of Chriſtians are the meanes of their ſalvation; becauſe that, the al­lowance of the Church groundeth a preſumption, that they are according to Chriſtianity. But if this be wanting, though it is not neceſſary that they ſhould be contray to Gods word, yet, becauſe there is no preſumption, that they are ſo as God hath provided they ſhould be, they are not to be accepted for Gods word, though they who preach them would make men be­lieve it.
And this is, now, the condition of the people of England. It is well e­nough knowne indeed, that the Presbyterians have propounded a new forme of doctrine, according to which, had it been received, there would have been reaſonable perſumption for plaine Chriſtians, that their ſermons muſt needs procede. But it is as well known, that it is excepted againſt in every part of it by, thoſe who joined with them againſt the Church of England; as, he that wil take the paines to compare that which I write here, with it, may know, what it is that I except againſt in every point of it. How they ſatisfie their people, to pay them for preaching, upon a ſuppoſition, which they know is conteſted [Page] on both theſe hands, as well as by the Church of Rome, let them ſee to it, whom I have thus warned. As for thoſe that are not Presbyterians, it is plaine, that the people have no other ground to preſume, that they preach the word of God, but onely, that they maintain the Bible to containe Gods word, and that they are taken, by thoſe that ſend them, for godly perſons. The one whereof is common to all Hereticks: The other requires a ground, whereupon, thoſe that ſend them may be taken for godly perſons themſelves; and then, how they come to be ſatisfied of thoſe whom they ſend: Both liable to more per­emtory difficulties, then their life time will ſerve to void. Whereupon I in­ferr, that there is no ground to preſume, that it is Gods word that is preached, where the authority of the Church interpoſeth not.
And therefore it is lamentable to ſee how this miſerable people are intoxicated with the conceite, that they want not the word of God, nor the meanes of ſal­vation, ſo long as they can goe and heare a man preach in a Pulpit, without conſideration, what he profeſſeth to teach for Chriſtianity. One thing I de­ſire here may be conſidered. It hath been not onely commonly ſaid,  [...]ut main­tained by the writings of ſober and knowing perſons, that very many Jeſuites have been, & are ſtill imployed, in preaching the extravagant poſitions of this time, on purpoſe to gaine oportunity, and meanes, to infuſe into mens minds, what they find effectuall to make them their Proſelytes. I confeſſe it is none of my ſenſe. For, I conceive, I ſhow the principle, upon which, all theſe extra­vagances have a naturall and reaſonable dependence. But, I demand; where is the proviſion for ſimple ſoules, when wiſe men are not ſatisfied, that Jeſuits are not admitted to preach? It is to be conſidered, that preaching, is ne­ceſſarily, an office that requires a facility in ſpeaking, which, all the world knowes, goes not alwaies along with a right underſtanding. Where there is both good underſtanding, and a faculty of ſpeaking, it is manifeſt, if there be not a good intention, they are both as a ſword in a madmans hand, inſtru­ments to doe miſcheife with, I will ſilence the mention of all that we have ſeen. The warres of the league in France, the troubles of the united Provin­ces in the buſineſſe of Arminius, who can deny that the Pulpit inflamed both? Whatſoever the Apoſtle S. James, in the third Chapter of his Epiſtle, hath aſcribed to the tongue, for good or for bad, belongs to it in the Pulpit, as elſewhere. And therefore, it is in it ſelfe, an inſtitution of doubtfull effect, to ſet men up to ſhow their eloquence in the Pulpit, though, under pretenſe of making our common Chriſtianity recommendable, by the meanes of it: And that, ſuppoſing them to admit the ſenſe of the Church, for the bounds of that which they are to deliver, for the ſenſe of the Scripture, But, ſuppoſing no bounds, utterly pernicious. For, ſeeing, no caution can exclude controverſies from riſing; neither is there any ſuch miſchiefe as diviſion, to the Church, nor any ſuch meanes, as Preachers tongues, to inflame it. And will any common ſenſe allow, that all audiences of Chriſtians can be provided of men of under­ſtanding, and eloquence, rightly informed of the whole intereſt of Chriſtianity? If any ſuch thing could be ſuppoſed, it would not be for the beſt. The ſatis­faction indeed, of the more civile audiences, requires no leſſe. For, to appoint men to goe to Church to heare a ſermon, by heareing whereof, a man neither learnes that which he knew no [...] afore, or can be moved, (by otherwiſe ex­preſſing that which he knew afore) to delight in it more then he did afore, what is it but that which the Sons of Eli did, to make the offering of God ſtink in the noſtrills of the people? For, the time of ſeduction and errour, they may have ſuch a ſtroke with their people, as to perſwade them, that, the lo­thing of bad ſermons is a fruite of the corruption of our nature, which oppoſes Gods truth. But, whom God gives Grace to conſider what I pretend to be Gods truth, they, finding that to be true which I ſhall ſay by and by, muſt find the name of God to be onely the pretenſe of faction and intereſt. In the meane time, the ſatisfaction of the more civile andiences will not ſtand with the edification of the maine body of Chriſtians. The condition of the world chan­geth not, by mens being Chriſtians. There are idiots, and there are civile [Page] men, and men of learning, among Chriſtians as well as Divines, and a waies will be. That which ſatisfies the leſſer part will not edifie the greater part. And, that is it the Church ought to aime at. Better the more refined ſhould want their curioſities, then the whole body their neceſſaries. The plaine ſort of Chriſtians, (who for number, how much they exceede the reſt, I refer my ſelf to common ſenſe; for weight, their ſouls being as precious to God as the ſouls of Princes) cannot edifie by that which ſatisfies the more learned. They underſtand no deduction of reaſon, no figures of language. Tell them the grounds of Chriſtianity, they are convicted. Tell them what theſe grounds ob­lige them to doe, for the end which they evidence, they are convicted. Tell them, that, for the intereſt of our common Chriſtianity, they are to come to Church to heare the ſame ſaid againe in more eloquent termes, or more curious conceits, they have no reaſon to be convicted of it; they have reaſon to ſuſpect that there is ſome intereſt, beſides the common intereſt of Chriſtiani­ty, in it. Tell them, that which remaines, that they are to come to Church for the grounding, for the inlarging of their Chriſtianity, by the underſtanding of the ſcriptures; Suppoſing that, that they know what is neceſſary to ſave all Chriſtians, by the Church, and by being made Chriſtians by the Church, well and good: If they think not, that they are to give eare to whatſoever inſtruction may advance them in the knowledg of our common Chriſtianity, I think them not good Chriſtians. This for the whole Bible. And, ſuppo­ſing that difference between the Law and the Goſpell, which I have ſetled in the firſt book, they may advance in the knowledg of Chriſtianity, by the prea­ching of thoſe who underſtand it. But, not diſtinguiſhing that which is neceſ­ſary from that which is not neceſſary, by ſuppoſing that which is neceſſary; they may heare Sermons all their life long, and not know wherein their ſalva­vation conſiſts; (a thing found by experience, when there was a Rule of doct­rine agreeable to the Scriptures) and, not knowing the ground there laid forth, upon which the Old Teſtament beares witneſſe to the New; they may gaine nothing by hearing ſermons all theire life long, but mere diſſatisfaction in the grounds of our common Chriſtianity. Whereas, going into the ſcriptures with thoſe two principles, and the humility of Chriſtians, they may teach them­ſelves, that edification which they ought not to expect from thoſe that acknow­ledg them not.
As for the preſent order, which ſuppreſſeth all Aſſemblies for the ſervice of God when there is no Preaching; It is manifeſt, that, I will not ſay, no un­derſtanding, no eloquence, but no lungs or voice (For, of a truth, this order makes the ſervice of God a worke rather of the lungs, and of the voice, then of any thing elſe) can furniſh entertainement for the aſſemblies of the church, with that which is worth the hearing, ſo oft as it is fit for the people of God to aſſemble for his ſervice. This makes the buſineſſe, for which the greateſt part now goes to Church, to be no more the ſervice of God; but to get mater of diſcourſe or debate for the Sabbath, as they call it, how well the man preached, or how well he prayed. For, whereas they were wont to object againſt the Church, that it was not praying but reading prayers, which was miniſtred to the Church, (as if attention of mind, & devotion of ſpirit could not aſwel go a long with him that reades, as with him that is to ſtudy what to ſay when he praies) now, the cenſures that paſſe upon mens prayers do ſhew, that the hear­ers minds cannot be imployed in praying, when they are taken up with judging how well the prayer they heare is made. Much more juſtly may the ſame be ſaid, if it be conſidered, how a man is obliged to diſcerne what the mater of the prayer is, whether it be from blaſphemy, Hereſy, Slander Rebellion or not, leaſt, before he be aware, he joine in ſuch horible crimes by ſaying Amen to their pray­er, which he is no otherway ſecured to be free from the ſame. Now it may be con­ſidered, that the prayers which uſher ſermons in & out, by the order of the church of England, but by the faction that deſtroyeth it; though they exclude the ſer­vice of God out of the Church, upon pretenſe of praying as the ſpirit indites, yet are indeed no leſſe provided aforehand, then the prayers of the Church,  [...] [Page] a little from time to time, as occaſion may require, to make the people believe that they are ex tempore dictates of the ſpirit. So that, the change which many men call reformation conſiſts in this; that the peoples devotions are now confined, to that which every one that dare mount the Pulpit dare ſay, inſtead of that which the Church, upon mature deliberation, had appoin­ted to be ſaid. But, if it be thus in prayers which are alwaies for ſubſtance the ſame, what ſhal we ſay of Sermons, the ſubſtance whereof changeth according to the compaſſe of the Scripture, and all the points of it, which, the texts, upon which men take their riſe, occaſion them to intreat? experience, in the decay of that reverence & devotion, which the publick ſervice of God is to be performed with, may eaſily point a man of common underſtanding to the ſourſe of it, in thoſe falſe & weak ſuppoſitions, upon which the order, or rather the diſorder of the preſent chang, ſtandeth. Inſtead whereof, therefore, acknowledging that there was juſt cauſe, at the time of the Reformation, to complain upon the want of Preaching and inſtruction of the people; I do and am to maintaine, that there was never any pretenſe, that the communion of the Euchariſt, and the ſervice of God that it is to be celebrated with, ought to give way, and to be excluded the aſſemblies of chriſtians, to bring in that rule which is now, in e­ffect, a cheife point of the chang that is made with us; that, without preaching no aſſembly for Gods ſervice. And thereupon, though I deſire, that the more ſolem ſervice of God, when the Euchariſt is celebrated, may have a ſermon for part of it; (as I have ſhowed, both by the Scriptures and by the primative practice of the Church, that the uſe was under the Apoſtles, and in the next ages) yet, that the order preſcribed by the Church of England for the celebrating of the ſame, when and where there is not meanes for a Sermon, ſuch as ought to be had, is not to be deſerted, upon any pretenſe of frequenting Sermons.
As for more oridinary occaſions of aſſembling for the ſervice of God, having proved afore, that they ought to be frequented, for the celebrating of other Offices of Gods ſervice beſides preaching, I take it for proved, that the order preſcribed by the Church of England, for the celebrating of Gods ſervice, up­on ſuch occaſions, is no way to be deſerted, but meanes to be ſought, for the frequenting of it. Acknowledging with all, the zeale and the joy which S. Paul expreſſeth, for the further edification of thoſe Churches, to whom he directeth his Epiſtles, in that Chriſtianity which they had received. 1, Cor. I. 5, 6, 7. Eph. I. 17. 18. Phil. I. 9, Col I. 9. Rom. I. 11. 12. as a ſtrong mo­tive to the Church, to procure preaching as frequent, as it can be procured and maintained, without theſe offenſes. That the ſame S. Paul incourageth & directeth frequent & ample uſe of theſe miraculous graces which God granted the Churches of that time, unto that purpoſe 1. Cor. XIV. 1-31. Eph. IV. 7-16. But, ſuppoſing alwaies the Spirits of the Prophets to be ſubject to the Prophets, becauſe God is not the God of unquietneſſe but of peace, as in all Churches of the Saints: 1 Cor. IV. 32, 33. And, that there is one body and one ſpirit, even as we are called in one hope of our calling, the unity of which ſpirit is to be preſerved in the bond of Peace Eph. IV. 3, 4. By vertue of that Order which God had ſetled in his Church, for preſerving unity in it; decla­ring his meaning, by beſtowing the moſt Eminent Graces upon the moſt emi­nent perſons of his Apoſtles, by meanes whereof, the ſpirits even of Prophets became ſubject to greater Prophets, for avoiding of unquietneſſe, and preſer­ving of peace, as S. Paul further declareth, when he addeth by and by. 1. Cor. XIV. 36. 37. What? came the word of God out from you, or came it to you one­ly? if any man think himſelfe a Prophet or ſpirituall, let him acknowledg the things I write to you to be the commandements of the Lord. Which is to ſay, that all, even Prophets, are to be ſubject to the Apoſtles, & by conſequence, to none but them, who have received commiſſion from the Apoſtles. For, howſhal any order he ſetled to maintain unity in the communion of Gods ſervice, upon any other principle, but that, upon which the Coirnthians are obliged to reſt in this which therefore, being ſetled by order from the apoſtles, is from thencforth truſted with the teaching of Gods people, and no man further then he is truſted [Page] by the ſame; Neither is it any marvaile, that, in the Church of England, after orders confirmed, after poſſeſſion of a Church, licenſe of preaching is granted by the Biſhop: Becauſe, there are divers offices, as well concerning the cure of ſoules, as the ſervice of God in the Church, to which men may be appointed, by the Lawes of the Church, who are not to be truſted with Preach­ing, even to their own people, but upon expreſſe ſubmiſſion to the Biſhops correction, in behalfe of his Church. For, if ſufficient power be reſerved the Biſhop to provide for his flock, it will be in him to provide inſtruction for them, by ſuch perſons as he ſhall think fit to truſt; and, if it be not in him ſo to doe, the fault is in the Lawes, abridging his power, of making a cheerfull account to God for his people. Howſoever from hence it may appeare, how ridiculous a thing it is, to judge of the inſtruction a Biſhop affords his flock, by the ſermons himſelfe preaches; unleſſe it could be thought that his lungs and ſides could reach all his people. For, his fidelity, in truſting ſuch perſons as are to be truſted with teaching his people, and his care, in watching over the performance of their truſt, extendeth alike to all, and maketh his Clergy his inſtruments in feeding his flock. And, whatſoever may have decayed in this Order through the Church of England, the reſtoring there­of by wholſom Lawes, aſwell Eccleſiaſtcall as Civill, had been and is the Refor­mation of Chriſtianity; not the rooting up of the very foundations of the Church, out of zeale to exirtpate the order of Biſhops. And, ſince the li­centiouſneſſe of preaching what any man can make of the Bible, hath made ſo faire a way, for ſo few years, to the rooting up of Chriſtianity, with the Church; what will there be to ſecure the conſciences of Gods people, that they may ſafely go to Church, and truſt their ſoules with the means of ſalvation that are there to be found, but the reſtoring of Gods Church; That is to ſay, of that authority, which he, by his Apoſtles, hath provided, for the determining of all things concerning his publike ſervice; ſuppoſing the profeſſion of that faith which the whole Church hath maintained from the beginning, as received from our Lord by his Apoſtles? Which if it be true, the ſame reaſon will ob­lige all men to provide the meanes of ſalvation for themſelves; that is, to fol­low them of their owne choice, without direction or conſtraint of the Lawes in the meane time.
I doe not conceive it becomes me to ſay what ought to be, as I conceive it behoves me to ſay what ought not to be. This I will ſay, having proved, that the prayſes of God, and Prayers, (much more the Euchariſt) are principal, in compariſon of preaching, which is ſubordinate; That the aſſemblies of Gods people ought to be more frequent for them, then they can be for heare­ing of Sermons, as I have ſhowed by the premiſes. S. Paul commands to pray continually, and David ſaith, the praiſes of God ſhall be alwaies in his mouth; not expreſſing the aſſemblies of Gods people, but inferring that which I have ſaid, of the dayly ſervice of God in publick, in my book of the aſſemblies of the Church Chap. VIII. I maintain, there is no ground, no precept, no exam­ple, no practiſe of dayly preaching, like this for daily prayers; which if it be true the confining of aſſemblies to ſermons is to Gods diſſervice. It will be ſaid, that S. Paul 1 Tim. IV. 2. Thus exhorteth; Preach the word, be instant in ſeaſon out of ſeaſon, examine, rebuke, exhort, with all long ſuffering and meek­neſſe. And it is as eaſily anſwered, that here is nothing to the purpoſe. In­ſtance in the preaching of the word, refers to unbelievers. To induce them to be Chriſtians, though out of ſeaſon, is alwaies ſeaſonable. Long-ſuffering and meekneſſe in examining, rebuking, exhorting of Chriſtians, privately, may be, publikely, if not according to order, muſt needs be unſeaſonable. Men ſeeme to imagin, that there were Pulpits, and Churches, and audiences ready to heare the Apoſtles preach, before men were Chriſtians. When they were, they ſhall find, that meanes of meeting was provided by Chriſtian people, according to their duty; the order appointed by them and their ſucceſſors. That they ſate upon their chaires in teaching, challenging the authority by which they taught; the people, ſometimes ſtanding, ſomtimes allowed to ſit [Page] downe. None but Deacons preached ſtanding, when the order and diſcipline of the primitive Church was in force. To deal with thoſe that were not Chri­ſtians, S. Paul muſt goe out into the Piazza, or to the Exchange, to Gentiles, to do that which they did in the Synagogue, or in the temple, to the Jewes, Acts XVII. 7, 11. 46. In preaching to Jewes, it was their advantage to obſerve the orders of the Synogogue. And yet, he that ſhall peruſe that which I have ſaid in the book aforenamed, ſhall never ſay, that thoſe aſſemblies were princi­pally for preaching, which the Apoſtles made uſe of, to preach to the Synagogue When they had ordered the aſſemblies of Churches, what have you in their writings to recommed frequent preaching, but S. Pauls order, in the uſe of theſe miraculous graces given the Corinthians. 1 Cor. XIV unleſſe it be drawne into conſequence▪ that S. Paul prevailed till midnight. Acts. XX. 7. as if the act of an Apoſtle, being to depart, were a precedent to the order of the Church. Bu [...] I have ſhowed you in the foreſaid book Chap X. that the Eu­chariſts have a ſhare in the uſe of the ſaid graces, and the worke of the ſaid aſſemblies, as alſo Hymnes of Gods praiſes. And in  [...] Cor. XI. you read very much of the Euchariſt, as alſo of praying & Propheſying, that is, prayſing God by Pſalmes, as I have ſaid there Chap. V.) without any mention of Preaching. If the Doctrine of the Apostles, be joyned with breaking of bread and Prayer Acts XI. 42. If the Elders that laboure in the word and doctrine be preferred by S. Paul 1 Tim. V. 17. You have a ſolemn inſtruction concerning prayers, and the Euchariſt 1. Tim. II. 1, 2. as alſo exhortations to frequent it, Ebr. XIII 15. without any mention of preaching. In fine, there is nothing in the Scripture to queſtion the ground which I ſetled afore, As for the practice of the Church, I will goe no further then Gennadius de dogmatibus Eccleſ. Cap. LIII. neither commending nor blaming thoſe that communicate every day; Though it were eaſy to ſhow, how the reſt of the Fathers agree, or diſagree therewith. For, that ſuppoſeth the dayly celebration of the Euchariſt; whereas, who ever heard of daily preaching all over the ancient Church? For, that the order thereof was to aſſemble for the praiſes of God, & Prayer, and for inſtruction by reading the ſcripture, more frequently, then the boldeſt pulpit man could preach; Neither is it queſtionable for mater of fact, nor for the conſequence, in obliging them that would reform and not deſtroy, to follow the example, ſuppoſing the premiſes.
One thing more I deſire may be conſidered. All the affectation of preciſe­neſs in keeping the Lords day willnever induce any people indued with their ſenſes, to doe that which the Jewes, by the Law of the Sabbath, whilſt it was in force, ſtood obliged to doe; Namely, to dreſſe their meate the day before, that ſo, neither themſelves nor their ſervants might he obliged to violate the reſt of the Sabbath. If this precept oblige Chriſtians to heare preaching, for the means of ſalvation how are ſervants diſpenſed with, to be abſent from preaching, who cannot be diſpenſed with, for reſting on the ſabbath? For, though Chriſtian ſervants may dreſſe meate on the Lords day; Yet, as they are not diſpenſed with, for ſerving God on the Lords day, ſo, if the ſervice of God on the Lords day neceſſarily requires preaching, they muſt be alſo preached to on the Lords day. But, if being catechized in their Chriſtianity, they may ſerve God by pray­ing and Praiſing God, and by heareing the inſtruction of the ſcripture read, advance in the duties of Chriſtianity; then may they doe the duty of Chriſtans to God at Church, as well as, to their maſters at home, the duty of Chriſtian ſervants, without heareing ſermons on the Lords day? In a point ſo unlimited, wherein a private mans opinion is not to be Law, I find no better ground for reaſonable termes, then that which the practice of the Chatholike Church, reported by Gennadius, intimates. For, it is not to be gathered from Gen­nad [...]u [...], that there was meanes to receive the Euchariſt every day every where; becauſe, neither can it be imagined, that there was ever any time, ſince the Empire turned Chriſtian, when there was meanes for all Chriſtians to be pre­ſent at it, much leſſe to communicate. On the other ſide, the relation of Gennadius ſuppoſing that the celebration of the Euchariſt was maintayned, [Page] when preaching neither was nor could be maintained; it followeth, that, by the Cuſtome of the Catholike Church, Lords days and feſtivals, (the celebra­tion whereof, all Chriſtians were alwaies concerned in) are to be kept by cele­brating the Euchariſt, when they cannot be kept by preaching and hearing ſermons. And, that there can be no better order that God may be ſerved by all ſorts of Chriſtians, then (where there is proviſion, and where the cuſtome is,) that all Chriſtians may communicate on Lords daies and Feſtivales; and when, for reaſons left to themſelves, they doe not communicate, they may with their ſpirits as well as their bodies aſiſt the celebration of it; Remitting the cuſtome which Gennadius his reſolution ſuppoſes (the celebrating the Euchariſt every day) to the greater Churches of the more populous Cities and Places. But, whereas the Apoſtolicall forme of divine ſervice makes the ſermon a part of it; And, at Corinth, S. Paul orders many of thoſe ſpirituall Graces to concurr to that worke; (which, at aſſemblies on extraordinary occaſions, was ſomtimes practiſed by the primitive Churches, as I have ſhowed there) it were too great wrong to common ſenſe, to extend this to all aſſemblies of Chriſtians in villages; and, not conſiſtent, either with the neceſſities of the world, or the intereſt of Chriſtianity, in frequenting thoſe offices moſt, which are principall in Gods ſervice. Laying downe then, that tyranny, which conſtraines all that have cure of ſoules, to ſpeake by the Glaſſe every Lords day twice, which ſhuts all the ſervice of God out of dores, ſaving a prayer to uſher it in and out; The intereſt of Chriſtianity will require, that, at and with the celebration of the Euchariſt, all Chriſtians be taught the common dutys of Chriſtians, by them who are to anſwer for their Soules. Not to pleaſe the eare, with ſharpneſſe in reaſoning, or eloquence in language; but to convince all ſorts, what con­verſation, the attaining of Gods kingdome requires, of them who believe that he made the world, that he ſent our Lord Chriſt to redeem it, that, by his ſpirit, he brings all to confeſſe and ſhow themſelves Chriſtians; and in fine, that by our Lord Chriſt, he ſhall adjudge thoſe that doe ſo to everlaſting life, and thoſe that doe otherwiſe, to everlaſting death, For the reſt, it is not my purpoſe to undervalue the labours of S. Chryſoſtome, S. Auſtin [...], Origen, S. Gregory, or whoſoever they are, ancient or moderne, that have laboured the in­ſtruction of their people, even by expounding them the Scriptures out of the Pulpit; ſuppoſing they expound them within the rule of our common faith. But, upon the account in hand onely, I ſay, that if they withdraw Chriſtian people, from ſerving God by thoſe offices, which the order of the Church makes requiſite, according to the premiſes; (which, I am ſure enough, none of the ancients ever did) their laboures are not for the common edification of the Church, but, for maintayning of parties in the Church. The celebration of Lords daies and Feſtivales, and times of faſting, neceſſarily furniſhes opportu­nitie, both for all Curates, to furniſh their people with that inſtruction which they owe them, as anſwerable for their ſoules, and for thoſe whom God hath furniſhed with more then ordinary graces, of knowledg or utterance, to advance our common Chriſtianity, by advancing the knowledge of Chriſtians in the ſcriptures. But, the office of a Paſtor neceſſarily requireth an exact un­derſtanding of the nature of humane actions, in maters of Chriſtianity, whe­ther, concerning believing or working, not to be attained, without the ſtudy, as well as the experience of a mans whole life. And therefore, to oblige them; who are to provide neceſſary foode for the ſoules of their flock, to be alwaies gathering the flowers of the ſcripturers, to make them noſegayes of, will be to ſtarve them, for the want of that knowledge, which the common ſalvation of all neceſſarily requires, that the more curious may have entertainement of quelques choſes. And therefore, for the reſt, Chriſtian people are to think them­ſelves obliged to come to Church, to ſerve God by prayer, and the prayſes of God, to learn inſtruction out of the ſcriptures, by hearing & meditating upon the leſſons of them, on far many more houres, and daies, and occaſions, then there can be for preaching of Sermons.

CHAP. XXV. Idolatry preſuppoſeth an immagination that there is more Gods then one. Ob­jections out of the ſcripture that it is the worſhip of a true God under an I­mage. the Originall of worſhipping the elements of the world: The Devil: And Images. Of the Idolatry of the Magicians, and of the Gnosticks. What Ido­latry the caſes of Aron and of Jer [...]boam involve. Of the Idolatries practiſed under the Kings and Judges, in anſwer to objections.
[Page]
THere remaines ſome difference, aſwell concerning the ceremonies and Solemnities, as the order & circumſtances of Gods publicke ſervice, which, I foreſee, cannot be voided, without preſuming upon ſome concluſions for grounds, which hitherto are not reſolved. For, the chiefe of thoſe difference concerneth the charge of Idolatry upon the Church of Rome, in thoſe prayers to the Saints departed in that worſhip of Images and Reliques of Saints, in that adoration of the Euchariſt, which they maintaine and practice. Alſo, thoſe Prayers which are made for the deliverance of ſoules from Purgatory paines, is no ſmall part of the controverſies which concerne the publike ſervice of the Church. Whereas, among our ſelves, it ſeemes yet to be in diſpute, whether any ceremonies at all are to be uſed in the publike ſervice of God. The pre­tenſes of this time having extended the imagination of Idolatry ſo far, as to make the ceremonies and utenſils of Gods ſevice Idoles, & the ceremonies which they are uſed with, Idolatries. For the voiding of which difficulties, I cannot find ſo neare a courſe, as, in the firſt place, to diſpute, wherein the nature of Idolatry conſiſteth, and what the very being of an Idole includeth, requireth, & preſuppoſeth. In the next place, I ſhall diſpute of the ſtate of ſoules depar­ted hence before the generall judgement, rather then of the place or places in which they are beſtowed, as being too obſcure, and more for this purpoſe, which ſpeaketh to common underſtandings; though, the new ſtate of things in diſpute conſtrain it to uſe thoſe termes, the novelty whereof will make it obſcure to moſt of them whom it concerneth. After that, of ceremonies generally, in the publike ſervice of God, what is the end of them, and what uſe may and ought to make them receiveable (or rather recommend them) to Gods people, for that purpoſe. If God make me able to diſpatch theſe propoſiti­ons, with any ſatisfaction to my own judgement, I ſhall not doubt to conclude without any great difficulty, that which may remaine in diſpute concerning the differences propoſed.
To begin then, firſt to inquire, wherein the nature of Idolatry conſiſteth, and what the crime thereof requireth, or ſuppoſeth; I doe not find what ex­ception can be made to that ſignification of the word, which defineth it to be the giving of divine, or religious honour, or worſhip, to a creature; Taking Divine and Religious both for one and the ſame; that is, underſtanding that Religious honour or worſhip, which is alſo divine, in caſe it may appeare, that there is, or may be, ſome Religious honour or worſhip, which is not di­vine. But, this being onely the ſignification of the word; (That is to ſay, the deſcription of that wh [...]ch the word Idolatry expreſſeth, to him that begins to conſider it) I cannot tell, whether thoſe that uſe the terms of divine and re­ligious honour, doe conſider the importance of thoſe termes which them­ſelves uſe. For, Divine honour or worſhip is that honor or that worſhip, which is due to God alone, in regard of his incomparable excellence above all his crea­tu [...]es, to which, therefore, it remaines utterly incommunicable. And, I have cautioned that Religious ſignifies the ſame; Religion being that part of juſtice which gives God his due; which no man can doe, that honuors him, and wor­ſhips him not w [...]th that honour and worſhip which is utterly incommunicable [Page] to any of his creatures. Now all honour, and all worſhip, is either the opi­nion and conceit that a man hath of the excellence and worth of that which he honoureth and worſhippeth, or the effect of it; Whether inward, in that reverence wherewith he ſubmitteth himſelfe, his ſoule, his heart and mind, to it; or outward, in thoſe bodily motions and geſtures, or other actions, wherewith man is wont to expreſſe and ſignifie the apprehenſion which he hath, of the excellence of that which he honoureth, and worſhipeth. So that, ſuppoſing in a man an uncorrupted opinion, of the incomparable diſtance, that indeed, is found between God and the moſt excellent of his creatures, it is no more poſſible for him to attribu [...]e the honour due to God alone, to that which he conceiveth, to be a mere creature, then it is poſſible for a man, in any other caſe, to act againſt that judgement which preſently dictates what he ought to doe. For, the pre­ſent apprehenſion of the excellence of God, above all creatures, neceſſarily in­cludeth and inferreth a decree, reſolving his Judgement to honour him as ſuch; Honour being the opinion of excellence, as I ſaid; and the reverence which it produceth being inſeperable from that opinion, by any meanes, but the under­ſtanding of him that conſiders it. It is therefore utterly impoſſible, that a man ſhould atribute that honor which is due to God alone, unto any creature, ſtanding the opinion, that no creature is comparable with his excellence. For, that were at once to have an apprehenſion, opinion, or conceite, that Gods excellence is incomparably above that of any creature, and yet the ſame with it; in as much as we ſuppoſe all honor and worſhip to conſiſt in this opinion of excellence. Indeed, if we ſpeake of the outward acts of honor and worſhip▪ true it is, and eaſy to be ſeen, that a man may and muſt honor God with thoſe expreſſion [...], which may, and perhaps ought to ſerve him, to ſignifie the honor which he worſhippeth ſome creature with. But, thoſe acts are not properly ho­nor or worſhip, but the ſigns of it, and are called honour & worſhip, by the ſame denomination, ab extrinſeco, (or, if you pleaſe, the ſame figure of ſpeech) by which ſignes are called thoſe things which they ſignifie. Wherefore it is not onely no inconvenience, but abſolutely neceſſary to come to paſſe, that theſe ſignes ſhould be many times equivocall. That is, themſelves the ſame, when the honour & reſpect ſignified by them to be attributed to God, holds that diſt­ance from that which by them is atributed to the creature, which is ſuppoſed between God and the creature. For, all Philoſophers and Divine [...] know, how much difference there is between the conceptions which men apprehend by the ſame termes of Wiſdome, juſtice and goodneſſe, when they are atributed to God, and, when they are atributed to his creatures, Though I diſpute not, hereupon, whether equivocall or not; Becauſe, nothing to the purpoſe whether ſo or no [...], ſo long as it is no inconvenience, that, in regard of the diſtance between the conceits ſo ſignifyed, they be called equivocall in that ſenſe which the ſubject matter will beare. Now, that equivocation which words are ſubject to, when atributed to God and to his creatures, be­cauſe of the diſtance of the conceite which they ſignifie, the ſame are all moti­ons, and geſtures, all actions, or other markes of honor and worſhip neceſſari­ly ſubject to, when they are exhibited to God & to the creature both. Suppoſe, for the purpoſe, a man pray to God on his knee, or proſtrate on his face, as the ancient people of God uſed to doe; and the cuſtome of the coun­try obliged him to kneele to the Prince, or, to fall flat before him upon his face, as the cuſtome of the Perſians required? ſhall any man be ſo mad as to ſay, that it is Idolatry to give a petition to a Prince upon his knee? Surely, if there were no other meanes for other men to diſcern, whether his intent be to honor him as a Prince, or as God, I ſhould not onely grant, but challenge, that o­ther men are to reſt in doubt of it, nay, perhaps to take it indeed for Idolatry, in caſe he expreſſeth not his intent to have been otherwiſe. But, where the cuſtome of the place makes that diſtinction that is requiſite, between God & the Prince, and the mans profeſſion conformeth to the opinion and practice of the place; to ſuſpect a man of Idolatry in ſuch a caſe, were that degree of madneſſe, to which the jealous ſeldome attaine. For, ſuppoſe it were poſſible, that he ſhould indeed, and in heart, attribute to the Prince the honor due to God alone nay, [Page] ſuppoſe that indeed he intended inwardly in heart to do it, as all thoſe did, who, under the Aſſyrians, Perſians, Macedonians, and Romans, did commit true & proper Idolatry to their Princes; I demand, what obligation any man can have to queſt on that, wherof God onely can be judge, remaining ſecret in the heart but no man can take any harme by, ſo long as it is not profeſſed but kept ſecret.
Seeing then, that there is no outward Idolatry, without profeſſing to give the honour due to God alone to his Creature, as no inward Idolatry without ſecretly giving it, and no giving it ſecretly, without an apprehenſion adjudg­ing the excellence proper to God to his Creature; I am of neceſſity to infer, that, there is no Idolatry to be committed, without an opinion, that the Crea­ture is God, communicating the Name and Title, the Attributes and Perfe­ctions, and ſo, by conſequence, the Honour and Reverence due to the Incom­parable Excellency of God, to his Creature. And this is the opinion of all Pagans, Hethens, or Gentiles, whoſe Idolatry, the Scripture, as well of the Old as of the New Teſtament taxeth; and the Law maketh a capitall Crime for all Iſraelites, but the Goſpel, hath converted all Nations, beſides Gods peo­ple, from practiſing. For, had not the inward ſenſe of all Nations, beſides Gods ancient people, been corrupted by the deceitfulneſs of ſin, to the imagining of other Gods beſides the true one, from that light which convicteth all men of the true God; it had not been poſſible, they ſhould have fallen away from the Worſhip of God to Idols. This is that which S. Paul calleth the holding of the truth priſoner in unrighteouſnes, Rom. I. 18. when thoſe who ſtood, or might ſtand convict, by the light of reaſon remaining in them, that there is but one God, Fountain, and Ruler of all Creatures, to whom all men muſt give account of their doings; were led along by cuſtome, to worſhip the Creature inſtead of God, attributing unto it the excellence of God. And, how in unrighteouſneſſe, is plain enough to any man that ſhall conſider, that the true God, ſearching the inward thoughts of all hearts, demandeth account of the moſt ſecret inten­tions of the heart, for his own Service; whereas, thoſe imaginations which men ſet up to themſelves to be honoured for God, they are well aſſured, can demand no ſuch account at their hand: Or rather, whereas the Devill, ſtri­ving to derive upon himſelf the honour of God, by ſuggeſting unto man the Worſhip of the Creatures, which they are known to be incapable of, and ther­fore redoundeth upon him that ſeduceth them to it; is willing to allow thoſe whom he ſeduceth the liberty, to wallow themſelves in uncleanneſſe and un­righteouſneſſe, yea, and to accept it at their hands for the Service of their falſe Gods, becauſe, being enmity unto God it is indeed his ſervice. For, it is to be acknowledged, that the Gentiles, though corrupted with the worſhip of Idols, had in them light enough to diſcern the true God, and his Providence over all th [...]ngs, and the account which he will take in another World, of all things, as S. Paul, Rom. I. 18. 13. at large chargeth; And Tertullian, in his Book de Teſtimonio animae, evidently maintaineth, by the Sayings which he produ­ceth, frequented in the mouthes of the Gentiles. But it is withall to be main­tained, that, being thus bribed by the Devill with licenſe to ſin, and, willing to perſwade themſelves that they were in the right, they whelmed it under the buſhell of their Concupiſcences, perſwading themſelves that they were righte­ous enough, whilſt they ſerved their imaginary Deities. Be it therefore reſolved, that all Idolatry, when it is formed, (for, I ſpeak not of the degrees by which mankind might be ſeduced to it) neceſſarily includeth and preſuppoſeth a conceit of more Gods then one, which being once admitted, there can no reaſon be given, why not numberleſſe, as well as more then one.
To all this I ſee but one Objection made, though from many Texts of Scrip­ture, for all comes to this inference; That it is Idolatry to worſhip the only true God, in or under an Image repreſenting him to mans remembrance; and therefore, that the nature of Idolatry requireth not the imagination of more Gods then one. This is firſt argued, from the firſt Idolatry of the Iſraelites af­ter the Law, in making the golden Calf, and worſhiping it. For, the people having ſaid, when they ſaw it; Theſe are thy Gods, or, this is thy God, O Iſrael, [Page] that brought thee out of the Land of Aegypt; Aaron addeth, To morrow is a Feaſt to the Lord, Exod. XXXII. 4. 5. uſing that name of God which the Scrip­ture never attributeth to any but the true God, Whereby it ſeemeth, that Aaron and the people intended to repreſent the true God that had brought them out of the Land of Aegypt, by this Image, and to worſhip him under the ſame. And Jeroboam, when he ſet up his calves, proclaimed in the ſame termes; Behold thy Gods, (or behold thy God underſtanding the words to be ſaid ſeverally at Bethel and at Dan) O Iſraell which brought thee out of the Land of Egypt. And indeed, there are ſo many circumſtances ſeeming to argue that Jeroboam intended not to call a way the people from the worſhip of the true God, that Abenezra the Jewe, upon Exodus XXXII. and Moncaus a Wallon Gentleman, of late years, in a book on purpoſe called Aaron purgatus, ſe­conded very lately by Gaffarell in his Curioſities, tranſlated ſince into Engliſh, alleging a Perſian author, whom Grotins alſo ſeemeth to follow, in his Anno-Annotations upon Exod. XXXII.) have made it their buſineſſe to prove, that neither he, nor Aaron before him, intended any other, then to worſhip God before the repreſentation of one of the Cherubims, which he had commanded to be made, to overſhadow the ark of the Covenant. For indeed, there is a great deale of reaſon to maintaine, that thoſe living creatures, conſiſting of four faces, whereof one was the face of an oxe, heifer, or calf, which Ezekiel in the I. II. III. and X. Chapters of his Propheſies deſcribeth, drawing the Throne of Gods Majeſty, were no other then the Cherubim which Moſes, according to the pattern ſhowed him in the mountaine, had cauſed to be made over the Arke; Which is alſo to be ſaid of the Seraphim with ſix wings, which the Pro­phet Eſay ſaw about Gods Throne Eſa. VI. and is expreſly ſaid of the four living creatures which Saint John ſees Apoc. IV. 6, 7, 8. in compaſſing Gods Throne. They conceive then, that Aaron and Jeroboam, intended no more, but to give the people a viſible ſigne of Gods preſence, out of his own pre­ſcription to Moſes; Aaron, onely to ſatisfy the people, and to retaine them to the worſhip of the true God, whom he propoſed to them to worſhip by this ſlight; But Jeroboam, being under the Law which God had made, that his pre­ſence ſhould no where beſought, but at the place which he ſhould chuſe, and that choice being executed, by his appointment of Solomon to build him the Temple at Jeruſalem, Deut. XII. 5-14. compared with Levit. XVII. 3-6. 2 Sam VII. 2, 3-13. 1 King. V. 5. VI. 11, 12, 13. VIII. 29. 1 Chron. XXII. 10. 2 Chron. VII. 12. It is manifeſt therefore, that he tranſgreſſed this Law, and made a Schiſme in Iſrael by tranſgreſſing of it, who were to re­maine one people in Religion by the meanes of it, whatſoever might ſucceed in the civile government; But it ſeems nevertheleſſe, that he intended no way to recall them from the worſhip of the true God. And therefore, Joahaz the ſonne of Jehu, not departing from the ſinne of Jeroboam, prayes to God, and obtaines deliverance from the Syrians. And his Son Joas obtaines an an­ſwer from God, by the Prophet Elizeus, 2 King. 4, 5, 6, 14-19. as did his ſon Jeroboam by Jonas XV. 25, 26, 27.
And indeed, when Jeroboam is ſaid to ſet upon houſe of high places, 2 King. 12. 31. why ſhould we make this worſe then other high places, which, for a time, were tolerated in Iſrael, becauſe it was not yet fully declared, what place God would chuſe; but, after the Temple was built, were indeed unlaw­full, but ſo, that no man can conceive, that it was Idolatry to ſacrifice in them. For, when the good Kings are commended for deſtroying Idolatry, and ſeek­ing onely the true God, it followeth oft times, that, nevertheleſſe, the people ſtill reſorted to the high places, 1 Kings XII. 2, 3. XIV. 3, 4. XV. 3, 4, 34, 35. which would be inconſequent, if it had been Idolatry to reſort to the high places, though it was an evil cuſtome that prevailed againſt the Law. Therefore the Prophet Oſee declares it for a curſe againſt Iſrael, that they ſhould remaine a long time without ſacrifice, ſtatue, Ephod or Teraphim. Oſ. III. 4. And Micah of Mount Ephraim, his mother having conſecrated her mo­ney to the Lord, (that is, to the true God, for it is the incommunicable name [Page] God which the Scripture there uſeth) and made thereof a molten and a carved image, had an houſe of God, with an Ephod and Teraphim, having ſet them up in his houſe Jud. XVII. 1-5. to wit, becauſe he ſerved God in the ſame order as he was ſerved at the Tabernacle, onely before an image repreſenting his pre­ſence, as it was repreſented by the Cherubim in the Tabernacle. This there­fore is the Idolatry which the ſecond Commandment forbiddeth, namely, to make an image repreſenting the prefence of God, and conſequently, to fall down and worſhip the true God before it; Which when God declareth to be matter of jealouſie to him, he ſheweth it to be the breach of the Covenant of wedlock, which he had entred into with the Synagogue, which ſhe, on her part, was found to renounce by ſo doing. Though it is true, thoſe that excuſe Aaron and Jeroboam, as if they intended onely to uſe the ſame ſymbole of Gods pre­ſence, which Moſes and Solomon, by Gods order, had ſet up, at the place ap­pointed by God, thereby to perſwade the people, that it was all one, whether they found God at Jeruſalem, or, where they ſet them up; muſt ſay by conſe­quence, that, in ſo doing, the Covenant of God was violated, by departing from that precept of his law, but, with no intent to fall away to other Gods, for to commit Idolatry in it. For, had Jeroboams intent been to bring in falſe gods, what had been the difference between his ſinne and the ſinne of Omri and Ahub, of Ahaz and Manaſſes afterwards, 1 Kings XVI. 25, 30-33. XXI. 25, 26. 2 Kings XVI. 3. XXI. 3-9? For, if all Idolatry implieth a defecti­on and apoſtaſy from the true God to imaginary deities, was it not the ſame thing for Jeroboam to ſet up his calves, ſuppoſing that he ſet them up to repre­ſent ſuch deities, as for Ahab to ſerve Baal, or Manaſſes and the ten tribes 2 Kings XVII. 7, 8, 9. to commit the ſame Idolatries, for which the Amo­rites were caſt out from before the Iſraelites? Beſides, that, in reaſon, it ſeemeth utterly uncredible, that, the Iſraelites having worſhipped the true God till Solomons death; nay, that Jeroboam himſelf, having received aſſurance of the kingdome by Gods Prophet Ahiah, 1 Kings XI. 26-40. as Jehu by Eli­ſeus, with inſtructions concerning the houſe of Ahab, the execution whereof God alloweth, 2 Kings IX. 7-10. X. 30. I ſay, it ſeemeth a thing very in­credible, that thoſe people, in a moment of time, as it were, upon the publiſh­ing of Aarons and Jeroboams innovations, ſhould change the inward ſenſe and reverence, which, in their heart they had acknowledged the true God to yield the ſame to any imaginary godhead, which they, by their Calves, might pretend to repreſent. Neither was it a thing any way conſequent to Jerobo­ams intereſt; which, it is plaine, was the onely reaſon that moved him to inno­vate, to debauch the people to this point. For, if he might obtaine of them not to go up to Jeruſalem, to worſhip the true God there, how did it concern him, to inſiſt further with them, to worſhip any falſe God of his deviſing, with­in his dominions? A thing farre more difficult to draw all them to, who fea [...] ­ed God from the heart, in the ten tribes, then to induce them for fear of him, to worſhip him at a wrong place, continuing faithfull to his Kingdome.
This is the difficulty, or, if you pleaſe, theſe are the difficulties which are or may be alledged againſt that definition, which, to the nature of Idolatry, re­quireth the beliefe of more gods then one; But no way tend to ſatisfy us, of any other generall reaſon, for which both, this and other actions, ſhould hear upon them the common mark and ſtamp of Idolatry, by the penalties of it, in the Scriptures. For, what reaſon can indure to believe, that the mark and pe­nalties of Idolatry ſhould reſt upon actions of ſo vaſt a diſtance in nature, as the worſhip of the true God, and the worſhip of the Devil for God, becauſe that is done before an image? Let us ſurvay the matters of fact which we have in the Scriptures. Moſes thus warneth the Iſraelites, Deut. IV. 15-19. Take heed unto your ſelves, leaſt you corrupt your ſelves, and make you a graven image, the ſimilitude of any figure, the likeneſſe of male or female, the likeneſſe of any beaſt that is on the earth, the likeneſs of any winged foul that flieth in the aire, the likeneſſe of any thing that creepeth on the ground, the likeneſſe of any fiſh that is in the waters beneath the earth. And, leaſt thou lift up thine eyes to heaven, and [Page]when thou ſeeſt the Sunne, and the Moone▪ and the Starres, even all the hoſt of heaven, ſhouldeſt be puſhed aſide to worſhip them, and to ſerve them, which the Lord thy God hath imparted unto all nations under the whole heavens. It is like enough, that the firſt Idolatry that ever was practiſed, was the worſhip of the Sunne, the Moone, and the Stars; But, that it was a part of the Gentiles Idolatries, by the Scripture alone it is evident and certaine. The Jewes, as Moſes Mai­mo [...]i relateth, in the Title of Idolatry, at the beginning, tell us, that, out of ad­miration of the beauty and conſtant motions of thoſe glorious bodies, men be­gan of themſelves to conceive, that it would be a thing pleaſing to God, to addreſſe themſelves to him, by the mediation of thoſe creatures, which, they could not chuſe but think ſo much nearer to him then themſelves: That this conceit, being ſeconded with pretended revelations, to the ſame purpoſe, brought forth in time the offering of ſacrifices to them, and making of images of them, by meanes whereof, the bleſſings of God might be procured through their influence. And Origen often gathereth out of thoſe words, that God allowed the Gentiles, afore the Law, to worſhip the Sunne and the Moone, and the Starrs, that they might proceed no further to worſe Idolatries; Though, ſo farre as I have obſerved, he is not ſeconded herein by any of the Fa­thers. Nor, can he in my opinion, be any further excuſed, then the Booke of Wiſdome doth excuſe him, making the worſhip of the Elements of the World the lighteſt ſort of Idolatries. Wiſd. XIII. 10.
It is a thing agreeable to all experience, that by degrees, and not in an in­ſtant, mankind ſhould be ſeduced to forget God, (having had the knowledge of God at the firſt derived unto them from their firſt parents) and to take his creatures for God. But, will any man therefore undertake, that, when they were come ſo farre, as to worſhip the Sunne, and the Moon, and the Starres, by ſacrifices, and incenſe, and all thoſe actions, whereby the honour of God was firſt expreſſed; all this was done in honour to God, becauſe they were con­ceived to be nearer him then other of his creatures? How will he then anſwer S. Paul, when he ſaith, Rom. I. 25. That the Gentiles, changed the true God into a ly, and worſhipped and ſerved the creature,  [...], beſides, or pa­rallel to the Creator, who is God bleſſed for evermore? For, where was the ly▪ but, in taking the creature for God? And, how could they worſhip and ſerve the creature hand in hand with God, but, by degrading God into the rank of his creature, and advancing the creature into the rank to which God was de­graded, by their falſe and lying conceit? How could they expreſſe this honour by actions formerly appropriated to the ſervice of God, had they not firſt been ſeduced, in the conceit of that honour which they robbed God of, to give it his creatures? But it is a thing certaine, and palpable in the Idolatries of the Gentiles, that they deified dead men, by attributing unto them the names of the Heavens, the Sunne, the Moone, the reſt of the Planets, and other Con­ſtellations, of the Aire, the Earth, the Waters, in fine, of the World, and the Elements of it; So that Idolatry was committed, both to the men, and to thoſe worldly bodies at once. In this caſe, will any man be ſo willfull as to hold ſtill, that theſe worldly Bodies were no otherwiſe honoured, then in re­lation to God as his creatures, when as it appeareth, that the honour due to God alone was ſtudiouſly procured for dead men, by inſinuating ridiculous perſwaſions, into the mindes of people ſeduced, to think that they were deified in thoſe Bodies? Wherefore, it is not to be denied, that thoſe creatures were advanced to the honour of God, by degrading God into the rank of his creatures, as if there might as well be more Gods then one, as more creatures of a kind then one. Againe, when Moſes warneth them of making the image of any creature, can any man doubt, that his reaſon is, leaſt it ſhould be worſhipped with the ſame honour, which immediately, he forbids the Sunne and Moone and Starres to be honoured with? And, could the meer priviledge of being Gods creature move any man to take any before another, and to make an image of it, that under it he might honour God that made it? Or, was it requiſite, that firſt men ſhould conceive an excellence in the creature which if [Page] expreſſed with the ſame actions, whereby they honoured God, of neceſſity it muſt be taken for the ſame which they attributed to God? And what is that but the opinion of more Gods? Can any man find fault with that which the Fathers have ſo frequently objected to the Gentiles, that the gods whom they worſhipped were dead men; ſeeing before his eyes, in the records of the Romanes, Macedonians, and Perſians, during the time of Hiſtoricall truth, that their Princes were, of courſe as it were, deified, and worſhipped as gods after their death? And was all this done in relation to one true God, whoſe graces, they had been the meanes to convey to ſo great a part of mankind? Or, in deſpite of that light of one true God, though inſhrined in their breſts, they ſuffered to be overwhelmed with that ignorance which cuſtome had brought to paſſe. Is it poſſible to imagine, that the Egyptians ſhould tremble at thoſe living creatures, or thoſe fruits of their gardens, which they honoured for their gods, if they had taken them for creatures of one true God, whom they intended to honour, by and under thoſe his creatures? Or was it neceſſa­ry, that they ſhould further conceive, the Godhead in one City to be incloſed in this creature, in another in that, and thereupon find themſelves obliged to honour the ſame for God?
In fine, doth not the Scripture in many places, plainly declare, that which I pointed at in propoſing my argument, that the Idolatry of the Gentiles was the worſhipping of Devils in ſtead of God? Why the Iſraelites are commanded to ſacrifice no where but before the Tabernacle, the reaſon is given Levit XVII. 7. And they ſhall no more offer their ſacrifices unto devils, after whom they have gone a whoring. Deut. XXXIII. 17. They ſacrificed unto Idol [...], which were not God: To gods▪ whom they knew not, to new gods that came newly up, whom your Fathers ſeared not. Sacrificing to new gods, they ſacrificed to devils. Pſal. CVI. 35, 37, 38. And they ſerved their Idols which were a ſnare to them, yea, they ſacrificed their ſonnes and daughters unto devils; and ſhed innocent bloud, even the bloud of their ſonnes and daughters, whom they offered to the Idols of Ca­naan, and the land was defiled with bloud. Offering their ſons and daughters to the Idols of Canaan, they offered them to devils. And S. Paul. 1 Cor. X. 19, 20, 21. What ſay I then that an Idol is any thing? Or, that which is offered in ſacrifice to Idols is any thing? (As afore, VIII. 4. we know that an Idol is no­thing in the world, and that there is but one God) but I ſay, that the thinges which the Gentiles ſacrifice, they ſacrifice to devils, and not to God: And I would not that ye ſhould have fellowſhip with devils. Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of devils: Ye cannot be partakers of the Lords table, and the table of devils. Having ſaid, that an Idol is nothing, and that things ſacrificed to Idols are nothing, becauſe they are ſacrificed to that which is nothing, and that, becauſe there is but one God; how doth he inferre, that things ſacrificed to Idols are ſacrificed to devills? Surely, idols are nothing, becauſe there is but one God, in regard they pretend to be gods, that is to ſay, images of gods, whereas indeed, there can be no more Gods but one. And if this were all, ſince nothing can have no effect, ſacrificing to idols, being nothing, could not pollute the ſacrifices; as ſome Chriſtians alledged to prove that they might eat of things ſacrificed to Idols. But becauſe, in ſacrificing to nothing, the devill ſteps into Gods place, having cauſed that nothing to be taken for a God, and maintaining that conceit, by the ſame wayes which he raiſed it with; therefore, all that communicated in ſerving thoſe idols, (which all did that communicated in the feaſts which they made of thoſe ſacrifices) communicated in the worſhip of devils. Whereby it is evident, that idolatry preſuppoſeth an erroneous opinion of a falſe Godhead, under which, the devil ſuborneth himſelf to be worſhipped; whom, did men take for that which Chriſtians take him for, they would be farre enough from worſhipping him for God.
And herewith agreeth the reaſon of idolatry, in the worſhipping of images. For▪ by the premiſes it is evident, that idolatry is more ancient then the wor­ſhip of images; and perhaps the truth is, it came not in, till the cuſtome came up to worſhip dead men for gods, which, as I ſaid afore, I believe was later then the [Page] worſhipping of the elements of the world, though I go not out of my way to prove it, nothing obliging me ſo to do. Now, it appeares by Varr [...] in S. Auguſtine, De Civitate Dei, IV. 31. that the Romanes had ſubſiſted above CLXX. yeares before they had images. But, let no man therefore imagine, that they were not idolaters during that time. For, it is evident, that there is no record of learning ſo ancient among the Gentiles, as their Idolatries; one­ly the Scripture recordeth time before the ſame. The words of Varro there recorded by the ſaid Saint Auguſtine, tell us truth in that buſineſſe, that thoſe who brought in images, errorem addidiſſe, metum dempſiſſe; Increaſed error, abated Religion. For, it is not ſtrange, that a knowing man, as Varro was, ſhould bear witneſſe to that truth which the Centiles impriſoned in unrighte­ouſneſſe, by acknowledging an error in the multitude of their Gods; which was, by that time, grown ſo ridiculous, that a child, ſhould it have ſpoken what rea­ſon indited, might have reproved it. This Error then, Ʋarro ſaith not that it ſprung from Images, but, that they were the means to increaſe it, though to the a batement of Religion, which could be but counterfeit. when men tooke upon them to make their own Gods. But, was it thus with the Romans onely? was not the caſe the ſame with the Grecians alſo, before Sculpture and Picture, and other waies of Imagery were deviſed, chiefly for the advancement of this error, as the wiſe Jew Wiſdom XIV. 18-21. and diveres of the ancient Fathers of the Church as S. Auſtine de civitate Dei XVIII. 24. in Pſalm. CIII. do of­ten alleage. Why doe we reade then in Pauſanias his moſt excellent ſurvay of Greece, that, of old time, they worſhiped ſtones, onely ſharpned at the top for their Gods? Could they have found in their heart ſo to doe, had they not formerly imagined a Deity, which they meant to remind themſelves of, by ſo groſſe a marke rather then image? But, is not this madneſſe an evidence, that they came by degrees, to the repreſentation of thoſe Dieties, which they had i­magined afore, and ſought onely meanes to have them alwaies preſent? Joſeph Scaliger in that learned appendix to his book de Emendatione Temporum, ſhow­eth us, that the Phenicians had the like cuſtome of having of rude ſtones for the ſymboles of their Gods. And no marvile. For, by the act of Jacobs pouring oyle upon the ſtone at Bethel it appeareth, that the Fathers themſelves uſed ſuch records of the true God, and of his worſhip, which Idolaters afterwards imagined their falſe Gods to be preſent at, and thereupon, no marvrile that the Law prohibited afterwardes, Levit. XXVI. 2. ſeeing it is evident by the writings of the Grecians and the Romans, that, Idolatry increaſing, it became an or­dinary cuſtome, to make every ſtock and every ſtone a monument of that Worſhip, which, every ſuperſtitious ſool thought, he had cauſe, there to tender to his God, by pouring oil upon it, as Jacob did Gen. XXVIII. 18. by dedicating garlands, or the like, as Tilullus▪ hath expreſſed in theſe verſes; Et veneror ſeu ſtipes habet deſertus in agris, Sive qui [...] exiguus florea ſerta lapis; with infinite more authors to that purpoſe. And can any man doubt that the Idolatrie of the Perſians were not as bad as theſe, though they had neither ſtatues nor pictures? Surely thoſe Hethen Philoſophers found it otherwiſe, who, being weary of the Empire under Juſtinian, becauſe of the ill counte­nance they found there, in favour to Chriſtianity; and betaking themſelves into Perſia, as Agathias in his ſecond book relateth, found themſelves quickly weary of it, in regard of thoſe barbarous cuſtomes, as they underſtood them, which the Idolatries of the Perſians had introduced. Thus much for certaine, that worſhip which the fire was ſerved with, by the Perſians, was not that, which could be tendred in honour of God that made it as conceiving it a prime creature.
So that, conſidering theſe things without prejudice, wee muſt needs ſtand convict, that Idolatry, in generall, is more ancient, then the worſhip of ima­ges, though particular Idolatries muſt needs be advanced by it. And, in that in­ſtance that the wiſe Jew propoundeth, for the beginning of idolatry, Wiſdome XIV. 14-17. When a Prince, hving loſt a deare Son, cauſeth the image of him to be made, for his comfort and remembrance of him, which is propagated [Page] by the honour done to his image. Not that he meanes, that all idolatry came from this beginning; (for certainely, it would have been utterly ſenſeleſſe to have expected this, from men poſſeſſed of the beliefe of one true God till that time) But, becauſe this might become the beginnig of that Idolatry that was performed to the deceaſed, among thoſe, who, having once admitted the beliefe of more Gods then one, and in particular, worſhiping dead men, could give no reaſon why they ſhould doe leſſe for them then for others. And, if it were poſible for the Devil to induce men to worſhip the creature for God; it is not ſtrange, that, by pretended apparitions, revelations and miracles don a­bout theſe ſtatues or Images, he ſhould maintain in them a belief of the preſence of that imaginary deitie, which they intended thereby to repreſent & record, in the ſtatue or image; which muſt needs be a powerfull meanes, to multiply thoſe ceremonies and ſolemnities, wherewith they pretended to honour the Deity there incloſed. Certainely, for this reaſon it was, that, among the Greeks and Romans, the conſecrating of a Temple was the ſetting up and dedicating in it, the ſtatue of that Deity in honor whereof it was built. So you ſee it every foot in Pauſanias; and in the life of Alexander Severus, it is related for a ſingularity of Adrians curioſity in following all Religions, that he built, in every City, a Temple without any ſtatue in it; which he had intended for our Lord Chriſt, had he not been adviſed that all the world would turne Chriſtians, if he ſhould take that courſe. And, though it is rather thought that Adrian indeed did intend them for Temples to himſelfe, yet ſtill that holds which the hiſtory addeth; Quae hodie, idcirco quia non habent numina, dicun­tur Hadriani. That they are called Adrians, becauſe they have no Godhead; Which, the Heathen believed them to have, ſo ſoone as the ſtatue of that God was ſet up whoſe the Temple was to be. And this is not queſtioned, that Alexander Severus intended that our Lord Chriſt ſhould be worſhiped, as one of their Gods, which would have made him as much an Idole as their Gods, as the ſame Emperour did indeed (worſhiping as wel Chriſt and Abraham, as the deified Emperours, Orpheus or Achilles, among his cloſet Gods) as his life relateth. Thus much is to be noted, that Maimoni, where he relateth the be­ginning of Idolatry, as I alleaged afore▪ acknowledgeth, that it was mightily promoted by revelations, apparitions, & miracles, pretended to be done by the ſtars or elements of the world, at ſuch monuments of their preſence as had been provided; Which, ſince Gods truth imputeth to the Devill, the wor­ſhip of theſe creatures was no leſſe the worſhip of the Devill, then ſacrifices offered to the dead.
And all this is further confirmed by the Idolatry of Magicians, which, for Balaams ſake, I hold unqueſtionable. For, having ſhowed before, that Ba­laam, though he knew there was a God, which was able to defeat all his witch­craft; did nevertheleſſe addreſſe himſelfe to his familiars, by offering ſacrifices to obtain of them the curſing of Iſrael, which, he knew could not be obtained without the leave of their God, whom he acknowledgeth under the ſame name, which his people never conmunicated to any beſides; ſhall it ſeeme ſtrange, that people weary of their Chriſtianity, becauſe it eaſeth them not of the little diſcontentments of their eſtate in this world, which they meet with; ſhould either formally, or by due conſtruction, renounce the benefit of it, by contracting for ſome curioſities which they deſire, but their Chriſtianity hath appointed them no meanes to procure? Or that, renouncing God and Chriſt, in the ſame maner and degree as they contract for thoſe things, they ſhould tranſlate the honor, which, the little Religion, that can allow ſuch a contract, leaves in him that cannot deny a God, and yet ſerves him thus; unto the Devile, from whom they expect their deſires? Eſpecially, the experience of all nations, Chriſtians, Jewes and Pagaus, acknowledging thoſe acts, which them­ſelves, though worſhippers of Deviles, counted unlawfull, becauſe upon con­tracts tending to the miſchiefe of mankind. And the evidence of the Sab­baths and ſolemnities of witches, in theſe times of Chriſtianity, being no way to be baffled by ſuch reaſons, as  [...]end to take away all reaſon, for the puniſhing [Page] of witches, which the Law of Moſes eſtabliſheth; Though nothing hinder the alleging of ſuch, as may make men wary, what evidence they accept in caſes more private and ſecret. In the life of Pythagoras, by Jamblichus, Cap XXIIX. there are divers and ſundry feates of his doing reported, which to Chriſtians, that know the difference between cleane and uncleane ſpirits, cannot ſee in to have been don otherwiſe, then by familiarity with uncleane ſpirits; Which he might eaſily learne, by his travels among the Egyptians and Caldeans, Nati­ons among whom, as well Magick as Idolatry had been both bred and advan­ced; if we believe either the ſcriptures, or the writings of Pagans, as well as of Chriſtians. And truly it is manifeſt, that the being and office of Angels about God was knowne to him and to his followers, but without any diſtinction between the good and the bad, which the ſcripture onely teacheth. Which is al­ſo to be ſeen in the writings of Plato, where  [...] and  [...] is never taken in any ill ſenſe, as neceſſarily it is by all them who acknowledge Apoſtate An­gels. Neither is it poſſible for any Chriſtian to make any other interpretation of that familiar, which Socrates in Plato affirmeth, that he was alwaies atten­ded with (called Socrates his Daemon or Genius,) then of a deceiving ſ [...]irit; unleſſe it could ſtand with Chriſtianity to believe, that God granted the aſſi­ſtance of his ſpirit or Angels, to Pagans, and that ſo conſtant, as is not to be found of any of his prophets.
It is true indeed, that there are many things in Plato which learned men doe compare and reduce to the rule of the Chriſtian Faith, concerning the Holy Trinity bleſſed for ever more. But, he that compares, The mind of God, the Word of God, the Idea of God, the Spirit of God, the Wiſdome of God,  [...], which Plato delivereth, with that Fulneſſe of the God­head, that  [...], which Saturninus and Baſilides propounded to be wor­ſhipped by their followers, in Ireneus and Epiphanius; conſidering withall, that the Angels, (which are not diſtinguiſhed from God by Plato, according to that infinite diſtance which is to be acknowledged between God and his creatures,) were, by moſt ſects of the Gnoſticks, admitted into that Fulneſſe of the Godhead, which the ſeverall ſects of them worſhiped; will have reaſon to believe the Fathers of the Church, when they make the Philoſophers the Pa­triarches of the Hereticks; And▪ that the divinity of Plato was a tradition de­rived by Pythagoras, from the familiarity which he had with uncleane ſpirits, ſeeking to refine the groſſe Idolatry of the Gentiles, into a more ſubtill way of worſhiping the Devile. Which, being imitated by Simon Magus and his followers, (of whom, Menander profeſſed Magick, as Baſilides and Marcus alſo did; and the monuments of the Baſilidians Magicke are extant to this day in the hands of Antiquaries, as you may ſee in Baronius his Annales, and the life of Peireski written by Gaſſendus; and ſtill more plentifully in a lat­ter Booke, on purpoſe to expound the monuments of the Baſillidians God, called Abraxas) in thoſe ſeverall Fulneſſes of the Godhead, which the ſeverall ſects of them tuaght, & worſhipped brought forth that worſhip of Angels which S. Paul condemned Col. II. 8-9. Whether as belonging to the fulneſſe of the Godhead, or, as revealers of it. Eſpecially if it be conſide­red, that, the deriving of the Originall and beginning of evill, from a princi­ple belonging to that Fulneſſe of the Godhead, which each ſect of the Gnoſticks acknowledged, (a poſition common to them all) is alſo a part of Plato and Pythagoras his Philoſophy; which the Stoicks alſo, (from whom the Heretick Hermogenes in Tertullian deriveth it) were tainted with, as well as with the opinion of Fate, utterly inconſiſtant with the worſhip of the true God; as Ariſtotle and Epicurus his Philoſophy (free enough from familiarity with uncleane ſpirits) is with denying of providence at leaſt in human affaires, which the eternity of the world neceſſarily produ­ceth. Neither is the Hereſy of Cerdon and Marcion which ſucceeded the Gnoſticks, any thing elſe, but Pythagoras his poſition, of a principle of Good, and an other of Evil, applyed to the ſuppoſition of Chriſtianity, though ſuch as they thought good to admit. As for that of the Manichees, we may an [Page] well allow Epiphanius, deriving it from one Scythianus, a rich merchant from Arabia to Egypt, who having alſo learned their Magick, writ foure books, to maintaine Pythagoras his two principles. And, going unto Jeruſalem to con­fer with the Chriſtians there, who maintained one true God, and getting the worſe, betook himſelfe to his Magick, and exerciſing the ſame on the top of an houſe, was caſt downe from thence and dyed. His diſciple alſo and ſlave Terbinthus, whom he left his heire, going into Perſia, to confer with the prieſts of Mithras about the ſame purpoſe, and being worſted, betook himſelfe to his maſters Magick, and got his death as his maſter had done. Thus ſaith Epi­phanius, and that Manes, marying his widow, by his books and by his wealth became author of this ſect; onely, that having got the books of the Old & New Teſtament, he uſed what colours they would afford him, to intitle his device to Chriſtianity, for the ſeducing of Chriſtians. But, whoſo conſiders what maſter Poc [...]k hath produced out of the relations of the Saracens, concerning the reli­gion of the Perſians p. 146. 150. whatſoever conteſt his predeceſſors might have with the Perſians, muſt acknowledg, the Hereſy of the Manichees to come from the Idolatry of the Perſians; the divines where of acknowedg a Principle of dark­neſſe, oppoſite to a Principle of light; as we read alſo in Agathias expreſſely lib. II. that the religion of the Perſians is that of Manichees. And theſe conſidera­tions, here put together upon this occaſion, may well ſeeme, as I conceive, to ſa­tisfie us, that it is no marvaile, the Pagane Greeks & Romans ſhould be ſo bru­tiſh, as to worſhip ſtocks and ſtones, having among them thoſe wits, that have left ſuch excellent things of God, and of mans duety to God, upon re­cord; Seeing it appeares, that the moſt divine of them were no otherwiſe taught, then, as it might beſt ſerve the Deviles turne, to detaine them in the more ſubtill Idolatry of Magicians; The reſt being tainted with ſuch poſiti­ons, as ſtand not with the worſhip of one true God. So that it is no marvaile, if they complyed with the vulgar Idolatries of their nations; to him that conſiders that which I have written in the review of my booke of the right of the Church in a Chriſtian ſtate p. CLXVII. to ſhow, that the followers of Plato and Pythagoras, in the firſt times of Chriſtianity, as they were themſelves Magicians, ſo were great inſtruments to promote the perſecuting of Chriſti­anity. Which is alſo the true reaſon, why the Gnoſticks, having deviſed, every ſect a way of Idolatry proper to themſeves, did indifferently counterfeit them­ſelves Jewes, Christians, or Pagans, for avoiding of perſecution, or for gaining of Proſelytes; eating things ſacrificed to Idoles, in deſpite of S, Paul, and taking part in the Idolatrous ſpectacles and ſight, of the Gentiles, as Irenaeus, with the reſt of the Fathers, witneſſeth. Theſe particulars I have thus far inlarged, to make a full induction of all the waies of Idolatry mentioned in the ſcriptures, (wherewith all the writings of the Jewes, Pagans and Chriſtians, exactly a­gree) by which induction it may appeare, that all the waies of Idolatry, which the Scripture mentioneth, doe preſuppoſe the beliefe of ſome imaginary and falſe Godhead, properly called an idole, as imaginary, and without ſubſiſtence; (though that name is no leſſe properly attributed to the image of it, then the Image of any thing is called by the name of that which it repreſenteth,) be­cauſe of the intercourſe, which, by the meanes of ſuch Images, thoſe that wor­ſhipped them had, with the author of ſuch Imaginations, even the Devile, think­ing they had it with theire imaginary Deities. And, the worſhipping of thoſe Dieties, whether before & under ſuch an image or without it, is that which is called Idolatry in the Scriptures. For, though the word  [...] may ge­nerally ſignifie all images, and can have no bad ſenſe in the uſage of Hethen writers, becauſe they could never thinke amiſſe of the Images which, they thought, repreſented their Deities; Yet, when Chriſtianity had brought in a beliefe, that it was the Devile whom the Gentiles worſhipped under thoſe Images, the word Idole, being appropriated to them, muſt needs be are a ſenſe of that which the Chriſtians deteſted. Iuſt as I ſaid even now of the word  [...], that it muſt needs beare another ſenſe to the eares of Chriſt­ans, then it could among the heathen poets or Philoſophers. This language [Page] S. Jerome uſeth, when, in his tranſlation of Euſebius his Chronicle num. MDCCCLIV. he ſaith of Judas Maccabaeus; Templum ab Idolrum imagini­bus expurgavit; that he purged the temple from images of Idoles; ſuppoſing the difference which I make, between imaginary deityes and their Images. And, S. Auſtine in lib. Jud. Quaeſt. XLI. ſpeaking of the caſe of Gedeon; Cum Idolum non fuerit, id eſt cujuſdam Dei falſi ſimulacrum: ſeeing it was no idole, that is to ſay, the image of any falſe God.
Which if it be true, it will no way be poſſible, to exempt the caſe of Aaron or Jereboam from that reaſon of Idolatry, which this induction inforceth; Or to imagine, that it could be the ſame crime in them, to worſhip the true God under an image, as in the Gentiles, to worſhip the elements of the world, dead men, imaginations, in effect, the Devile, under the like image. They made a calfe in Horeb, and worſhiped the molten image. Thus they turned their glory into the ſimilitude of a Calfe that eateth hay, ſaith David Pſalme CVI. 19. 20, of this act of the Iſralites. They changed the glory of the incorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible man, and to birds, and four footed beaſts, and creeping things, ſaith S. Paul Rom. I. 23. of the Gentiles; who, as I have ſhowed, did truly intend to worſhip thoſe creatures for Gods. And therefore muſt conclude, that, whatſoever Aaron might pretend to repreſent to the Iſra­elits, by this Calfe, that they intended to worſhip for God. And when the Iſraelites joined themſelves to Baal Peor, and ate the offerings of the dead, Pſal. CVI. 23 Num. XXV. 3-8. and Moſes commandeth to hang up the Princes, and the Judges to ſlay every one his man, that were joyned to Baal. Peor; Phineas, out of his zeale to God, executeth his command, (not out of a private inſpi­ration, whereof nothing could appeare, as hath fondly and perniciouſly been imagined) and killeth a Prince among the Iſraelites. But, when Moſes com­ming downe from the mount, ſaw the calfe made, he cauſed the Levites to re­venge the fault, by ſlaying three thouſand of thoſe that were guilty of it, Ex. XXXII. 25-30. And is it poſſible for any man to believe, that the ſame puniſhment is aſſigned by God to the offering of ſacrifices to a dead man, as, to the offering of it to the living God, under or before an image. Not that I intend to ſay this of Aaron, or, what his intention might be, in complying with them, and avoiding their mutiny, without ever imbracing in his heart that idolatry, to which he pretended to con [...]urre with them; (nor will I much contend with him that ſhall ſay, he choſe that figure which might repreſent ſomething concurring to that worſhip of God, which himſelfe had commanded) but the act of them that mutinouſely conſtrained him to make them a God to goe be­fore them, I can by no meanes diſtinguiſh from the idolatries of Egypt, which, it was but late that they had forſaken. As for Jeroboam, it is moſt truly alle­ged, that nothing obliged him to demand of the Iſralites to worſhip any falſe God, or to require of them more then Aaron had done, upon their motion, concurring himſelfe to their Idolatry. But, then I muſt ſay alſo, that by ſetting up his calves, and conſtraining the people to reſort to them, for that worſhip which the Law obliged them to tender to God, he certainely knewe, that he muſt needs occaſion the greateſt part of the people to worſhip an other God beſides the true God, howſoever ſome of them might do, that which Aaron had done, in concurring, with the reſt of their people. And perhaps the truth is, that Jeroboam, for this reaſon, made choice of the ſame image, wherein Aaron had offended afore. But otherwiſe, the appearance of the Idolatry of the gentiles in the act of Jeroboam, that is, in the ſervice tendred his calves, is evident in the ſcripture. Otherwiſe, how ſhould the prophet Ahiah charge him, that he had ſet up other Gods and molten images, and groves; 2. Kings XIV. 9, 15, 16. as by Jeroboams owne fin? And Baaſha, that walked in the way of Jeroboam, 2. Kings XV. 24. as did alſo Omri after him 1 Kings XVI. 26. are ſaid to have provoked the Lord God of Iſraell to anger with their vanities 1. Kings. XVI. 13. 26. And Abia reproches Jeroboam 1 Chron. XIII. 9. and his party, that they had made them Priſtes after the manner of the nations, and other lands, ſo that, who­ſoever cometh to fill his hand with a bullock and ſeven Rames, may be a Prieſt[Page]of no Gods? For what are vanities, or, no gods, but imaginary deities, as Saint Paul ſaith, that he preached to the Gentiles, to turn from thoſe vanities unto the living God, Acts XIV. 15. And the Prophet Jonas, in his prayer, II. 8. they that obſerve lying vanities forſake their own mercy. And  [...] in Da­vid, Pſal. XXXII. 7. Lying vanities, is the ſame that S. Pauls ly, when he ſaith; the Gentiles changed the truth of God into a ly, in worſhipping the crea­ture beſides the creator, God bleſſed for evermore Rom. I. 25. So alſo Deut. XXXII. 22. 2 Kings XVII. 15. Jeremy II. 5. VIII. 19. X. 15. XIV. 22. And why ſhould the Prophet Oſee object, VIII. 6. The workman made it, there­fore it is not God, but the calf of Samaria ſhall be broken in pieces; Had not the calfe been taken for God? And againe▪ Oſ. XIII. 2. They ſay of them, let the men that ſacrifice kiſſe the calves; For that this kiſſing was a ſigne of wor­ſhipping that which was taken to be God, you have from Job XXXI. 26, 27. If I beheld the Sunne when it ſhined, or the Moone walking in her height, and my heart hath been ſeduced, and my mouth hath kiſſed my hand; The Sunne and the Moone being at a diſtance, becauſe they whoſe hearts were ſeduced to think them gods, could not kiſſe them, they kiſſed their hands to them, in ſigne that they honoured them for gods; Therefore, they that kiſſed the calves, whom they might come nigh, did it in ſigne that they honoured them for gods. As the anſwer of God to Elias ſaith; I have reſerved my ſelf ſeven thouſand men, all the knees that have not bowed unto Baal, all the mouthes that have not kiſ­ſed him. 1 Kings XIX. 18. And therefore it ſeemeth very probable, that theſe calves are alſo called Baalim, by the ſaid Prophet, when he ſaith Oſee XIII. 1, 2. When Ephraim offended in Baal, he died. And now they ſin more and more, and have made them molten images of their ſilver and Idols, according to their own underſtanding, all of it the work of craftſmen: They ſay of them, let the men that ſacrifice kiſſe the calves. The author of Tobit, is, for his antiquity, more to be credited in the underſtanding of the Scriptures, then all the conje­ctures we can make at this diſtance of time; And he ſaith, that the ten tribes went up to offer ſacrifice  [...], Tobit I. 5. to the heifer Baal. Whereupon it is thought, that S. Paul alſo, when he quoteth the anſwer of God to Elias, 1 Kings XIX. 18. I have reſerved my ſelf ſeven thouſand men that have not bowed the knee to Baal; in the feminine gender,  [...], Rom. XI. 4. referreth to the feminine ſubſtantive  [...]. And if theſe calves were of the nature of Baalim, it cannot be denied, that they ſignified imaginary godheads, ſuch as the Baalim were.
Wherefore, when it is objected in the firſt place, that Aaron proclaimed a feaſt to the Lord, by the name of the true God, and that, both he and Jerobo­am ſaid; This is the God that brought thee out of the land of Egypt; I anſwer with the Wiſdom of Solomon XIV. 21. that idolaters did aſcribe unto ſtones and ſtocks the incommunicable Name of God. Which if it can be ſaid of the Gen­tils, that knew not the incommunicable name of God, the Iſraelites which uſed it, muſt needs attribute it to thoſe imaginary deities, which they advanced to the rank of the onely true God. And truly S. Steven Acts VII. 39, 40, 41. deſcribing this act by no other terms then thoſe whereby the Scripture expreſ­ſeth the Idolatries of the Gentiles, proſecuteth with an allegation out of Amos V. 25. thus; Then God turned and gave them up to worſhip the hoſt of heaven, as it is written in the book of the Prophets; O ye houſe of Iſrael, did ye offer me ſlain beaſts, and ſacrifices, by the ſpace of fourty yeares in the wilderneſſe? Nay, ye took up the tabernacle of Moloch, and the Starre of your god Rempham, figures that ye had made to worſhip them. Which, it ſeems, is to be underſtood all, du­ring their travaile in the wilderneſſe; becauſe S. Steven charging them, that they ſacrificed not to God in the wilderneſſe, ſeemeth to preſſe it further, by naming to whom they did ſacrifice. And what Tabernacle doth he charge them to have taken up, but that which the Prieſts took up to carry in the wilderneſſe? Which, being the tabernacle of the true God, they, by intending to worſhip Moloch in it, made his Tabernacle. So that it cannot be ſtrange, if they at­tribute the name of the true God to thoſe whom, turning idolaters, they held as true Gods as he. I will not diſpute why they choſe the figure of a calfe; let [Page] who pleaſe allow the reaſons alledged. If I did not find idolatry in the acts of Aaron and Jeroboam, I might eaſily be ridde of all theſe objections other­wiſe; For, if Aaron and Jeroboam did not commit Idolatry, how is it Idolatry to worſhip God under an image? But, finding the markes of idolatry in them, I muſt needs acknowledge in them the reaſon of all idolatry, according to the Scriptures. Suppoſing Aaron intended onely a ſymbole of Gods preſence, con­ſecrated by him in his Tabernacle, Jeroboam to follow his example; thoſe that were ſet upon apoſtaſy, by the inſtigation of the mixt multitude that came with them out of Egypt, Exod. XII. 38. and ſet them on murmuring for fleſh. Num. XI. 4. turning back in their hearts to Egypt, Acts VII. 38. that is, to the  [...]do­latries which they had practiſed there. Ezek XX. 7. may well be thought to have ſet up the calfe which the Egyptians worſhipped. But I need not build on conjectures, having ſhowed, that idolaters might exerciſe their idolatry, even towards a ſymbole of Gods own ſervice. Neither is it any marvaile, that Jehu ſhould honor Joſaphats poſterity becauſe he ſerved God. 2 Chron. XXII. 9. (though that may be imputed to the time, when he had not yet declared to follow the ſinne of Jeroboam) and his poſterity ſeek God and his Prophets ha­ving never tied the people to worſhip any falſe God, but onely done that, which, by neceſſary conſequence (at leaſt, if we count what, in diſcretion muſt needs come to paſſe, according to the common courſe of humane affairs) muſt needs produce idolatry. And ſuppoſing they ſet up the idolatry of the Egyptians, they might as well have recourſe to God and his Prophets; in their neceſſities, as Ahab humbled himſelf at the word of Elias 1 Kings XXI. 27. how farre ſoever, we may ſuppoſe that he went in acknowledging the true God; for, the ſame will as eaſily be ſaid of Jehu and his poſtirity.
Now it ſeems to me a thing moſt certaine, that high places were tolerated between the dividing of the Land and the building of the Temple. Whether be­cauſe the precept of the Law was not yet in force, God having yet declared no ſetled choice of any place for his ſeruice as he ſaith to David. 2 Sam. VII. 6, 7. or, becauſe, ſoone after the Tabernacle was ſetled in Shiloh, the Ark was taken by the Philiſtines, and ſo the Tabernacle deſolate, as the Jewes under­ſtand it. For, who can allow that Gideon, a Judge ſtirred up by Gods Spirit, ſhould ſet up an high place for Gods worſhip againſt his Law Judges VI. 34. VIII. 23. For, the mention of an Ephod there VIII. 27. is but to ſay; that the Order of Gods ſervice in thoſe high places was according to the Order of the Tabernacle. But, what occaſion of idolatry theſe high places did give, we may eaſily gather by the Law, Levit. XVII. 5, 7. which declareth; that, when they were not tied to the Tabernacle in the wilderneſſe, but offered their ſacri­fices in the open fields, they ſacrificed to Devils. For, being beſet round with idolatrous nations, that confined the deities which they worſhipped, to their Temples and Images, it is no marvaile if they were tainted by the ſame, not to underſtand, the true God, whom they worſhipped in the tabernacle, to be every where as much preſent as in the Tabernacle. The true worſhippers of God in Spirit and Truth, under the Law, underſtood it well enough, with Gideon; neither is it any marvaile, being then licenſed and in uſe, if he conceived it might be for the ſervice of God, to ſet up an high place in his City. But, by the e­vent we ſee, what advantage the worſe part hath, to turn that which is well meant to ill uſes, when the people fell ſo ſoon to idolatry upon that occaſion, that it became a ſnare to Gideon and his houſe. And ſurely, when Moſes was in the mount with God, and the preſence of God was not ſeen about the taber­nacle, is not this that which the people allege to Aaron, to make them a God? as profeſſing not to believe that Moſes his God was among them, but finding it neceſſary, that God who brought them out of Egypt ſhould go ebfore them Exod. XXXII. 1, 2? And ſo, Jeroboam ſetting up a new place of Gods preſence, and the whole nation having admitted the preſence of the God of Iſrael to be confined to Solomons Temple; it followed, that the groſſer ſort of people, who could not diſtinguiſh the omnipreſence of God from the conceits of the idola­trous nations which they were incompaſſed with, appropriating ſeverall gods to ſeverall countreys, (as the Syrians thought the power of God to reach to [Page] the mountaines, and not to the valleys, 1 Kings XX. 23.) muſt needs take it for another God, that Jeroboam ſet up, for the God that brought Iſrael out of Egypt; and, conforming to his Law, worſhip him under that conceit. For, when S. Steven, having related how Solomon built God an houſe, addeth ſtraight, to correct the miſtake of the Jewes to whom he ſpake; Howbeit the moſt High dwelleth not in Tempels made with hands, as ſaith the Prophet; Hea­ven is my Throne, and earth is my footſtoole, what houſe will ye build me, ſaith the Lord? Or what is the place of my reſt? Hath not my hand made all theſe things? Acts VII. 47-50 He ſhoweth plainly, that the vulgar conceit of the Jewes came farre ſhort of the doctrine of the Prophets in this point, and that this was then a great hinderance to the Jewes Chriſtianity, which vulgarly publiſheth that, which, onely the worſhippers of God in Spirit and truth underſtood un­der the Law; As Barnabas alſo, in that Epiſtle, which the ancienteſt of the Fathers have acknowledged, and is lately ſet forth, declareth.
Now for the text of the Judges, concerning that which the Jewes call  [...], or, the Idol of Micah; Is it to be conſidered, that there may be and are two opinions, concerning the true ſenſe and intent of the ſecond commandment, where it ſaith; Thou ſhalt not make to thy ſelf any  [...], or carved image, the likeneſſe of any thing—For, the word  [...], by the origi­nall of it, ſignifying all carved work, it may be thought that God intends, by theſe words to prohibite all uſe of carved work among his people. Not as if the making of a carved image were idolatry, but to avoid the occaſions of ido­latry, which, as I have ſaid, that art, though it introduced not, yet it increaſed. And therefore it followeth; For I the Lord thy God am a jealous God; For jea­louſie forbids as well the meanes of adultery, as adultery. But, if we ſuppoſe the ſignification of the word  [...] extended by uſe, beyond the original of it, it may import onely ſuch ſtatues▪ as are made to repreſent a godhead imagined afore; And then, the letter of the precept forbids no more, then to make any carved work for the image of God. According to the firſt ſenſe, the making of the Cherubims over the Ark falls within the precept; And is to be taken for a diſpenſation of the Lawgiver, in the matter of a poſitive precept, which his own act onely rendered unlawfull. But according to the later, being not in­cluded in the matter of the precept, there needs no exception to render it law­full. The ſame is to be ſaid of the brazen ſerpent. Whether of theſe opini­ons is true, I need not here diſpute. Onely, as I began to ſay afore, I ſay further, that, during the time that high places were licenſed, it can be no inconvenience to grant, that there was the like furniture provided for the ſervice of God there to that which was preſcribed in the Tabernacle. For, upon what ground that People thought it commanded by God there, (in which there could be no juſt occaſion of idolatry) upon the like ground, and to the like purpoſe, it might be taken up in the high places. Though, that reaſon which had mo­ved God to prohibit high places, after the place of his worſhip ſhould be ſet­led, Levit. XVII. 5. 7. might alwayes indanger them, to go aſtray, as the ſtory of Gideon ſhowes. For, though, ſo long as they underſtood the ground upon which, and the intent to which they were uſed, they remained ſecure; yet forgetting it, by the deceitfullneſſe of error, they were ſubject to be ſeduced. The fact of Micah, then, hath two of theſe handles which Epictetus his ma­nuall mentions: It may be taken, as if he meant onely to make an high place, for the ſervice of the onely true God, according to the Law; the carved work which he furniſhed it with being onely in ſtead of the furniture of the Taber­nacle. Which is the caſe of Gideon, as I ſtated it afore. For, when the Prophet Oſee threatens the ten tribes, that they ſhall dwell a long time without Ephod or Teraphim; He does not mean it for a puniſhment, that they ſhould be reſtrain­ed of the idolatry which they practiſed to the Calves; But he ſignifieth, that the Cherubim of the Temple, (where they ought to have ſerved God, and where it would be the bleſſing of that promiſe which the Law tendereth to ſerve God) have the name of Teraphim common to them with the Calves; Though, thoſe the objects of idolatry, theſe the inſtruments of Gods ſervice. For, on the [Page] other ſide, the fact of Micah may be ſo taken, as if he intended to ſet up a carv­ed image of an imaginary Godhead, to be worſhipped for the onely true God. And this intent ſeems to me the more probable of the two. For, there ſtands upon it the mark of a thing done againſt Gods Law Judg. XVII. 6. In that day there was no king in Iſrael, every man did what ſeemed right in his own eyes; Which, of the caſe of Gideon, originally, could not have been ſaid. And beſides; That Micah could not have any of the Tribe of Levi to miniſter in this high place, but, was faine to take his ſonne in the mean time, till he lighted upon a wandering Levite, whoſe neceſſity might debauch him to any imployment; This alſo ſeems an argument, that his houſe of gods, which he furniſhed with Ephod and Teraphim, Judg. XVII. 5. was erected to falſe gods. For, that his mother had conſecrated her money to the incommunicable name of God, v. 2. is eaſily anſwered, by the ſame that hath been ſaid to the caſes of Aaron and Jeroboam. But, my opinion remaines never a whit prejudiced, though theſe arguments ſeem inſufficient, and though it be ſaid, that the worſhip of the true God was that which Micah hereby intended. For, ſtill the ſame alternative will have recourſe, which takes place in Jeroboams caſe; Either his intent was the ſervice of the true God; and then, though we ſuppoſe, that he ſinned againſt the precept of the Law Levit. XVII. 5. yet he ſinned not the ſinne of idolatry; Or, his intent was the ſervice of ſome imaginary Godhead, and then he committed idolatry according to my opinion, notwitſtſtanding that he uſed the name of the onely true God in the buſineſſe.
As for that which is objected, that, according to this opinion, there would be no ſufficient reaſon for that difference which the Scripture maketh between the ſinne of Jeroboam which made Iſrael to ſinne, and the idolatries of Ahab, and of the houſe of Omri, and thoſe wherein Manaſſes followed the Amorites; How much he is deceived that thus reaſons, may eaſily appear to him that com­pares thoſe murders, thoſe uncleanneſſes, thoſe horrible vilanies, which the devil had ſeduced the Gentiles to, under the pretenſe of Gods worſhip, and, for the diſcharge of that obligation which the ſenſe of Religion binds all men with; That compares theſe, I ſay, with the ſervice of a falſe God, but otherwiſe, ac­cording to the ſame rites and ceremonies, which the Law commands the true God to be ſerved with. Nor ſhall I need to ſay any thing to that which re­maines, either what intereſt Jeroboam could have, to cary the people to the worſhip of any other then the true God, who was to count his turn ſerved, if they went not up to Jeruſalem; Or how, either he, or they who conformed to his command, could, by onely ſo doing, blot out of their mindes that opinion of the true God which they had ſuckt in with their milke, and whereby, they thought they held their eſtate, whether of this world, or the hope they might have of the world to come. For my opinion obligeth me not to ſay, that Ido­latry was commanded by this law of Jeroboam, or practiſed by all that conform­ed to it. But that, though not expreſly commanded, yet it followed by neceſ­ſary conſequence, upon the introducing of the Law; Not by conſequence of naturall neceſſity, from that which the terms thereof imported, but by that neceſſity which the Schoole calls morall, when the common diſcretion of men, that are able to judge in ſuch matters, evidences, that, ſuppoſing ſuch a Law, it muſt needs, and will come to paſſe.

CHAP. XXVI. The Place, or rather the State of happy and miſerable Soules otherwiſe underſtood by Gods people before Chriſts aſcenſion, then after it. What the Apoca­lypſe, what the reſt of the Apoſtles declare. Onely Martyrs before Gods Throne. Of the ſight of God.
[Page]
I Come now to the niceſt point, if I miſtake not, of all that occaſions the preſent Controverſies and diviſions of the Weſtern Church, the ſtate of ſoules departed with the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, till the day of Judge­ment; The reſolution whereof, that which remaines concerning the pub­lick ſervice of God, the order and circumſtances of the ſame, muſt preſuppoſe. This reſolution muſt procede upon ſuppoſition of that which the firſt book hath declared, concerning the knowledge of the Reſurrection and the world to come, under the Old Teſtament; and the reſervation, and good husbandry in declaring it, which is uſed in the writings of it. The conſideration whereof mightily commendeth the wiſdome and judgment of the ancient Church, in propoſing the bookes which we call Apocrypha, for the inſtruction of the Ca echumeni, or learners of Chriſtianity. For theſe are they, in which, the Reſurrection and the world to come, and the happy ſtate of righteous ſoules after death, is plainly, and without circumſtance, firſt ſet forth. I need not here repeat the ſeven Maccabees and their mother, profeſſing to dy for Gods Law, in confidence of Reſurrection to the world to come, 2 Mac. VII. 9, 11, 23, 36. nor the Apoſtle Ebr. XI. 35-38. teſtifying the ſame of them, and the reſt that lived or died in their caſe. But I muſt not omit the Wiſdom of Solo­mon, the ſubject whereof, as I ſaid afore, is to commend the Law of God to the Gentiles; that, in ſtead of perſecuting Gods people, they might learn the worſhip of the onely true God. For, this he doth by this argument; that thoſe who perſecute Gods people think there remains no life after this, but ſhall find, that the righteous were at reſt as ſoone at they were dead, and in the day of judge­ment, ſhall triumph over their enemies. Wiſdome II. III. 1-8. V, From hence proceeding to ſhow, how the wiſdome of Gods people derives it ſelfe from Gods wiſdome, who ſo ſtrangely delivered them from the perſecutions of Pha­raoh and the Egyptians, for a warning to thoſe that might undertake the like; In particular the Kings of Egypt, under whom this was writ, and the Jewes moſt uſed the Greek. The Wiſdome of Jeſus the ſonne of Sirach, pretending to lay down thoſe rules of righteous converſation, which the ſtudy of the Law, the off-ſpring of Gods Wiſdome, had furniſhed him with; is not ſo copious in this point, though the precepts of inward and ſpirituall obedience, and ſervice of God from the heart, which he delivers throughout, can by no meanes be parted from the hope of the world to come, being grounded upon nothing elſe. And▪ he propoſeth it plainly from the beginning, when he ſaith; He that feareth God, it ſhall go well with him in the end, and at the day of his death he ſhall be bleſſed. The very additions to Daniel are a bulwarke to the Faith of the Church, when it appeares, that the happineſſe of righteous ſoules after death is not taken up by any blind tradition among Chriſtians; but before Chriſtianity, expreſſed for the ſenſe of Daniels fellows, in thoſe words of their hymne; O ye ſpirits and ſouls of the righteous, bleſſe ye the Lord, praiſe him and magnify him for ever. And whatſoever we may make of the ſecond book of Maccabees, the antiquity of it will alwayes be evidence, that the prin­cipall author of it, Jaſon of Cyrene, could never have been either ſo ſenſe­leſſe or ſo impudent, as to impoſe upon his nation, that prayers or ſacrifices were uſed by them in regard of the reſurrection, if they believed not the being and ſenſe of humane ſouls after death. 2 Mac. XII. 43.
[Page]
Proceed we to thoſe paſſages concerning this point, which the Goſ­pell afford us, and conſider how well they agree herewith. I will not here diſpute, that our Lord intended to relate a thing that really was come to paſſe; but to propoſe a parable or reſemblance of that which might and did come to paſſe, when he ſaid Luke XVI. 19—There was a certaine rich man, that was clad with fine linnen and purple, and made good chear every day—. But I will preſume upon this; That no man, that meanes not to make a mockery of the Scriptures, will indure, that our Lord ſhould repre­ſent unto us, in ſuch terms as we are able to bear, that which falls out to righ­teous and wicked ſoules after death, if there were no ſuch thing as ſenſe and capacity of pleaſure and paine in ſouls departed, according to that which they do here. I will alſo propoſe to conſideration the deſcription of the place, whereby he repreſents unto us, the different eſtate of thoſe whom it receiveth. And in Hell, lifting up his eyes, being in torments, he ſees Abraham from afarre, and Lazarus in his boſome. And afterwards; And beſides all this, between us and you, there is a great gappe fixed, ſo that thoſe who would paſſe from hence can­not, nor may they paſſe from thence to us. For, I perceive, it is ſwallowed for Goſpell amongſt us, that Dives, being in Hell, ſaw Lazarus in the third heavens. Whereas the Scripture ſaith onely  [...], in the inviſible place of good and bad  [...]oules; For ſo the proceſſe of the Parable obliges us to underſtand it: S [...]ing it would be ſomewhat ſtrange, to underſtand that gappe, wherewith the place of happy ſoules is here deſcribed to be parted from the place of torments, to be the earth and all that is between the third heavens and it. The Jewes at this time, as we ſee by the Goſpell, believing, according to the teſtimonies al­leged, that righteous ſoules were in reſt, and pleaſure, and happineſſe, wicked in miſery and torments; called the place or ſtate of thoſe torments Gehenna, from the valley of the ſonnes of Hinnom neer Jeruſalem, where, thoſe that of old time ſacrificed their children to devils burnt them with fire. The horror of, which place, it appears, was taken up for a reſemblance fit to repreſent the torment of the wicked ſoules after death. In like manner Gods people, being ſenſible of Gods mercy, in uſing meanes to bring them back to the ancient in­heritance which our firſt parents loſt, by rebelling againſt God▪ They could not uſe ſo fit a terme to expreſſe the reſt and happineſſe of bleſſed ſpirits in the world to come, as by calling the place of it Paradiſe. But, that the place of this reſt, was the third heavens, before the ſitting down of our Lord Chriſt at the right hand of his Father; I am yet to learn, that there is any ſyllable or tittle in the holy Scripture to ſignify, that the people of God underſtood, at ſuch time as our Lord delivered this Parable. So that, there can poſſibly be no reaſonable preſumption, that the word  [...], here uſed, not in reference to the body, which goes to corruption in the grave, but to the ſoul or ſpirit, ſhould ſignify the ſame with Gehenna, in oppoſition to Abrahams boſome; Neither the originall ſignification of the word, nor the circumſtance of the parable, nor any opinion received then among Gods people ſo limiting the ſignification of it. But, that the boſome of Abraham, ſhould ſignify the place of reſt which God had appointed for the righteous, the reaſon is plaine; The hoſpi­tality of Abraham being renowned in the Scripture, and the happineſſe of the world to come being uſually repreſented to the people of God, at that time, under the reſemblance of a Feaſt, whereof Abraham is made the Maſter, when his boſome is made the place to receive and refreſh Lazarus. There is there­fore no reaſon, why the boſome of Abraham, and Paradiſe ſhould not ſignify the ſame ſtate, or the ſame place, to the apprehenſion of Gods people at that time. But there is alſo no reaſon why  [...], in the Parable, ſhould not extend to com­prehend both Gehenna and Paradiſe, in the ſenſe of thoſe, to whom our Lord addreſſes this Parable. For, neither is it any way neceſſary, when the good thief prayes, Lord remember me when thou comeſt into thy kingdome: And our Lord anſwers; To day ſhalt thou be with me in Paradiſe, Luke XXIII. 42, 43. that Paradiſe ſhould here be underſtood to ſignify the third heavens, (the way into which was not yet laid open ſtanding the firſt Tabernacle; ſaith the [Page] Apoſtle, Ebr. IX. 8. And againe, Which new and living way our Lord Jeſus hath dedicated, or hanſeled for us, through the vaile, that is his fleſh) unleſſe we abuſe our ſelues with an imagination, that words can ſignifie things, which could not be aprehended ont of them, by thoſe to whom they were ſaid. For, as for S. Paul, who was raviſhed into the third heavens, that is into paradiſe 1 Cor. XIV. 3, 4. I conceive I need not inſiſt upon an exception which there is no iſſue to try; To wit, that S. Paul ſpeakes of ſeverall raptures, one into the third heavens, the other into Paradiſe. For, to ſpeake freely, it ſeems no more then reaſon to grant, that S. Paul was raviſhed to the preſence of our Lord Chriſt; But, I muſt needs inſiſt, that the word Paradiſe could not ſignifie the ſame thing to S. Paul after the Aſcenſion of our Lord, as to the hearers of our Lord, afore it. As for the words of the ſame S. Paul, having a deſire to depart and to be with Chriſt Phi. I. 23. whether they do confine the ſpirit of S. Paul departed to the place of our Lord Chriſts bodily preſence in the third heavens; I will not conclude, till I have conſidered more of thoſe ſcriptures which may concerne the ſame purpoſe.
And indeed the Apocalypſe, as it is the laſt of the new Teſtament, ſo ſee­meth to declare more, in this mater, then all the reſt of it before had done. For when, upon the opening of the fift ſeale, Apoc. VI. 9, 10, 11. the ſoules of Martyrs, having demanded vengeance upon their perſecutors, were cloathed with long white robes, and bidden to expect the fulfilling of their numbers; And after that, the CXLIVM of the XII. tribes, that were to be preſerved from the ſaid vengeance, were ſealed; It followeth, Apoc. VII. 9. 14. After that I looked, and behold a great multitude, whom no man could num­ber, of every nation, and tribe, and people, and language, ſtanding before the Throne, and before the Lambe, and cloathed in long white robes, with P [...]lmes in their hands. And to ſhow who they were, Theſe be they who come out of the great tribulation, and have waſhed their robes, and have blanched their robes in the bloud of the lambe. Therefore they are before the throne of God, and ſerve him day and night in his Temple, and he that ſitteth upon the Throne overſhadoweth them. They ſhall not hunger nor thirſt, nor ſhall the ſun fall on them, nor any, heate. For the Lambe that is in the midſt of the Thorne feedeth them and guid [...]th them to living wells of water, and God wipes away all teares from their eyes. Here you have the ſoules of the Martyrs before the throne of God, over ſhadowed by him that ſitteth on the Throne, who wipeth away all teares from their eyes And again Apoc. XIV. 1-5. where the CXLIVM. that were ſealed appear again upon mount Sion, and the voice of harpers is heard, ſinging to their harps, a new ſong, before the throne and before the foure living creatures, and Elders, which no man but the ſealed could learne; It followeth; Theſe are they that have not been defiled with women, for they are Ʋirgins: Theſe are they that followe the Lambe whitherſoever he goeth: Theſe are redeemed from a­mong men, as firſt fruits to God and to the Lambe: Nor was any deceite found in their mouthes; For they are unſpotted before the Throne of God. Here, CXLIVM appeare upon mount Sion, hearing onely the ſong which the harpers ſing to their harps. And therefore, thoſe that were not defiled with women, that followe the Lamb whitherſoever he goeth, that are unſpotted before the th [...]one of God, are the harpers, not thoſe that were ſealed. The ſame Martyrs ſoules, that appea­red before in long white robes, with Palmes in their hands, now appeare ſinging the ſong of triumph to their harps. For, ſo it followeth v. 13. after denoun­cing the the fall of Babilon, and vengeance of God, upon thoſe that worſhip the Beaſt; I heard a voice from heaven ſay to me, Write; Bleſſed are the dead that from henceforth dye in the Lord. Even ſo ſaith the ſpirit, for they reſt from their labour, and their works goe along with them. Well might Tertullian re­ſtraine this to Martyrs, for the conſequence of the text mighti [...]y inforceth it. The Lambe indeed is ſeen on mount Sion, with thoſe that are ſealed: But it is ne­ver ſaid, that they are before the Throne, but onely they who appeare in Heaven; that is the Martyrs, whoſe ſong of tryumph they heare and learne; which nee­ded not have been ſaid if they were repreſented as of one company. And, [Page] perhaps it is ſaid that they follow the Lamb whither ſoever he goes; Becauſe they followed him to his Croſſe, ſuffering that death for him, which he had ſuffered for us. And that they are Virgines; Becauſe not ſtayned with the pollution of falſe Gods. For truly, when it is ſaid: that guile was not found in their month, We cannot underſtand any thing more proper then the profeſſion of the Chriſtian Faith, forwhich they dyed. For, of whom can it be more proper­ly ſaid; that guile was not found in his mouth, then of him that dies, rather then tranſgreſſe that vvhich he undertook at his Baptiſme; to profeſſe the name of Chriſt unto death? He that likes not this vvill be obliged to grant, that vir­gins alſo have the ſtate of Martyrs, by this Propheſy. For, beſides all that hath been ſaid to ſhovv, that, in all this propheſy, ſave the XXIV, none but Martyrs ap­pear in heaven before Gods Throne, (unleſſe vve ſay, that here, Virgins alſo are ſeene among the Martyrs) vvhenas, in the beginning of the VII. Chapter, order is taken for the ſealing of thoſe, that ſhould eſcape the vengeance of God in Judaea, being Chriſtians and ſervants of God: (who, in the beginning of the fourteenth, appeare againe with the lamb upon mount Sion) But, the Martyrs ſoules appeare in heaven before the Throne, both in the fift and in the ſeventh (beſides what I argue here by conſequence drawne from the meaning of the foureteenth) it would be a thing inconſ quent to the text and grain of the Pro­pheſy, to ſay, that the ſervants of God, who are preſerved, by the name of God ſealed on their foreheads Apoc. XIV. 1. VII. 3. from that deſtruction which involves the perſecutors of Chriſtianity, ſhould appeare in the ſame company & ranck with the Martyrs; Among whom are thoſe that are ſlaine in the City of Jeruſalem Ap. XI. 7, 8, 9. of a ſeveral condition from thoſe that are preſerved alive.
Compare wee here with the doctrin of S. Paul 2. Cor. V. 1-4. For we know, that, if this earthly houſe of our Tabernacle be diſſolved, we have a buil­ding from God, a houſe not made with hands, eternall in the heavens. And for this we groan, deſiring that our dwelling from heaven be veſted upon us. If ſo be we ſhall not be found naked, having put it upon us. For wee that are in the taber­nacle groane, as grieved, not becauſe we deſire to be ſtripped, but to be inveſted, that the mortall may be ſwallowed up of life. The whole text of this diſcourſe manifeſtly imports, that S. Paul expects the reſurrection as the accompliſh­ment of his hope [...] not groaning for the day of his death, to have his ſoule ſtrip­ped from his body, but to have it inveſted with a heavenly tabernacle, made by God, his glorified body, which bringeth life, that ſwalloweth up the mortality of this. As alſo he ſaith Rom. VIII. 23. That we who have the firſt fruits of the ſpirit groane within our ſelves, expecting the adoption, even the redemption of our body. Where, the reſurrection is the adoption of thoſe who riſe againe to be Sons of God, according to the word of our Lord, Luke XX. 36. For neither can they dye any more, for they are equall to Angels: And, being children of the re­ſurrection, are children of God It is true, it appeares by S. Paul, that he was no further certified as then, of the counſaill of God, then to make it a queſtion, whether he and the Chriſtians of his time, ſhould be found alive by the Lord Chriſt at his coming to judgement; For, therefore he ſaies with an if; If we ſhall not be found naked of our bodies, when we put on glorious bodies: Though he had ſaid afore, that, if this body be diſſolved we ſhall have a heavenly body for it. And ſo, 1 Cor. XV. 57. The dead ſhall riſe incorruptible, and we ſhall be changed. And, 1 Tim. IV. 15. 17. We that are left alive unto the comming of the Lord, ſhall not prevent thoſe that are falne aſleep. Againe; We that are left alive ſhall be raviſhed with them, in the clouds, into the ayre to meet the Lord, And ſo ſhall be alwaies with the Lord. So that the thouſand yeares, which, it is revealed to S. Iohn, that the Church ſhall indure after the fall of Babylon, and the judgement exerciſed upon the whore, Apoc. XX. is a further revelation of Gods will and pleaſure, for the ſubſiſtance of Chriſtianity with the world; how much ſoever he hath determined it ſhall indure, more then he hath there declared. But notwithſtanding, ſeeing that S. Paul, though uncertaine there­of, ſuſpends the accompliſhment of his, and our happineſſe, upon the reſur­rection; Moſt manifeſt it is, that the ſtripping of our bodies, by death, is not [Page] the terme of Gods promiſe, according to S. Paul. Wherefore, when it fo­lowes; Having therefore alwaies confidence, and knowing, that, dwilling in the body wee are  [...]ilgrims from God, (for we walke by faith, not by ſight) we deſire with confiderce, rather to travell out of the body and to dwell with God: Suppo­ſing that S. Paul expected this change by Chriſts ſecond coming, before he di­ed, he contradicts not himſelfe, when he refers it to the reſurrection; which if we think that he aſſignes it unto the meane time, wee make him to do. Therefore S. Iohn 1 Epiſtle III. 2. Beloved, we are now the Children of God. But it is not yet manifeſt what wee ſhall be: Yet wee know, that when he (or it) is made manifeſt▪ we ſhall be like him, for wee ſhall ſee him as he is. Sons of God becauſe Sons of the reſurrection, we ſaw before in our Lords words; Sons of God becauſe adopted to his ſpirit, wee have here in S. Iohn. But as S. Paul made our adoption to be, the redemption of the body, ſo Eph VI. 30. Grieve not the holy ſpirit of God, ſaith he, by whom yee are ſealed to the day of redempti­on. And,  [...]. 14, ſpeaking of the ſame ſpirit; Who is the earneſt of our inheri­tance, untill the redemption of the purchaſe. As our Lord ſaith alſo Luke XX. 28. Lift up your heades, for your redemption draweth nigh; ſpeaking of his ſecond coming. If therefore, neither our adoption, and redemption, nor Gods pur­chaſe be compleat before we riſe againe, whether wee read in S. Iohn, When he ſhall be made manifeſt, or, when it ſhall be made manifeſt, what we ſhall be, the reſurrection is the time. For, if wee be not like Angels till the reſurrecti­on, as our Lord ſaies, much leſſe like God, or like our Lord Chriſt, as S. Iohn ſayes.
As for the terme of ſeeing God, upon which the School Doctors have ſtated the controverſy of the Saints happineſſe in the meane time; It is a thing evi­dent enough, that the ſpeech is borrowed from the compariſon between Moſes and other Prophets, Num. XII. 6, 7, 8. Where God ſaith, he will deale with other prophets, by a viſion or a dreame, but with Moſes face to face. And yet S. Paule 1. Cor. XIII. 12. comparing the knowledge of God by faith, with the knowledge of God by ſight; Wee ſee now by a glaſſe in a riddle, but then face to face. Now wee know in part, then ſhall I know as I am knowne, Which S.  [...]ohn calls as he is, for ſure God knowes us as we are. Nay he ſaith there, that Moſes beheld,  [...] which the Greek ſeems to tranſlate  [...], ſignifying that glorious appearance, witneſſing the preſence of God, which Moſes communed with mouth to mouth,  [...], by ſight, (for we have no better Engliſh for S. Pauls  [...], 2 Cor. V. 7.) not by riddles. Whereby it appeareth the knowledge of God, which bleſſed ſoules have is deſcribed by S. Paul in the very ſame termes, in which the knowledg of God which Moſes had is deſcribed by God: And yet, none of thoſe School Doctors believes, that Moſes ſaw God, as the bleſ­ſed ſhall doe. Therefore, both of them ſeeme to be ſuch an expreſſion of intellectuall and ſpirituall things, borrowed from bodily things of this world, as this weakeneſſe of our nature is able to beare. And therefore, ſeeing God is repreſented to us throughout the whole ſcripture, in the Majeſty of a King ſitting upon his Throne, as the moſt glorious thing, that all ſorts of men, (to whom the ſcripture is written) can imagine to themſelves; it ſeemeth moſt reaſonable to conceive, that both exp [...]eſſions are borrowed from thence. For, the cuſtome of the world knowes no more evident marke of preferment, then for a man to ſee his King, and to be alwaies admitted to his preſence; of which admiſſion, Courts know that there are many degrees. As the VII. Prin­ces in Eſter I. 16. which ſee the Kings face; Or, ſtand before the Kings face, as the Queen of Sheba expreſſeth it, in Solomons ſervants, 2 Kings X. 8. As the ſouls of the Martyrs are before Gods throne, and ſee him day and night Apoc. VII. 15. And ſo, by conſequence, thoſe ſoules, that are admitted into Gods preſence have an other manner of knowledge and familiarity with God then ever Moſes had; becauſe it is one thing to ſee God, & to ſpeake with God mouth to mouth, in his Tabernacle, (Where, by a glorious appearance ſpeaking in his perſon, he teſtified his preſence) another thing in the third heavens, whereof the moſt [Page] Holy Place of the Tabernacle was but a figure. Here, take notice, before we goe further, in what faſhion the Majeſty of God appeareth, or is deſcribed in the ſcriptures. I ſaw the Lord ſitting on his Throne, and all the hoſt of heaven ſtanding by him, on his right hand and on his left; ſaith the prophet, 1 Kings XX. 19. that is, all the Angels attending on both ſides of his Throne. God is to be trembled at in the great council of his Saints, and terrible above all that are about him; Saith David Pſa. LXXIX. 8. The Majeſty of his Throne is terrible e­ven to the Angels that ſtand beneath and about it: For, the Saints of heaven, in the old Teſtament, are onely Angels. Thus far, none of them ſits in Gods preſence. In that viſion of his throne which appeareth Dan. VII. 9. 10. (with God ſitting on it like the Ancient of daies, with a thouſand thowſands and a miryade of miryads, waiting upon him.) it is ſaid indeed; Thrones were ſet; But no mention of any but this one in all that followeth. And, though the people of God are called there v. 22, 25, 27.  [...] the Saints of the Higheſt; Yet the Angles are ſtill the Saints of heaven; His people the Saints on earth, whom God there giveth ſentence for againſt their enemies. But, to the prophet Ezekiel I. 22, 26, 27. he appearteth in the likeneſſe of a man ſitting upon a Throne, pitched on a floor, which is drawne by foure living creatures, ſignifying thoſe Angels, which covered the Arke of the Cove­nant in the Tabernacle, upon which God is deſcribed to ſit, as upon his Throne, in ſo many places of the old Teſtament; Whereas, in the viſion of the Prophet Eſay, his Throne is compaſſed by ſix, Eſay VI. 1, 2. in that of S. Iohn, Apoc. IV. 2, 3, 5-8. with foure. But, in the new teſtament, our Lord promiſes his twelve Apoſtles, that, at the regeneration, that is, the Reſur­rection, they ſhall ſit on twelve Thrones judging the twelve tribes of Iſrael, Mat. XIX. 28. Luke XXII. 30. where by the way, wee are alſo to note, that, the Kingdome of God which oure Lord bequeaths to them, to eate and to drink in it, and to ſit on theſe thrones, is not till the reſurrection; Therfore neither theſe joies which the ſaid eating and drinking ſignifies. Hereuppon it is that S. Paul ſaith; Know you not that the Saints ſhal judge the world? 1 Cor. VI. 2. When, therfore, God appeareth to S. Iohn, as a bout to take vengeance upon the per­ſecutors of his Church, his throne appeareth invironed with XXIV. Thrones, for XX [...]V. Elders to ſit on, and give ſentence with him, Apoc. VI. 4. the An­gels attending upon their Thrones, as upon his, Apoc. V. 11. VII. 11. and the ſoules of the Martyrs, which, Apoc. VI.  [...]. appeare  [...], beneath the Altar of incenſe which ſtands before the throne, Apoc. VIII. 3. appeare before the Throne Apoc. VII, 9. Juſt as in the Church, the people was wont to ſtand at the ſervice of God, with their faces towardes the Biſhop ſitting on his throne, in the midſt of the ſeates on which the Presbyters ſate, on both ſides of him▪ the Deacons ſtanding to g [...]ve them attendance; As I have ſhewed large, in my booke of the ſervice of the Church Chap. III. p. 53-62. Chap. IV. p. 71-76. beſides the review p. 74, 75. And further in my book of the R [...]ght of the Church p. 93-98.
But all this while we muſt remember, that, though this viſion appeares to S. Iohn in the heavens Apoc. IV. 1. yet doth it not appear, that the Throne of God, before which the ſoules of the Martyrs ſtand, and round about which the XXIV Elders ſit, is ſeene by them, as it is ſeene by S. Iohn, in the viſion here deſcribed. For, whereas it is plaine, that all this is repreſented, as if there w [...]re in Heaven, ſuch a Temple as that at Jeruſalem, in the inner court where­of, the Elders ſit, the people ſtand, prayſing God; (For Apoc. VII. 15. the Marty [...]s ſerve God before the Throne day and night in the Temple) It is manifeſt, that the Throne of God (which, in the Temple, was the Arke of the Covenant shadowed with the Ch [...]rub [...]nes,) was not ſeene by thoſe who wor­ſhipped without in the Court. And, Apoc. IV, 5. it is ſaid, that thunder and lightning came out of the Throne; and, that there were ſeven lamps burning before the Throne, being the ſeven ſpirits of God. So that, the ſeven candel­ſticks being betweene the Holy of Holies and the Court in which theſe things, appeare; we are obliged to underſtand the Throne to be in the Holy of Holies, [Page] as in the Temple, and the VII. lights in the outward Tabernacle, or holy place of the Temple. Which is ſtill more plaine, when it is ſaid Apoc. XI. 19. And the Temple of God in heaven was opened, and the Arke of his Covenant was ſeene in his Temple, and there were lightnings and thunders, and flaſhes and earth­quakes, and great haile. For, if opened then, then ſhut afore; neither was the Throne ſeen which the arke of the Covenant ſignifyeth. And, Apoc. XIV. 17, 18. One Angel comes out of the Temple in Heaven with a ſharpe ſickle; another out of the Court, where all this appeares hitherto, called there,  [...] or the Sanctuary, as alſo Apoc. XI. 2. in oppoſition to  [...] the Temple; out of which came the ſeven Angels with the ſeven viols Apoc. XV. 5. ſo alſo XIV. 1, 17. And, you ſhall ſee by all this, what reaſon wee have to thinke, that thoſe who are deſcribed, before Gods Throne, by this viſion, are not admitted to ſee his face. And therefore, if to know God as we are knowne in S. Paul, to ſee him as he is in S. Iohn, be our happineſſe, there is nothing to ſhow us that it is accompliſhed before the generall judgement. For, if S. Iohn when he ſayeth, we ſhall know him as he is, ſpeakes of the reſurrection; the ſame wee muſt needs think is meant by S. Paul, when he ſayes, we ſhall ſee him, face to face & know him as we are known, for S. Paul, not expreſſing whether he ſpeak of the reſurrection, or, of the meane time be­tweene death and it, muſt needs be limited by S. Iohn, ſpeaking of the time, when our Lord ſhall be manifeſted, or, when it ſhall be manifeſted what wee ſhal be. And therefore, though Moſes ſpake with God mouth to mouth, though he ſee him by ſight, not in a riddle: yet, is this but the higheſt degree of pro­pheticall viſion; which notwithſtanding, no man ſhall ſee Gods face and live, and therefore Moſes himſelfe ſees but his back, Exod. XXXIII. 20-23. And, notwithſtanding that the Martyrs are before Gods Throne in the third Heaven, yet for all this, they are but in the inward Court, and the Holy of Holies ap­peared not open to S, Iohn, but upon occaſion of judgements, the execution whereof comes from thence, where the ſentence muſt be underſtood to paſſe. So that, to knowe God as he is knowne, according to S. Paul, and to ſee him as he is, according to S. Iohn, is that which is reſerved for them that ſhall feaſt, after the reſurrection▪ in his preſence.
For, ſeeing S. Iohn ſees the Throne of God in viſion of Propheſy, which the ſame viſion deſcribeth the Martyrs ſoules in heaven to ſee; It cannot be conclu­ded, that the Martyres ſoules doe ſee God, as he is, and know him, as they are knowne, becauſe they are before Gods Throne, or becauſe they ſee him ſitting upon it. For, Moſes alſo communed with God mouth to mouth, & that upon his Throne, in the Holy of Holies, the Arke of the Covenant overſhadowed by the Cherubines; unto whom God ſaid nevertheleſſe, no man ſhall ſee my face and live. The Apoſtle indeed to the Ebrewes XII. 23. when he ſayes; We are come to the aſſembly and Church of the first borne regiſtred in the heavens, and to God the judge of all, and to the ſpirits of just men made perfect; ſeemes to ſpeak of this meane time. For, though ſome would have thoſe ſprits of juſt men made perfect, to be the ſoules of living Chriſtians; (as when S. Peter ſaith, 1. Peter IV. 19. 20. that our Lord Chriſt being put to death in the fleſh, was made alive by the ſpirit, in which departing, he preached to the ſpirits in priſon; Which is neceſſarily to be underſtood of the Gentiles, whom the ſpirit of God in the Apoſtles won to repentance, though the ſame ſpirit in Noe could not effect it, as it followes) yet it ſeemes more conſequent to the reſt of the text, to under­ſtand it here of the ſouls of Chriſtians made perfect upon their departure hence. But, if juſt men made perfect, may be underſtood to ſignifie no more then Chri­ſtians, becauſe our Lord, diſtinguiſhing that righteouſneſſe which the Goſpel requireth from that which the Law was content with, concludes; Be yee there­fore perfect as your heavenly father is perfect; Mat. VI. 48. Certainely, the perfection of Chriſtian ſoules, in the meane time between death and the reſur­rection, cannot be concluded to be ſuch as nothing ſhall be added to, becauſe, it is ſaid, that they are made perfect. The ſame we have from the Apoſtle 1 John IV. 17. Herein is love perfected in us, that we have confidence in the day of [Page]Judgement, becauſe as he is, ſo are wee in this world. For, I beſeech you, how can there be any thing added to his confidence at the day of judgement, who hath received his full reward from the day of his death? But Saint Paul 2 Theſſalonians. I. 6-9. Seing it is juſt with God to render tribulation to them who afflict you, and to you that are afflicted reſt with us, at the revealing of the Lord Jeſus from heaven with his Angels, in flaming fire, rendering ven­geance to them who know not God; Who ſhall indure the puniſhment of everlaſt­ing deſtruction from the face of the Lord, and from the glory of his ſtrength, when he cometh to be glorified among his Saints—at that day. Where, you ſee, he re­ferreth, as well the reſt of them who are afflicted, as the puniſhment of ever­laſting deſtruction from before the Lord, to the laſt day of the generall judg­ment, when he cometh to be admired among his Saints; Who ſhall then be, as well glorified Chriſtians as the Angels, and that in heaven, according to the ſpirituall ſenſe of the Old Teſtament; as upon earth according to the lite­rall ſenſe, the Prophet Eſay ſaith, that, after the deſtruction of Senacherib; The Lord of hoſts ſhall raigne in mount Sion, and Jeruſalem, and be glorified in the ſight of his Elders; Eſay XXIV. 23. Here then all thoſe ſcriptures, which referre the torments provided for the devil and his angels, unto the generall judgement, come in to bear witneſſe in the ſame cauſe. For, therefore the words of the ſentence bear; Go ye curſed into everlaſting fire prepared for the devil and his angels, Mat. XXV. 41. to wit, againſt that time. And S. Paul 1 Cor. VI. 2. know ye not that we ſhall judge the angels? to wit the evil angels: And the poſſeſſed to our Lord, Mat. VIII. 29. Art thou come to torment us be­fore the time? And the Apoſtle, 2 Pet. II. 4. For if God ſpared not the angels having ſinned, but delivered them to be kept for judgement, in the dungeon, with chaines of darkneſſe. And S. Jude 6. And the angels that kept not their originall, but left their own habitation, he keeps in everlaſting chaines under dark­neſſe, to the judgement of the great day. For, though there can be no reaſon why the devils, having rebelled againſt God, ſhould not taſte the fruits of their re­bellion immediately, as there is a reaſon to be given, why man is not to be judged till he be tried; Eſpecially, the Parable of Dives and Lazarus ſhow­ing, that wicked ſouls are in torment upon their departure; Yet, ſeeing God hath allowed them to tempt mankind, and to dwell in the air about them; Job I. 7. II. 2. Epheſ. II. 2. VI. 12. (whereupon they deſire our Lord not to ſend them into the deep, Luke VIII. 31.) it ſeemeth neceſſary to grant, that he will take account of them for the malice, which, at preſent he ſuffereth them to exerciſe, though ſentenced to that dungeon, and thoſe bonds, which they can no more eſcape, then be converted to goodneſſe, from the begin­ning.

CHAP. XXVII. The Soules of the Fathers were not in the Devils Power till Chriſt; Though the Old Teſtament declare not their eſtate. Of Samuels ſoul. The ſoul of our Lord Chriſt, parting from his body, went with the Thiefe to Paradiſe. Of his triumph over the powers of darkneſſe. Prayer for the dead ſignifieth no deli­vering of ſoules out of Purgatory. The Covenant of Grace requires imper­fect happineſſe before the generall judgement. Of forgiveneſſe in the world to come, and, paying the utmoſt farthing.
[Page]
IT is manifeſt then, by theſe premiſes, that there is appearance enough of difference, in and between ſeverall Scriptures, that concern the ſtate of ſouls departed before the generall judgement. Nevertheleſſe, in this, it cannot be ſaid that there is any difference, but that all is agreed, that the wicked are in paine, the righteous at reſt, upon their departure; As the Parable of Dives and Laza­rus diſtinguiſhes. And this I ſhould here proceed further to limit, but that I hope to do it more clearly and reſolutely, premiſing here the determination of two points incident. For it is manifeſt, that all parties in difference do allow the hope of ſalvation to thoſe Chriſtians, that depart imperfectly turned from their evil wayes, and amended in their inclinations and actions. Be it but for the example of the thiefe upon the Croſſe, though we ſuppoſe, that, as there is but one example written, ſo there are few, and very few examples come to paſſe; yet, (ſeeing that which hath come to paſſe may come to paſſe againe, and, that the caſe cannot be excepted from the hope of ſalvation) the queſti­on will be what becomes of thoſe ſoules, that depart hence in the ſtate of Gods grace, but burthened with ſins, which they have not repented of to amend­ment. And, becauſe all that is to be ſaid of happineſſe after death muſt come out of the new Teſtament, according to the premiſes; It will be requiſite to inquire, in the ſecond place, in what condition, the ſoules of the holy Fathers before and under the Law, and thoſe, who, by their doctrine and example did belong to the new Teſtament, though they lived under the old; (as I have ſaid) in what condition of eaſe or ſorrow they are, between their departure and the generall judgement. Which drawes an other queſtion after it, concerning the place where, or the company which Chriſts humane ſoul was with, during the time it was departed from the body. For, it is manifeſt that there is an o­pinion which hath very great vogue, even among the Fathers; that the ſoule of Chriſt was in Hell, with the ſoules of the Fathers, during that time, and brought them along from thence when he roſe againe, carying them up into heaven with him at his aſcenſion, where ever ſince, the ſouls of the martyrs, and other eminent Chriſtians, which now are properly called Saints (for in the writ­ing of the Apoſtles, Chriſtians who are generally called Saints, as in the old Teſtament Iſraelites, are received, when they depart hence; Thoſe that dy not in Gods Grace, being condemned to hell torments: But thoſe, who have not had care to cleanſe themſelves of ſin by repentance and amendment, remaining in the Suburbs of Hell, (as I may well call that place, which the Church of Rome calls Purgatory) till by the prayers of the living, or, having payd the debt of temporall paine, remaining due when the guilt of ſinne is done away with the debt of eternall paine, they are removed to heaven, and to the ſight of God, which is the ſame happineſſe they ſhall injoy after the reſurrection, onely that the body hath no part in it, as then it ſhall have.
That which the opinion which I have mentioned ſaith of the ſtate of righte­ous ſouls under the Old Teſtament, ſeemeth to ſtand upon thoſe deſcriptions of the dead which it giveth. The Prophet Eſay, deſcribing the ruine of the King of Babylon, Eſay XIV. 9. Hell (or the grave) from beneath, is moved for thee at thy coming: It ſtirreth up the dead for thee, even all the leaders of the earth. [Page] To what purpoſe is it here to diſpute, whether Hell or the Grave, where it is ſo evident, that the dead muſt riſe to meet the King of Iſrael? To what purpoſe to allege a figure of Proſopopaeia, unleſſe it could be underſtood, that dead corp­ſes could meet him, and receive him without their ſouls? The dead here, are, in the originall, the Giants, of whom we read, Gen. VI. 4. that, for the wick­edneſſe of their times, the World was condemned to the floud. For, though Moſes call them Nephilim, and Eſay Rephaim; Yet it is manifeſt, that the ſame word is attributed to the dead, becauſe of the violence and wickedneſſe, which, the Scripture ſhoweth, were multiplied upon the earth by the Giants before the Floud, and afterwards, by the Giants that inhabited the land of pro­miſe; whereupon the Scripture, by calling the dead by the name of Giants, ſignifieth, that the Giants were under that death, which God threatned Adams ſinne with. And doth not the Scripture of the Old Teſtament deſcribe unto us the Fathers of the Old Teſtament, in the ſame eſtate? What ſhall we ſay of the ſoul of Samuel, which the witch of Endor raiſes out of the earth, if the Scripture ſay true 1 Sam. XXVIII. 12, 14. when the woman ſaw Samuel; And Saul perceived that it was Samuel? And, that no man may ſay it is a witch, and that he that went to a witch ſays it; What ſhal we ſay to the language of Jacob; I will go down to my ſonne into hell mourning? Gen. XXXVII. 35. For his grief for Joſeph would not have been enough to make him dy with ſor­row, had he died with Saint Pauls expectation to be with Chriſt, ſo ſoon as he was diſmiſſed. And therefore, the language of David, Pſal. LXXXIX. 4.-7. entertaining the thought of death with ſuch aſtoniſhment; ſeemeth to give credit to that groſſe opinion, that ſouls have no ſenſe till the reſurrection, but ſleep out the time. As alſo King Ezekias, weeping at the news of death, be­cauſe the dead could not praiſe God; Eſay XXXVIII. 3, 18. as alſo Pſal. VI. 6. and Baruch II. 17. And Job III. 13. makes his caſe, had he never been born, the ſame with the dead. Not becauſe he thought the ſoul mortall. Therefore becauſe he thought it a light that death puts out, and the reſurrecti­on kindles it againe. But all this is to be imputed to nothing in the world but that diſpenſation of the Old Teſtament, which I have ſpoke of ſo many times, and now ſhall confirme it by ſo viſible an inſtance as this. Death was propoſed to Adam, for the mark of Gods wrath, and vengeance, which he was become liable to by ſinne. The turning of this curſe into a bleſſing, was to be the effect of Chriſts Croſſe, which was not yet to be revealed. The life of the Land of Promiſe was propoſed for the reward of keeping Gods law, in ſtead of the life of Paradiſe. Therefore, the cutting off of that life was to be taken for a mark of that curſe, which mankind became ſubject to by the firſt Adam, till it ſhould be declared the way to a better life, by the Croſſe of Chriſt. Therefore, the Giants, that left it with the markes of enmity with God upon them, are deſcribed as within the dominion of Hell, but not aſleep, unleſſe we can think that it is a mark of miſery, to go to them that ſleep, when all do ſleep. Prov. II. 17. IX. 18. XXI. 17. Eſay. XXVI. 14. For, that there ſhould be no praiſing of God after death, holds punctually, in virtue of the Old Covenant, which brought no man to life, and was then on foot; though they who writ thoſe things, might and did know, that by the virtue of the New Covenant, (under which they knew themſelves to be) they ſhould not be deprived of the priviledge of praiſing God after death, and before the reſurrection; how ſparing ſoever they were to be, in imparting this knowledge openly to all the world. For, how otherwiſe ſhould they whom the Apoſtle, Ebr. XI. declareth to have ſought the kingdom of heaven, have ſhowed themſelves otherwiſe affe­cted with death, then the Martyrs that ſuffered for Chriſt were afterwards? How could it be thought the ſame Spirit, that moved them to ſuch a difference of effects▪ according to the difference of time?
And therefore the ſame Solomon, that ſaith, there is nothing to be done in the grave Eccleſ. IX. 10. ſaith further Eccleſ. XII. 8. that, when the duſt returns to the earth, then the ſoul returns to God that gave it. And when Exoch and Elias were taken away by God in their Bodies, neither ſleep they, ſeeing Mo­ſes [Page] and Elias attend our Lord Chriſt at his transfiguration Mat. XVII. 3, 4. Mark IX. 4 5. Luke IX. 30. nor is it poſſible for any man, that would have ſoules to ſleep, to give a reaſon, why, the Covenant by which all are ordered being the ſame, the ſoules of Chriſtians ſhould ſleep, when their ſouls ſleep not. And therefore, when our Lord proves the reſurrection by this; That God is called the God of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob; whereas, God is not the God of the dead but of the living; Mat. XXII. 32. Mark XII. 26. Luke XX. 37. he not onely ſuppoſes that his argument is good, but, that his adverſaries, the Sadduces, granted it to be good. And ſo Saint Paul, when he argues, that if the dead riſe not againe, then are we the moſt miſerable of all people; As having no further hope then this life; 1 Cor. XV. 19. For, what needed more, to them that owned the Law of Moſes, and the Goſpel of Chriſt, and yet would deny the world to come, queſtioning the reſurrection that ſuppoſes it? For the reſt, I will not repeate that which I produced afore, out of the Books we call Apocrypha, which he that peruſeth, will find a difference between the language of the Patriarchs and Prophets, ſpeaking of themſelves, and the language of thoſe Bookes, ſpeaking of them; But I will inſiſt upon this, that our Lord, when he propoſeth the Parable of Dives and Lazarus, manifeſtly accepts of that opinion, which, notwithſtanding ſuch difficulties from the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, had prevailed over the better part of that people, by Tra­dition of the Fathers, and Prophets; To wit, that the ſoules of good and bad are alive in joy and paine, according to the qualities in which they depart hence; and ſhall reſume their bodies, to give account in them, for their workes here. The ſame doth the appearance of Moſes and Elias at his transfiguration, the rendering of his ſoul into his Fathers hand, the promiſe of bringing the thiefe into Paradiſe the ſame day, ſignify. Whereby it appeareth, that, whatſoever might ſeeme to argue, either that the ſoules of the Fathers were in the devils hands, till the death and reſurrection of Chriſt, or, that all ſoules go out like ſparks when men dy, and are kindled anew when they riſe againe, prove no­thing, becauſe they prove too much, For, if they prove any thing, they muſt prove, that there is no world to come, as the diſputes of Eccleſiaſtes and Job ſeem to ſay; becauſe, by the accidents of this world, there is no ground of a mans eſtate in it. Which, ſeeing it is ſo farre from leaving any diſpute among Chriſtians, that, among Jewes, the Sadduces, were reputed Sectaries; It is evident, that, whatſoever may ſeem to look that way in the Old Teſtament, cannot prove, that the ſoules of the Fathers were in the Verge of Hell, till Chriſt riſeing againe, the graves were opened, and many bodies of Saints which ſlept aroſe, and came out of the graves after his reſurrection, and went into the holy City and appeared to many, as we read in the Goſpel of Mat. XXVII. 52, 53. This indeed were ſomething if the Scripture had ſaid, that thoſe Saints who aroſe with their bodies, when our Lord Chriſt was riſen againe, had aſcended into heaven with him in their bodies. Which, becauſe it derogates from the generallity of the laſt reſurrection, having no ground in the Scrip­ture, can beare no diſpute. Therefore, ſeeing theſe Saints, as Lazarus afore, and the Widowes ſonne of Naim whom our Lord raiſed, reſtored their bo­dies to the grave; there is no preſumption from hence, that their ſoules were brought from Hell by our Lord, to be tranſlated into the full happineſſe of the world to come, with his owne. I do therefore allow, that which is writ­ten in the Apocryphall 2 Eſdras IV. 41, 42. In the grave, the chambers of ſouls are like the womb of a woman. For, like as a woman that travaileth maketh haſt to eſcape the preſſure of her travaile; Even ſo do thoſe places haſte to deliver the things that are committed unto them. And VII. 32. And the earth ſhall re­ſtore thoſe that are aſleep in her, and ſo ſhall the duſt thoſe that dwell in ſilence, and the ſecret places ſhall deliver thoſe ſoules that were committed unto them. For, in moſt of thoſe writings which the ancient Church counteth Apocryphal, be­cauſe they are ſuſpected to intend ſome poiſonous doctrine, excellent things are contained; which, the agreement of them with Canonicall Scripture, and their conſequence and dependance upon the truth which they ſettle, renders [Page] recommendable, even from dangerous authors. And, for that which is here ſaid, whether we ſuppoſe this book to be written by a Chriſtian, or not, before Chriſt or after; Seeing there is no mention of any Saints, in thoſe viſions of the old Teſtament, where God is repreſented ſitting upon his Throne, but one­by the Holy Angels; (though, in the Apocalypſe, the Martyrs are before the Throne, and the Elders ſit on ſeates round about the Throne) ſeeing it can­not be ſaid that they are tranſlated out of the Verge of Hell into the heavens, by the reſurrection and aſcenſion of Chriſt, who were in happineſſe before, by the parable of Dives & Lazarus; I take the chambers or the houſes here men­tioned to be the boſom of Abraham in the parable, & Paradiſe in our Lords pro­miſe; ſecret indeed, becauſe the ſcript▪ is ſparing in imparting unto us the know­ledge of the place; But, ſuch as oblige them, earneſtly to deſire & long for the conſummation of all things, wch, not only the compariſon of the womb in this Apocryphal ſcripture, but the cry of the ſouls in Apocal. VI. 10. XX. 12, 17, 20. witneſſeth. But I muſt go no further in this point, till I have reſolved the difficul­ty of Samuels ſouls which, he that wil needs queſtion, whether it were in the de­viles hand, for a witch to bring up out of the earth, or, in the boſome of Abra­ham, where ou [...] Saviour placed Lazarus, may as well queſtion, whether the witch or the Law ſent us to the true God. To a heathen man, that acknow­ledgeth not the enmity, betweene God and the Devil, which the ſcripture eſta­bliſhe [...]h, Necromancy, that bringeth the likeneſſe of the dead out of the earth: need not goe for a diabolicall art, nor thoſe ſpirits which miniſter ſuch appoſi­tions be counted uncleane ſpirits. But, the ſcripture, even of the old teſtament, placing the Giants, Gods enemies, beneath, oblige us to take it for an uncleane ſpirit, that ſerves an act forbiden by Gods Law, by bringing the likeneſſe of Gods prophet out of the place where Gods enemies goe after death. For, though Gods friends goe to the duſt, as concerning their bodies; and, as conce­ning theire ſoules, the old Teſtament declares not whither they goe; yet hath it no where deſcribed them in that company to which Solomon deputeth his foole. And our Saviours parable, repreſenteth Dives in▪ the flames which burnt Sodom and G [...]morrha [...] no otherwiſe, then Solomon quartereth his fool with the Giants that tyranized over the old world, or the land of pro­miſe. Wherefore, though I reject not Eccleſiaſticus for commending Samuel, becauſe he propheſied after his death (becauſe, at the worſt, it is not fit to re­ject a booke of ſuch excellent uſe, for one miſtake) yet I had rather ſay, that Saul▪ having by his Apoſtaſy declined to the worſhip of the Devile by Necro­mancy▪ did thinke it more ſatisfactory to be anſwered by Samuel, then by any other likeneſſe & that this is indeed for Samuels honour; but, that otherwiſe, it is no more for Eccleſiaſticus to ſay that Samuel propheſied, then for the ſcrip­ture, that Samuel ſpoke to Saul: Who, whether he tooke it for Samuel, or for an uncleane ſpirit, the ſcripture would call it no otherwiſe, then the witch, whom he ſubmitted to pretended. Shee, when ſhe, ſaith, I ſee Gods aſc­end out of the earth, though I find it no incongruity, that ſhe ſhould pretend, the Spirit whom ſhe imployed to be of that number, whom the ſcripture calleth Gods, or Gods ſonnes; yet, becauſe it is rather to be thought, that ſhe pre­tended to bring up Samuel indeed, it is more convenient to tranſlate it; I ſee a Judge come up out of the earth; underſtanding, that, by the habit of a Judge in which he appeared, ſhe ſhows him to Saul for Samuel. For the obſervation of the Jews doctors is moſt true, that Elohim ſignifies the Judges of Gods people.
Theſe things thus cleared, it is manifeſt, that the ſoule of Chriſt, parted from his body which lay in the grave, did not goe into hell, to free the Fathers ſouls out of th [...] Devils hands, and to tranſlate  [...]hem to the full happineſſe, which w [...]nts only the company of the body as an acceſſary to complete it. But, ſeeing he may be thought to have gon thither, to declare the victory of his Croſſe, & to begin that triumph over the Devill and his partie, which the Goſpell ſhall accompliſh at the generall judgement, by the redemption of the Church; Let us ſee what the Scripture teacheth. S. Peter Acts. II. 25-35. firſt affirmes that David ſpake of Chriſt▪ when he ſaid Pſalme XVI. 11, 12. Thou ſhalt not leave my ſoul in Hell: Nor ſuffer thine holy one to ſee corruption. Thou ſhalt [Page]ſh [...]w me the path of life, thou ſhalt fill me with the gladneſſe of thy preſence; And proves it, becauſe David was dead and buryed, and his Se [...]ulchre was ſeen to th [...]t day. Juſt as he proves afterwards, that when David ſaid, Pſalme CX. 2. The  [...]ord ſaid unto my Lord, ſit thou on my right hand, till I make thine enemies thy footeſtool; he meant it of Chriſt, becauſe David never went up into the heavens. And there is no doubt, the opinion of the Jewes at that day bore him out in that expoſition, becauſe, as to this day, ſo then, they did expound thoſe texts of the Meſſias. So he had nothing to doe, but to ſhow h [...]w true they were of our Lord Jeſus. That this no way requireth, that th [...]y ſhould not be un [...]er­ſtood of David in the literall ſenſe; I refer my ſelf to that which hath been  [...]aid already. But, what fignifies it in the literall ſenſe, that God ſh [...]wes David th [...] path of life, and fills him with the gladneſſe of his preſence. Surely, that he p [...]ſerves him alive, in his ſtate & title of King of Gods people, to ſerve God before the Arke. So Hez [...]kias, when he was unwilling to dy,  [...] becauſe the living onely praiſe God;  [...]d  [...]aid; What is the ſigne that I ſhall goe into the Temple of the Lord. Eſa. XXXVIII. 19, 22. So David, how many times doth he  [...]et forth, for the comfort of his life, that he might come and ſee God in the Temple? Pſ. XVII. 15. XXIV. 3. 5. XXVI 6-13. XLII. And in a word, every where. If this be the literall ſenſe of the Pſalme what ſhall i [...] ſignifie in the myſticall ſenſe, ſuppoſing our Lord Jeſus the Meſſias, and ſu [...]poſing him killed by the Jewes? Let S. Peter be judge, when he ſaies, tha [...]  [...]avid, knowing as a Prophet, that the Meſſias, our Lord Jeſus whom ye have ſl [...]in▪ ſhould come out of his loines, foretold of his reſurrection, that his oule was not left in Hell nor aid his fleſh ſee corruption. For, is it any way req [...]iſite, to the  [...] of this argu­ment, that our Lords humane ſoule ſhould triumph over th [...] Devile and his party, in the entralls of the earth? Therefore,  [...]f you accept his ſou [...] to ſigni­fie his perſon, (as David Pſalm XXV. 12. His ſoule, (himſelfe) ſhall l [...]ve at eaſe, and his ſeed ſhall inherit the Land,) thou ſhalt not leave my ſoule in Hell, will be no more, then, thou ſhalt not ſuffer thine holy one to lee corruption; Thou ſhalt not ſuffer me to be cut off from thy preſence, to which I am to preſent the ſacrifice of my Croſſe. But, if you will needs have the ſoule to ſignifie that which ſtands in oppoſition to the fleſh; ſeeing the ſoules of the Father [...] which by the diſpenſation of the Law, appeared not freed from the Devin▪ w [...]re in­deed free by the Goſpel; u [...]der the Law it is no marvaile, that  [...]ur Lord Chriſt repreſents his ſoule, as in the power o [...] thoſe who had the power o [...] death, who  [...]aith; This is your time, and the time of the powers of darkeneſſe. Do [...]h S. Paul make any more o [...] th [...]s text? Heare his words Act [...] X [...]I [...]. 34-37. That he raiſed him from the dead, no more to returne to corruptio [...]; thus he ſaith; I will give you the ſure me [...]cies of David. Wherefore he ſaith alſo in an other Pſalm; Thou ſhall no ſuffer thine holy one to ſee corruption. For, David, having ſerved the counſaile of God in his generation fell aſleep and was added to his Fathers, and ſaw corruption. But, he whom God raiſed  [...]w no corruption. He argues the myſticall ſenſe in our Lord Chriſt  [...] the literall ſenſe in David was come to nothing, by his death, but how the myſticall ſenſe in our Lord Chriſt? By his triumphing in Hell, or by riſing againe?
Therefore S. Paul againe Rom. X 6-9. thus wr [...]ſteth the words of Moſes out of the Jewes hands, to the eſtabliſhing of the Goſpel, upon ſuppoſi­tion that the law is the figure of it▪ Say not in thy heart▪ who ſhall goe up into hea­ven, (as Moſes Deut. XXX. 12. faith; The Law is not in heaven, that thou ſhouldeſt ſay, would to God ſome body would bring it us from heaven, that we might heare and doe it; So, ſaith he, of the Goſpel, thou needeſt not ſay, would to God ſome body would go up into heaven) To wit, to bring downe Chriſt: Or, who ſhall goe downe into the deep; (as Moſes addeth; The Law is not beyond ſea, that that thou needeſt ſay, would to God ſome body would goe beyond ſea and bring it us, that we might heare and doe it: So thou needſt not ſay; would to God ſome body would goe downe into the deep) To wit, to bring Chriſt up from the dead? But what ſaith it? (The Law, correſpondent to the Goſpell) The word is neere, in thy mouth, and in thy heart: That is, the word of Faith which wee preach. [Page]That, if thou pr [...]feſſe with thy mouth the Lord Jeſus, believing with thy heart that God raiſed him from the dead, thou ſhalt be ſaved. Here, it is plaine, the deepe is not named for the place of the damned, but for that place, or for that ſtate, out of which it was hard to recover Chriſt, ſuppoſing him dead. As it was hard to bring the law from beyond the ſeas▪ The deep, I deny not, repreſents to us the place of the damned, Luke VIII. 31. as alſo, the parts that are un­der the earth Phi. II. 10. Apoc. V. 13. may comprehend alſo the dead. Therefore, the deep ſignifies the place of the damned, not neceſſarily, as here, but becauſe the ſpeech is of the region of Devils, & of the ſealing up of the de­vill in the deep. Juſt as I ſaid of the grave, the pit, and the place under the earth, that, when the ſcripture ſpeakes of the Giants, of the enemie [...] of Gods people, of Davids enemies in Gods people, it ſignifies, either the place, or at leaſt the ſtate of the damned, which the Old Teſtament muſt needs acknowledg acknow­ledging the happineſſe of Gods people. Pſalme IX. 18. Proverbs V. 8 VII. 27. IX. 18. And ſo went Corah and his complices, quick into Hell Num. XVI. 30, 33. So▪ Pſalme LV. 24. LXIII 10. The proper place of the d [...]mned ſpirits ſeemeth to be properly called by S. Peter Tartara, when he ſaies; that God delivered them to be kept for judgement,  [...], in chaines of darkeneſſe, being caſt downe into Tartara or Hell: 1. Peter II. 4. Now, the ſtate of death brings not Chriſtian ſoules into Hell, unl [...]ſſe wee ſup­poſe that the place of good ſouls, under the Law; which ſuppoſition I have de­ſtroyed. Therefore, the bringing of Chriſt from the deep is done, by raiſing him again. So, quoting David againe; Epheſ. IV. 8, 9, 10. Therefore he ſaith, Pſa. LXVIII. 17. Going upon high he led captivity captive, and gave men gifts▪ Now, that he aſcended, what is it, but that he firſt deſcended into the lower pa [...]ts of the Earth? He that deſcended is the ſame that aſcended far above all things, to fill (or fulfill) all things. The Pſalme ſpeakes of the Arke going up into the Tabernacle, or Temple, figuring the going up of our Lord to the right hand of God, as Pſalme XXIV. 6-10. XLVII. 5. The going up of the Arke was Gods triumph over the Idolatrous nations, whom he caſt out of the Land of promiſe, giving gifts to his people in it. The going up of our Lord Chriſt, S. Paul ſaies, implies, that he had come downe before, into the lower p [...]rt of the Eearth; Either in reſpect of mount Sinai, upon which the Pſalme deſcribes God, with that attendance, which the a [...]ke; & the Cherubines thereof ſignifie his hoſt of Angels in the words juſt afore: Or, we may well underſtand the lower parts of the earth to ſignifie, by the figure of appoſition, the earth that is below as flumen Rheni, & Vrbs Patavii ſignifie the river Rhine and the City Padna For we have a peremptory inſtance in Pſa. CXXXIX 15 where David ſaith, that he was faſhioned in the lower parts of the earth▪ ſpeaking of his mothers wombe, & there­fore meaning the earth below. The aſcenſion therefore of Chriſt, pretending to fill rather then fulfill all with his graces, (of which he proceeds to ſpeake,) re­quires no deſcent into hell, which he pretends not to fill with his Graces, If the reſurrection & aſcenſion of Chriſt ſatisfie theſe texts, ſo that they require no further deſcent then into the ſtate of dea [...]h; ſuppoſing what I ſaid before, of the ſoules of the fathers under the Old Teſtament, I muſt needs conclude, that, the body of Chriſt being buryed, his ſoule went with the good theifes ſoule in­to Paradiſe, or the boſome of Abraham, where the ſoules of the Fathers were refreſhed of their travells, till the firſt, and then, the ſecond comming of our Lord.
Paradiſe, we know, was the place of mans happnieſſe, wherein he was crea­ted, whence, having ſinned, he was ſhut out. In our Lords time, Gods peo­ple, it is plaine, underſtood well enough the ſtate of the righteous ſoules in the other world. You have ſeene it out of thoſe bo [...]kes which we call Apocrypha. Suppoſing the place unknown, as indeed it is, how could it be more properly ſignified, then by the name of Paradiſe▪ opening unto us the whole allegory, by which the happineſſe which wee ſeeke to recover by the cov [...]nant of gr [...]ce, was expreſſed to us by God; firſt in the Land of promiſe, ſecondly in the Church, after in the heavens, after the redemption of our bodies. The true [Page] Land of promiſe, to which the Goſpell, and the Church, ſecretly taught and built under the Law, introduceth us, becauſe the Law cannot; is that Paradiſe to which Chriſt reſtoreth Adam, that was driven out of paradiſe. If you call the ſame Jeruſalem, it will appeare, why the place of the damned is called Gehenna, which was the place without Jeruſalem, where, thoſe that were ſacri­ficed to the Idoles of Canaan▪ were conſumed with horrible tortures of fire. The Scripture of the old Teſtament yeeldeth not the name, but the true inter­pretation of it. In the meane time, though our Lord, by carying the thiefe into Paradiſe, ſhow, that it continues not ſhut, yet continues it no leſſe ſecret, no better knowne, then it is knowne where Adam firſt dwelt. It is ſtrange that the boſome of Abraham ſhould ſignifie the ſame? He is acknowledged the Father of the faithfull, by Jewes as well as Chriſtians. His hoſpitality is recoun­ted in the ſcripture. The kingdome of God, which his people then expected, is propoſed by our Lord, in d [...]vers paſſages of the Goſpell, under the figure of an entertainement, as an expreſſion then familiar to his people. It is no mar­vaile, that it ſhould be called Abrahams boſome, from whom, the faith that purchaſeth it hath ſo eminent a beginning though the Fathers before Abra­ham be there. One thing we muſt note. A vaſt gap wee ſee, between it and the flames where Dives was tormented. But where the partition is fixed; ſo little is determined by the words of the ſcripture, that, whether both within the earth, or, one within the earth the other in the heavens, or whether both with­out this viſible world (as of the place of the damned, ſome argue, with great probability, from the darkeneſſe that is without, in the Goſpell) no rule of  [...]aith determines. And therefore, whether the Greek word  [...], which the parable uſeth Luke XVI. 23. when the rich man lifts up his eyes in Hell and ſees La­zarus in Abrahams boſome; whether it comprehend the boſome of Abraham as well as the place of torments, no Rule of faith determineth. For, as it ma­nifeſtly ſignifyeth the place of the damned, in the ſcripture; (which, it is mani­feſt, Gods people muſt needs diſtinguiſh by the ſcripture, is the place, where, they were ſure by the ſcripture, that God would puniſh his and their ene­mies) So, comprehending alſo the place of righteous ſoules, nor diſtinguiſh­ed from the other, to Gods people, by the ancient ſcriptures, how ſhould the ſignification of it be reſtrained here? For, as the Hethen, ſo Joſephus alſo, manifeſtly extendeth it to the place of righteous as well as wicked ſoules, after death. For when he ſaies that, de Bello Jud. II. 12. the Saduces  [...], take away the puniſhments and rewards of the World to come; under the one name of  [...]; he compriſes both eſtates, which, the reſt of Gods people attributed then to good and bad. The Phariſes, he ſaies, Antiq. XVIII. 2. maintaine  [...], puniſhments and honors under the earth: And that, as it followeth, for ever; which is as much as if he had ſaid,  [...]: Becauſe, thoſe things which were thought to be  [...], are called  [...] ▪ things under the earth. Again, of the Jews;  [...]. And, agreeing with the Greekes, they affirme that good ſoules are aſſigned a ſeate beyond the Ocean, in a place not grieved with raine, or ſnow, or heate, but alwaies refreſhed with a milde Weſt wind blowing from the O­cean. But, the evill ones they aſſigne a darke and ſtormy nooke full of torments without ceaſing. And yet, in an other place, he ſaith, they aſſigne them  [...], the moſt holy place of the Heavens. So little ground is there for the diſtinct ſignification of  [...] in the ſenſe of thoſe to whom our Lord ſpoke.
It behoveth us therefore, to acknowledge the victory of our Lord Chriſt, and his triumph over the Devill, and all the damned, which S. Paul, as, in the text quoted out of the Ep [...]ſtle to the Epheſians, he aſcribeth to the Aſcenſion of our Lord, according to the Pſalme which he alleageth; ſo, Col. II. 15. to the Croſſe, when he ſaith, Spoiling principalities and powers, he made open ſhow of [Page]them, triumphing over them, in it, (by it, or upon it) to wit, his Croſſe; to which, he had ſaid juſt afore, that he nayled the hand writing which was againſt us. This victory and triumph belongs to the rule of faith, and the beliefe of it to the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity; becauſe, by vertue of it, we have recon­ciliation with God, and the reſt of that which the Goſpell promiſeth. But, that it ſhould be performed, by the deſcent of Chriſts ſoule into the place of the damned, being begun upon the Croſſe, and finiſhed at the aſcenſion; as the neceſſity of our redemption requireth not, ſo, no Rule of Faith will oblige to believe. There is great appearance, that the devil did not underſtand the effect of it till our Lord roſe againe, as Ignatius ſaith, that he underſtood not the the birth of the bleſſed Virgine. Pilates Wives dream is a ſigne, that, doubt­ing of the conſequence, he would have hindred that, which, by Judas, he did pro­cure. He thought himſelf Lord of mankind, becauſe, for ſin, they were condem­ned to death. That by the death of Chriſt, this condemnation was to be voided, poſſibly he might not underſtand; till Chriſt roſe againe. Though the ſoules of the Fathers were delivered out of his Power before the death of Chriſt, yet might he not underſtand, that, by virtue of it. Our Lord ſaith John XIV. 30. The Prince of this world cometh, and hath nothing in me; Becauſe he found no­thing of his owne, that is of ſinne, in Chriſt. Though he had nothing to do with Chriſt in juſtice; ſeeing, in deed, he had meanes to ſwallow him, and might not know, that the ſwallowing of him would oblige him to render his intereſt in all that ſhould eſcape with him; is it a marvaile that he ſwallowed him, being a murtherer from the beginning?
Thus farre I have owned the reaſon of our redemption, againſt Socinus. Which if it be true, the victory of Chriſt was declared, that is, the triumph be­gunne, at his riſing againe. And therefore, it is no way prejudiciall to the common Faith, which, I know, ſome have imagined, that our Lord Chriſt, having been in Paradiſe with the good thiefe, or in the boſome of Abraham with Lazarus, till Eaſter day morning, when he was to riſe againe, went from thence, in his humane ſoul, to the place of the damned, to declare to the devil, that, by laying violent hands on him, who had not ſinned, he had loſt, not onely the Fathers, but all that ſhould believe at the preaching of the Goſpel. For, herein, the triumph of his victory upon the Croſſe conſiſteth. But the ſubſtance of this ceremony being ſo fully provided for, by the death of his Croſſe, and by his ri [...]ing againe in virtue of it; that he who believeth it not, ſhould be thought to come ſhort of believing all that, which it is neceſſary to ſalvation to believe, ſeemeth to me utterly unreaſonable. For, the Parable repreſenting unto us Dives and Lazarus, conferring together at that diſtance; what reaſon can there be, why this victory might not be declared at the ſame diſtance? Or, why the ſoul of Chriſt ſhould move to do that, which might be done at that diſtance; Leaſt of all, why it ſhould be neceſſary to ſalvation, to believe that, which, there is no reaſon why it ſhould be neceſſary to be done. It is true, our Lord entered into poſſeſſion of his conqueſt, when he raiſed the bodies of thoſe Saints, which, upon his reſurrection, appeared in Jeruſalem. For that was to ſay, that their bodies, as well as their ſouls, were, from hence­forth, free from the dominion which ſinne gave death over mankind. But, ſee­ing their ſoules, as we have ſeen, were not to change their abode till the gene­rall r [...]ſurrection; and ſeeing, therefore, that the ſoul of Chriſt was not to go to take them from the verge of Hell, for the marke and exerciſe of his triumph; I do not ſee why it ſhould go into the nethermoſt Hell, the place of the damned, to declare his victory, and to exerciſe his triumph, and nothing elſe.
Now, having proved, that the ſoules of the Fathers, were not removed from the Verge of Hell to heaven, by the deſcent of Chriſts ſoul, at ſuch time as, the paſſage from the Law to the Goſpell might ſeem to make ſuch a change reaſonable; I ſhall be very difficult to be perſwaded, that any ſoules of Chriſtians, who depart in the ſtate of grace, are ſent to the Verge of Hell, by the name of Purgatory, there to remaine, till, having payd the debt [Page] of temporall puniſhment, reſerved at the reſtoring of them to the ſtate of Grace, they are, by the prayers of their friends here, diſmiſſed to heaven and happineſſe. Every man knowes, that this opinion is chiefly built upon the words of Saint Paul 1 Cor. III. 12-15. If any man build upon this foundation gold, ſilver, precious ſtones, wood, hay, ſtubble; Every mans work ſhall be made manifeſt: For, the day ſhall ſhow it, for, it is revealed with fire, and the fire ſhall try what every mans work is. If any mans work remaine, which he hath built upon (this foundation of Chriſt) he ſhall receive the reward. If a mans work be burnt up, he ſhall ſuffer loſſe, yet himſelf ſhall be ſaved, but ſo as through fire. But, who ſhall conſider theſe words, without prejudice, ſeeing he findes them very difficult, ſhall find it impoſſible to build an article of faith upon them. And, finding the iſſue of them to be at the generall day of judgement, ſhall find, that removing of ſouls out of Purgatory (upon which all the conſequence there­of depends) utterly inconſiſtent with the ſame. For, the day whereof S. Paul here ſpeakes, can be no other then the day of judgement; becauſe, had it been any day of inferiour note, it muſt have been deſcribed by ſome further marke, which that day needs not. I know two opinions, that will not have that day to ſignify the day of judgement. Saint Auguſtine thinkes that it may ſignify any day of triall; For, the fire, is the meanes of that triall: And, tribulation being that triall, the day will be the day of tribulation. Grotius thinks the day to be the judgement of the Church here, whereby, that which men build upon the foundation of Chriſt ſhall be tried, whether it be gold, ſilver, precious ſtones, according to the foundation; or wood, hay, ſtubble, no way ſuitable to it. For that which agrees not with the foundation, there is no reaſon why it may not be loſt, and yet he that laid it upon the foundation be ſaved, though not by that fire, yet, through that fire that tries. What pretenſe is here left for the purging of ſoules by that fire, whereby they are tried? If the triall be at the generall judgement; to bring ſouls out of Purgatory then, what thanks can it deſerve? And, of the generall judgement S. Paul muſt needs ſpeake, be­cauſe there is no other triall that is certaine. Affliction may try, and the Church may try, but it may alſo not try. S. Paul ſpeakes of a triall that muſt be not that may be. I confeſſe this is avoided by ſaying, that Saint Paul here propheſies of a judgement of God to come upon thoſe who adulterated the Goſpell at Corinth, of whom he ſpeakes; For, that judgement which S. Paul foretelleth muſt certainly come to paſſe. But, S. Paul when he ſaith the day ſhall ſhow it; ſpeaketh not of a day, which, hereby he declareth that it ſhall come: But of a day, which otherwiſe they acknowledge was to come. Name­ly, by our common Chriſtianity, whereof, the day of judgement is a part. And, whatſoever judgement Saint Paul foretelleth to come upon them, ſeeing the judgements of this world do not uſe to make every mans work manifeſt; nei­ther can it be ſaid, that he whoſe work remaines, ſhall receive his reward, he whoſe work is burnt up, though he ſuffer loſſe, ſhall eſcape, as through fire; Speaking of ſuch a triall, as, by the ordinary courſe of providence, manifeſts not all mens works, but ſome. Beſides, when S. Paul ſaith, the day is revealed, he ſpeakes of a day, which, in the mean time, is concealed, when it ſhall be, though allready revealed that it ſhall be. And what day is that but the day of judge­ment? Or what fire did they expect that day to be revealed with, but that fire which our Lord ſhall come to judgement with? Now the fire of Gods vengeance, which the laſt day ſhall come with, why ſhould it not try as well as puniſh? This is indeed, in my underſtanding, all that poſſibly can remaine queſtionable, in the ſenſe of thoſe words, the reſt ſeems clear beyond diſpute. The fire of the laſt day is a bodily fire, which ſhall burn up the world, or purify it, to that conſtitution which ſhall remaine for the future. But what is that to the trying of their workes? Saint Pauls words require it not. The day tries, the fire conſumes the workes, and ſo leaves the men purged by ſuffering that loſſe▪ So, mens workes being tried by that great day, if it, the fire of it, cleanſe their bodies by ſenſible torments, (for, that which we ſpeak of▪ comes to paſſe after the reſtoring of bodies,) then it is plaine how the man eſcapes through [Page] fire, whoſe workes are conſumed by the fire, which puniſhes the man by whom they are done. If this fire cannot be properly underſtood to try what every mans work is, it will be nothing unproper to underſtand the judgement of God to be the fire which examines mens workes; by which examination, they which have built hay and ſtubble, upon the foundation of Chriſt, ſhall looſe what they have built, and yet themſelves ſcape through that fire of conflagration, which ſhall involve thoſe that hold not the foundation, with their works.
The other text of S. Paul is more obſcure then this, and yet, being brought to prove this purpoſe, cannot here be balked. 1 Cor. XV. 29. What ſhall be­come of thoſe that are baptized for the dead? why are they then baptized for the dead? The Commentaries upon Saint Pauls Epiſtles, that go under Saint Ambroſe his name, tell us plainly, that there were ſome then, who, if a man were prevented of Baptiſme by death, baptized another for him, for fear he ſhould either not riſe at all, or not well. And this he ſaith, Saint Paul hereby alloweth not, onely argueth, that this ſuppoſeth the reſurrection. And true­ly I ſhowed you before, that, according to Epiphanius, the Cerinthians did in­deed, at that time, baptize another for any that was dead in that caſe, having imbraced Chriſtianity, but dying before he was come to be baptized. Of the Marcionites S. Chryſoſtome upon the place, and Tertulliane, de reſurrectione mortuorum XLVIII. and contra Marc. V. 10. do witneſſe the ſame. Where­upon it need not be ſaid, that the Marcionites were not in Saint Pauls time [...] becauſe they derived their cuſtomes from the Gnoſticks that were. Nor can I allow Saint Chryſoſtome, that  [...], can ſignify here,  [...]; upon condition of riſing agine from the dead; as being baptized upon condition of that which the Goſpel promiſeth. I grant,  [...] may ſignify,  [...]. But that  [...] ſhould ſig­nify  [...], no example juſtifyeth. Nor does Saint Chryſoſtome cure it by expounding  [...], to ſignify,  [...]. For if Chriſtians may be ſaid to be baptized  [...], as, for the recovering of their bodies from death; they cannot therefore be ſaid to be baptized  [...], becauſe their bodies are alive. And divers Copies, in the ſecond place, in ſtead of  [...] read  [...], or,  [...]. As you may ſee in the readings of the Great Bible. And  [...] will not ſerve to ſignify,  [...]: But requires the ſenſe which the Syriack renders,  [...] in ſtead of the dead.
Now the objection is eaſily ſatisfied. For it may be demanded, why Saint Paul, writing to Gods people, informes them not that this was not well done. For, he writes to Gods people indeed, but, upon that which was done by thoſe who ſeduced Gods people: And therefore, need not ſtand to condemn that from whence he argues, condemning all along, thoſe who pretended to ſeduce Gods people. This is the ſuppoſition upon which I muſt argue. Falſe Chri­ſtians baptized others for thoſe who, intending to be Chriſtians, were prevent­ed with death, before they could be baptiz [...]d. That this was done in regard to the reſurrection, you need not believe the ſuppoſed S. Ambroſe, it would not ſerve Saint Paul, to prove the reſurrection from that which they did, other­wiſe. That the benefit which they might find at the reſurrection by being baptized muſt be expected to come by the prayers of the Church, which al­wayes prayed for Chriſtians, never for thoſe that were not baptized; is that which is demanded of them, who will never give any other pertinent reaſon, why others ſhould be baptized for thoſe who were dead without Baptiſme. When it was found, that Judas Maccabaeus his ſouldiers, that were ſlain in the battell▪ had committed ſacriledge, in turning to their own uſe things conſecra­ted to the Idols; we read that they betook themſelves to prayer, and beſought God, that the ſinne committed might wholy be put out of remembrance. And that Judas made a gathering throughout the Company, to the ſumme of M M. Drach­mes of ſilver, and ſent it to Jeruſalem, to offer a ſin-offering, doing therein very well and honeſtly, in that he was mindfull of the reſurrection. For, if he had not[Page]hoped that they who were ſlaine ſhould riſe againe, it had been ſuperfluous and vaine to pray for the dead. And alſo, in that he perceived, that there was great favour laid up for thoſe that died godly, it was an holy and good thought▪ whereupupon he made reconciliation for the dead, that they might be delivered from ſinne. This we read 2 Maccab. XII. 42, 43, 44, 45. The conſequence whereof may ſtand upon two preſumptions. He that taketh it not for Hiſtoricall truth, pre­ferreth his own emp [...]y fanſy before all times and perſons that have admitted it. He that would have it paſſe for Gods word, muſt ſhew the writer to have been inſpired by God, of which there remaines no Tradition in the Church. What ſhould hinder the fact to be true? Doth not the Law, which provideth no ſa­crifice for ſinnes unreconcilable by the Law, provide ſacrifices for ſacrilege? Referre but the particular of the caſe to the determination of Gods people, and the Elders which obliged it in every age, what is there in the relation that agrees not with the Law? Did our Lord Chriſt or his Apoſtles, by word or writing, ever blame any ſuch practice? Thus farre there is nothing to render it either ſuſpect for truth, or if true, contrary to the Law.
What have we in the New Teſtament, for it or againſt it? S. Paul 2 Tim. I. 16, 17, 18. God grant mercy to the houſe of Oneſiphorus; For he refreſhed me many times, and was not aſhamed of my chaine: But being in Rome, carefully ſought and found me. The Lord grant him to find mercy of the Lord in that day. For, how many things he furniſhed me with at Epheſus, thou better knoweſt. Shall I ſay that Oneſiphorus was alive at Rome, when S Paul writ this, and that therefore, he prayeth for his houſhold apart, and himſelf apart? Let impartiall reaſon judge, whether Saint Paul would have prayed for him that was with him at Rome alive, as one, who, coming to Rome, and not aſhamed of his bonds, found him out and refreſhed him? Or whether he prayes for him being dead, that he may finde mercy in that day; For his family onely, that they may finde mercy. But, fall that how it may, he prays for that which could not befall him till the day of judgement; and therefore, may be prayed for, on behalfe of thoſe who are not come to the day of judgement, though dead. And there­fore all thoſe Scriptures, which make the reward of the world to come to de­pend upon the triall of the day of judgement, do prove that we are to pray for the iſſue of it, in behalfe of all, ſo long as it is coming. Beſides Epheſ. IV. 30. John III. 2. Luke XXI. 18. and 2 Theſ. I. 6-9. quoted afore. Saint Paul 1 Cor. I. 8. Who ſhall alſo confirme you unto the end, that you may be blameleſſe in the day of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. Acts III. 19. Repent ye and be converted, that your ſinnes may be blotted out, when the time of refreſhing ſhall come, from the preſence of the Lord. Phil. II. 16. That I may rejoyce in the day of Chriſt, that I have not runne in vaine, nor laboured in vaine. 1 Theſ. II. 19. For what is our hope, or joy, or crown of rejoycing? are not even ye, in the preſence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, at his coming? 1 Pet. I. 5. Who are kept by the power of God through faith unto ſalvation, ready to be revealed at the laſt time. 1 Cor. V. 5. that the ſpirit may be ſaved in the day of the Lord Jeſus. 2 Tim. IV. 8. Henceforth, there is laid up for me a crown of righteouſneſſe, which the Lord the righteous Judge ſhall give me at that day. Luke XIV. 14. Thou ſhalt be recompenſed at the re­ſurrection of the juſt. For all which, there were no reaſon to be given, but the mention of the day of judgement would be every where utterly impertinent, if the reward were declared at the houre of death, and that judgement which then paſſeth. For how can that be expected, which is already injoyed. You have ſeen the ſouls of the Martyrs, that appear to Saint John before Gods Throne, where none but Martyrs appeare, as I have argued; bidden to expect the con [...]ummation of their company, before the vengeance of God be exerci­ſed upon their perſecutors. Apoc. VI. 9, 10, 11. VII. 14—After this ven­geance is exerciſed, and they had raigned M. yeares with Chriſt, and the devil was looſed againe, and had brought Gog and Magog to fight a­gainſt Gods Church, and they had been deſtroyed, and the generall judgement repreſented, Apoc. XX. the Spirit returneth to ſhow Saint John the New Jeruſalem, containing thoſe that ſee Gods face, and have his Name upon [Page] their foreheads, Apoc. XXI. XXII. 1-5. Who have no need of the Sunne, be­cauſe God is their light, and ſhall raigne for everlaſting. For, after all this againe, The Spirit and the bride ſay come: And let him that heareth ſay come: And let him that thirſteth come, and let who will come, and take of the water of life for nothing. And, he that teſtifyeth theſe things ſaith; Indeed I come quick­ly, Amen. Even ſo, come Lord Jeſus. What demandeth all this? That which ſeemeth not to be refuſed, admitting the conſequence of the Viſions. That thoſe ſouls, who appear before Gods Throne, pray for the ſecond com­ing of Chriſt, and the conſummation of all things. The renewing of their pray­er Apoc. VI. after the repreſentation of the generall judgement, Apoc. XX. inforceth it. The Saints, therefore in heaven ſtill deſiring the ſecond coming of Chriſt, is it marvaile, if there remaine ſomething to be prayed for on behalf of inferiour rankes; having ſhowed, that thoſe who were ſealed and ſaved in Jewry are not deſcribed to appeare in heaven before Gods Throne? Whither we admit all that dy in the ſtate of Grace to be with Chriſt, as well as S. Paul, and that in Paradiſe, taken for the third heavens; Or, reſerve, as well we may reſerve ſo much privilege to an Apoſtle, and a martyr, (according to that which I have ſhowed you out of the Apocalypſe) as not to equall with him all that dy in the ſtate of Grace; Certaine we are, the eſtate of thoſe that dy in Gods grace admits a ſolicitous expectation of the day of judgement, though aſſured of the iſſue of it. That is it which, ſo many texts of Scripture alledged afore, ſignifie nothing if they ſignify it not.
What is it then, that reaſon, grounded upon the Scriptures requires? Certainly, did our juſtification conſiſt in the immediate imputation of Chriſts righteouſ­neſſe, revealed by that Faith, which, therefore juſtifieth, no man could dy in the ſtate of Grace, but be muſt be as pure as the Bleſſed Virgine; and he that can digeſt ſuch exceſſive aſſertions, may think ſtrange, that any difference ſhould be made among them that dye in Grace. But I muſt and do ſuppoſe that which I have proved, that the performance of that common Chriſtianity, the undertaking whereof juſtifies, makes as much difference between the righ­teouſneſſe of ſeverall Chriſtians, as muſt needes be found between the Higheſt of Gods Saints, and the Loweſt of thoſe that eſcape the ſecond death. And therefore inferre, that, the difference of theire eſtates, between death, and the generall judgement, muſt needes be anſwereable; though, from their death, they know, to whether lot they be deputed▪ as for their particular judgment. And this will neceſſarily follow, ſuppoſing this world to be the Race, and the next the Gole, according to the tenor of the Covenant of Grace, which hath been declared. For, ſuppoſing that he who keepeth account of his ſteps, and watcheth over his wayes, may be ready for Gods call, and appeare before him without ſinne, having waſhed it away by the blood of Chriſt infuſed in the tears of finall repentance; Muſt we not of neceſſity ſuppoſe, that, they who doe not ſo (who are, evidently, the farre greater part of Chriſtians) departing with the guilt and ſlaine of ſuch ſinne upon them, muſt needs appear with it before God, notwithſtanding the Covenant of Grace? Againe, the ove of this world, and of our ſelves, from whence ſuch ſinne proceedeth, and would have proceeded, ſhould men proceed to live; ſuppoſe it be ſuch as drives not Gods Spirit away, becauſe incident to that humane  [...]railty which the Covenant of Grace preſuppoſeth; how ſhall it be waſhed out of that ſoule after death, by virtue of the Covenant of Grace, which hath failed of the Covenant of Grace, in not waſhing it away, being alive? It is therefore neceſſarily conſequent upon the premiſes, that Chriſtiane ſoules, which eſcape the ſecond death, becauſe the love of God was alive in them to ſtrive againſt ſinne, though not to clear them of it, continue in that eſtate wherein they departed, till the generall judgement; As, for the love of God, or of the World, ſo for the joy, or remorſe which they have in them ſelves for it. That the purity of this joy, or the mixture of it with remorſe, be not meerly the puniſhment of ſinne committed, but the effect and conſe­quence [Page] of the eſtate in which it departeth, though the ſin which it committed in the Body be the meanes to conſtitute this eſtate. That the departure there­of bring it to that anxiety, concerning the everlaſting judgement, which is proportionable to the love of the creature which it departeth with. That, be­ing repoſed in an eſtate and place of refreſhment, (which thoſe ſecret recepta­cles and chambers of Eſdras ſeem to ſignify) it remaine ſubject, as well to thoſe clouds of ſorrow and remorſe, which the ſenſe of ſinne done, and the love of God, which hath not conquered the love of the Creature, produceth, as to that light and refreſhment, which the Spirit of God may create. That the end of all this may be the trial of the day of judgement, purging away all the dregs and droſſe of ſinne, and of the love of this world, which may remaine, in ſoules that depart, or are found then alive in the ſtate of Grace, by the fierceneſſe and ſharpneſſe of that griefe, which the triall of the generall judgement ſhall cauſe. It may be thought, that the fire wherewith the day of the Lord is revealed, ſeizing their bodies which they ſhall have reſumed, by the paine which it breedeth, purgeth away the love of the creature. And it may be thought, that, the examination of the conſcience, the conviction of ſinne, the remorſe and ſhame of ſo many diſloyalties, the feare of the Judge, and in fine, the ſtrictneſſe of the judgement is the fire which Saint Paul ſayes ſhall try every mans work; (as the fire which burns up the world ſhall their bodies) and ſever the dregs and droſſe of them, to the Devil and his Angels, from whom they came, with the dregs and droſſe of the world, which, divines ſay, ſhall be conveyed to Hell, as the  [...]inke of it. But, hereupon, the Apoſtle, when he ſayes; Ye are come to the ſpirits of juſt men made perfect. Hebrews XII. 23. may be underſtood, that they are thus perfected; ſuppoſing him to ſpeake of the generall judgement to come to paſſe then ſtraight, as the deſtruction of Jeruſalem did, and, that therefore he ſaith; Ye are come. But he may be alſo underſtood to ſay, that they are perfected by Chriſtianity, in compariſon of Judaiſme, as our Lord ſaith; Be ye perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect: And as he ſaith, that, the leaſt in the kingdome of heaven is greater then John the Baptiſt. Whereas, if we underſtand him to ſay; Ye are come to the Spirits of juſt men perfected, between the departure and the day of judgement, we make him to ſay that, which, is no where elſe either ſaid or intimated by the Scripture.
And that is it which diſtinguiſheth my opinion from the poſition of Purga­tory, or rather, the doctrine of the ſcriptures from the decree of the Councils of Florence and Trent. For, will the preſent Church of Rome be content with ſuch an eſtate of ſoules, as no man can be helped out of? What were Purgato­ry worth, if men were perſwaded, that there is no meanes to tranſlate their ſoules out of the flames thereof into heaven, before the generall judgement? Or, what were Chriſtianity the worſe, if all were perſwaded that thoſe ſoules, which wee ſpeake of all this while, need their friends prayers, to help them through this middle eſtate, and eſpecially, through the dreadfull tryall of the day of judgement? Surely thus much the worſe, that men muſt of neceſſity keep a better account of their ſteps here, and take a better care to cleare themſelves of the ſins which they commit, that they may paſſe it with the more joy and cherefullneſſe. Well may they part with the droſſe and ſtubble of the imme­diate imputation of Chriſts merits & ſufferings, (which they have built upon the foundation of the remiſſion of ſins and everlaſting life, in conſideration of the ſame, but upon condition of Chriſtanity) upon theſe termes here, rather then part with it at their charge, then, if perhaps they have not failed of the foundation, by the meanes of it. And, upon theſe termes, I am not troubled at the words of our Lord Mat. XII. 32. Who ſhall ſpeake a word againſt the Son of man, it ſhall be remitted him; But, who ſhall ſpeake against the Holy Ghoſt, it ſhall never be remitted him, neither in this world, nor in the world to come. For, as for mine owne part, I finde the force of the words well enough ſa­tisfied, [Page] taking it onely for, a faſhion of ſpeech, ſignifying onely; that that ſin could by no meanes be pardoned, no not in the world to come; not ſuppo­ſing that the world to come hath meanes to pardon ſo great ſins, as this world hath no meanes to doe. I confeſſe, according to my opinion, there is, in ſome ſort, pardon for ſins in the other world, though, abſolutely there is not; be­cauſe there is none, but in vertue of the covenant of Grace, the termes whereof onely take place in this world, though the effect thereof extend to the world to come. For, after departure in the ſtate of Grace, for a man to know, that there is no more danger of failing of everlaſting life, is abſolutely that, which the greateſt Saints of this world could never attaine to; Though ſome effects of ſin ſtick to thoſe that are ſo aſſured between death and the day of judge­ment; in reſpect to which, he who is abſolutely ſaid to be pardoned, becauſe in no danger of forfeiting it, may be ſaid, ſo far not to be pardoned, as the continuance of thoſe effects imports. But, there is nothing in my opinion to ſignifie, that there is meanes of obtaining pardon for thoſe ſins in the next world, which there is no meanes to obtain pardon for in this; Which, this ſay­ing of our Lord, at the foote of the letter ſignifies. And therefore I, for my part, can very well reſt ſatisfied with this ſenſe, taking the inlarging of it, by men­tioning the world to come, for an elegance which common ſpeech beareth, and that of our Lord frequenteth. But, if any man thinke I reſpect not the Fathers, that have expounded it to the ſenſe which I refuſe not; the rule of faith being ſafe, let every man injoy his opinion in it. Of the figure  [...], which Grotius obſerves in the words, in the world to come, whereby, it ſhall not be for given him in the world to come, ſignifyes; He ſhall be ſoundly puniſhed for it in the world to come; let them who are capable ſee him diſcourſe learnedly in his Anotati­ons upon this place.
As little am I troubled at that other text of the Goſpell, Mat. V. 26. Luke X [...]I. 58. Thou ſhalt not come forth till thou haſt paid the utmoſt farthing. For, I can eaſily grant, that the taking away of thoſe effects of ſin, which remaine in thoſe that dy in grace, according to my opinion, may be ſaid to come, by paying the utmoſt farthing. But, I need not grant, that he who ſaies, thou ſhalt not come forth till thou haſt paid the utmoſt farthing, ſaies; Thou mayeſt come forth by paying the utmoſt farthing. For, the condition of paying the utmoſt farthing will be unpoſſible, if wee underſtand the priſon to be the Lake of the damned, which, the executioner mentioned afore requires; In S. Luke for a Preface to the Parable, Why doe yee not judge what is right from your ſoules; ſaith our Lord; That is, why doe ye not judge what ye are to doe in the mater of my Goſpell, by that which you uſe to doe in worldly matters? If you be liable to an action, you find it beſt to compound it, before the judge give ſentence, and grant execution upon it. For, then you muſt ſtand to the extremity of the Law. The preaching of the goſpell ſhowes, that the Law o [...] God hath an Action a­gainſt you, which you may take up, by becoming Chriſtians, and yet you will not doe it. In S. Mathew, it followes upon the precept of being reconciled to a mans brother; which ſhowes, that God accepts not that ſacrifice which is not offered in charity. But, it cannot ſignifie leſſe then in S. Luke; That our Lord, upon that occaſion, puts all in mind to be reconciled to God becauſe there is no redemption if he grant execution againſt us. This execution then is, either upon refuſing the termes of reconcilement, or, upon failing of that which we undertake by accepting them; That is, not upon thoſe failleures which may conſiſt with reconcilement, as thoſe who would have theſe words to ſig­nifie Purgatory imagine; but which deſtroy it: And therefore the limitation, till thou haſt paid the utmoſt farthing; ſignifies as Mat. I. 15. He knew her not till ſhe had brought fourth her firſt borne ſon; though he never knew her▪ That is to ſay, his utmoſt farthing ſhall never be paid. My opinion would allow me to accept of Tertullians and S. Cyprians ſenſe of this text; who do indeed acknowledge, the voiding of thoſe effects of ſin, which may remain upon thoſe that depart in the ſtate of Grace, between death and the day of judgement, to [Page] be the paying of this utmoſt farthing. But, I have ſhewed you why it agrees not with the intent of the words. And if it did, it were nothing to Purgatory, becauſe Tertullian expreſſeth it to be paid, m [...]ra reſurrectioni [...], by the delay of the reſurrection, that is, not before t [...]e generall judgement; whereby Purgatory is quite ſpoiled: For, pretending the expinting of veniall ſin, (which conſiſteth with reconcilement) together with ſatisfying the debt of temporall puniſhment, reſerved by God upon that ſin which he remitteth, it cannot be intended by him that gives warning of ſeeking reconcilement, not, of voiding the penalties which may remaine when it is obtained. Where you may ſee, by ſurvaying the ſcriptures which have been debated, that there is not the leaſt pre­tenſe in them for paying this debt, by induring the flames of Purgatory, for that ſin which is forgiven afore. But, that all ſatisfaction endeth in voiding the guilt of ſin, by appeaſing the wr [...]th of God for it before wee goe hence. There be other texts, both of the old and New Teſtament, that are uſually alleaged in this diſpute. But becauſe, rather for ſhow then ſubſtance I will rather pre­ſume that all reaſonable men may ſee where the conſequence failes, then uſe ſo many words as it requires to ſhow it. He ſhall ſit as a refiner that purifieth ſilver, and  [...]all purifi [...] the Sons of Levi, and purge them as Gold and ſilver, that they may offer unto the Lord an offering in rightouſneſſe, ſaith the Prophet Mala­chi III. 3. But manifeſtly ſpeaking of the firſt coming of Chriſt and triall which the Goſpel paſſes them through, that turn Chriſtians upon mature advice. Whatſoever trial the ſecond coming of Chriſt may bring with it, correſpondent to the firſt, it will be nothing to Purgatory, the day of judgement determining it. As for thee alſo, by the blood of thy covenant, I have ſent forth the priſoners out of the pit where in was no water; Saith the Prophet Zachary IX. 11. ſpeaking of the returne, from the Captivity of Babylon, and of the prince of Iſrael that ſhould figure o [...]t our Lord Chriſt, and rule from ſea to ſea, and from the river to the ends of the earth. Whereby it appeareth that, the ſpiritual ſenſe of this Pro­pheſy, ending  [...]n the redemption of mankind by the death of Chriſt, and his Kingdome, by the preaching of his Goſpel, can by no meanes be extended to any delivering out of Purgatory; and if it could, muſt not be intended to take place before the ſecond coming. Which intent would alſo appear ground­leſſe in this; Becauſe I have ſhowed, that he did not deliver the ſoules of the Fathers out of the Devils hands at his firſt coming, which this text is alleaged to prove no leſſe then Purgatory. For, this will confine it to the delivery of mankind from ſin, by the death of our Lord Chriſt and his ſufferings.

CHAP. XXVIII. Ancient opinions in the Church, of the place of ſoules before the day of judge­ment. No Tradition that the Fathers were in the Ʋerge of Hell, under the Earth. The reaſon of the difference in the expreſſions of the Fathers of the Church. What Tradition of the Church for the place of Christs ſoule, during his death, The Saints ſoules in ſecret manſions, according to the Tradition of the Church. Prayer for the dead ſuppoſeth the ſame. No Purgatory according to the Tradition of the Church.
[Page]
LEt us now conſider the Tradition of the Church, in theſe particulars. Juſtin the Martyr in his diſpute with Trypho the Jew, by the example of Samuel, proveth, that the ſoules of the Fathers and Prophets were in the hands of the Powers of darkeneſſe; And that, by the prayer of our Lord Pſal. XXII. 21. wee are taught to pray, at our departure, that God would not give us up to them: as he, at his death, commends his ſoule into his Fathers hands. It  [...]s wel enough known that Clemens Alexandrinus believes, that both our Lord & his Apoſtles went into Hel to deliver from thence ſuch ſoules, as ſhould admit that which he came to preach. He followed in it, the Apocryphall viſi­on, of Hermes, then in requeſt, where this is ſtill found libro. III. ſimilitud. III. and, what followers he hath in this opinion, you may ſee by the late Lord Pri­mate his anſwer to the Jeſuites Challenge p. 274. S. Auſtine de Haer. LXXIX. after Philaſtrius de Haer. LXXIV. counts this opinion in the liſt of Hereſies; Yet doubted not, that he did deliver thence, whom he found fit, Epiſt. XCIX. de Gen. ad Lit. XII. 33, 34. Nor S. Jerom, that he did them good who were there, though, how it can not be ſaid, in Epheſ. IV. libro II. To the ſame purpoſe, in IV. Dan. I. in III. Lament. II. That this opinion had great vogue in the Church and muſt be counted in the number of Eccleſiaſticall poſitions, cannot be denyed. That it is, or ever was held, as of the Rule of Faith, it muſt. Marcion was the fi [...]ſt that placed the Fathers ſoules in Hell, that he might aſſigne heaven for the part of his Chriſt, and his God, as wee learne by Ter­tullian IV. 3, 4. to wit, to entertaine his diſciples, For, this ingageth Ter­tullian to oppoſe the Gulfe, and the rich mans lifting up his eyes in Hell, for arguments, that Abrahams boſome is no part of it, but higher then Hell, though not in heaven, to refreſh all believers, Abr. children, til the reſurrection, for he allowes paradiſe, onely to Martyrs, which he maketh alſo the place under the Al [...]ar. where S. Iohn ſaw onely Martyrs ſoules, (though elſe where Apolog. cap XLVII. and in his Poem de Judicio cap. VIII. he aſſigneth it to incertaine the Saints ſoules, without any difference) alleaging a revelation to Perpetua, a Montaniſt Virgine, to that purpoſe, de Reſurr. XLIII. And therefore, de Anima LV. makes that, which he made before higher then hell, but not in hea­ven, a part of hell where our Lord viſited the Fathers ſoules; to wit, the up­per part of it, being all contayned within the entrailes of the earth. To the ſame purpoſe▪ Iraeneus, V. 31. ſaith it is manifeſt, that the ſoules of Chriſtians goe into an inviſible place (the Engliſh of  [...]) aſſigned them by God, to at­tend the reſurrection in it; Becauſe our Lord, being to undergoe the lot of mortals ſtayed till the third day, in the lower parts of the earth, where the ſoules of the dead were. And, though he allege for this an Apocryphall paſſ­age, which he takes to be Eſayes III. 23. but Jeremies IV. 39. yet ſaies it no more but, that the Lord God of Iſrael remembred his dead, a ſleep in the delve of the Earth and went down to them to bring them the news of his ſaving health; Of which preaching otherwiſe Irenaeus and Tertullian ſay nothing.
Here then, to ſhow that there is no Tradition in the Church for Limbus Patrum, you have in the opinion of Irenius and Tertullian, a ſtate of [Page] coutent and joy for all righteous ſoules, till the reſurrection, though within the earth for the place; Where our Saviour was with them, during his death. But, it is ſtil more particularly deſcribed, in a fragment of a very ancient Chriſtian, who is called Joſephus, but is thought to be Caius, that writ a­gainſt the Montaniſts in Tertullians time: The booke is mentioned by Pho­tius XLVIII. the fragment is publiſhed by Heſchelius, in his annotations there, And there is a copy of it in the Library at Oxford, a tranſcript whereof I have to ſhow, by the favour of the late learned Doctor Langbane. The tenor of it is, that  [...] is a place under the Earth, where light cometh not, and therefore darke, and aſſigned for ſoules to be guarded by Angels, that diſtribute them their lots for a time. One quarter of it is the lake of unquencha­ble fire, which the wicked ſhall be thrown into at the laſt day, when the righ­teous ſhall receive the kingdome, who, in the meane time, are in the ſame  [...], but quartered a part. For, there is one common deſcent, at the entrance where­of ſtands the Archangel, with his hoſt, diſtributing the ſouls that are conducted by theire Angels, the righteous, to the right hand, to be lighted and conducted with melody by the good Angels to the company of the righteous, in a place of light and joy; The wicked as priſoners, with violence and ſhame on the left, to, hard by the ſaid lake, hearing the boyling of it, and ſeeing the righteous in joy afar off, and expecting, as the righteous better things, ſo they worſe, at the day of judgement, Set aſide the limiting of the place to be under the earth, in what deſcription can the ſcriptures better agree, then in this? The verſes of the Sibyls libro. I. conducting the three ſons of Noe to Acheron in the houſe of  [...], tell us, that there, they ſhall be honoured,  [...]. Becauſe they are the off▪ ſpring of the bleſſed, happy men themſelves, whom the Lord of Hoſt, gave a good mind, and conſer­red counſels with them, who ſhall be happy though they goe to  [...], or Hell. And is not this a cleare reſolution of S. Austins doubt, whether Abrahams boſom be­long to Hell or to Paradiſe Epiſt. LVII. in Pſalm. XXXV. and whether inferi, or Hell, doe ever ſignifie a good place, in the Scripture, as Abrahams boſome certainely doth de Gen. ad lit. XII. 23, 34. which he ſuppoſeth to be reſolved in the negative, Epiſt. XCIX. But finds no abſurdity in the affirmative de Civit. XX, 15. For, taking  [...] onely for a place invſible, where the ſouls of good as well as bad are diſpoſed of untill the day of judgement, in which the Scriptures and the Church both agree; If inferi be the Latine of it every where, Inferi alſo muſt ſignifie ſuch a place. But, taking it to ſignifie a place under the Earth as it is true the word Inferi ſignifieth; who dare undertake, that either the ſcriptures have taught, or, there is any tradition of the Church, that the ſoules of the righteous, till the reſurrection, are guarded under the Earth, though the authors hitherto quoted have believed it; whoſe opinion, therefore, in that point, is no part of the Tradition of the Church.
S. Auſtine, for certaine, admitteth all but that, reſolving, Euchirid. CIIX. Tempus quod inter hominis mortem & ultimam reſurrectionem interpoſitum eſt, animas abditis receptaculis continet; ſicut unaquaeque digna eſt, vel requie vel aerumna▪ pro eo quod ſortita eſt in carne dum viveret. The time that comes be­tween a mans death and the laſt reſurrection guards ſoules in ſecret receptacles, as every one is worthy of reſt or ſorrow, according to the Lot of it whilſt lived in the fleſh, For, what are theſe ſecret receptacles, but the inviſible place which  [...] ſignifieth? Pope Pius I▪ in his letter to Juſtus Biſhop of Vicuna, (the ancient­eſt that the latine Church hath, that is unqueſtionable) Presbyteri illi, qui, ab Apoſtolis educati, uſque ad nos pervenerunt, a domino vocati, in cubilibus aeternis clauſi tenentur. The ancients (ſaith he) who, being bred by the Apoſtles▪ were come to our time, being called by the Lord, are kept ſhut up in eternall bed-chambers; to wit, until the laſt judgement. Novatianus, of S. Cyprians time in his book de Tri­nitate I. Quae infra terram ſunt, neque ipſa ſunt digeſtis & ordinatis poteſtatibus vacua: Locus enim eſt, quo, piorum impiorumque animae ducuntur, futuri judicii praejudicia ſentientes. Nor are the parts under the Earth void of orderly diſ­poſed Powers. For, there is the place, to which the ſoules of the Godly and the wick­ed[Page]are conducted, feeling the prejudice of the judgement which is to come The ſame ſaith Origen, all but the place, de Principiis IV. 2. Qui de hocmundo ſecundum communem iſtam mortem recedunt, pro actibus ſuis & meritis diſpenſantur, pr [...]ut digni fuerint judicati; Alii quidem in locum qui dicitur Infernus, alii in ſinum Abrahae, per diverſas manſiones. Thoſe that goe out of this world by this common death, are diſpoſed of according to theire works, and de­ſerts; ſome into the place called Hell▪ others into the boſome of Abraham, accor­ding to ſeverall lodgings. So alſo in Num▪ XXI. hom. XXVI. S. Hilary ſaith the ſame in Pſalm. II. & CXX. For thus he writeth; Exeuntes de corpore, ad in­troitum illum regni caeleſtis, per cuſtodiam Domini fideles omnes reſervabuntur, in ſinu ſcilicet Abrabae interim collocati, quo adire impios interjectum chaos inhibet, quoſque introcundi rurſum in regnum coelorum tempus adveniat. All the faith­full▪ going out of the body, to the entrey of the heavenly kingdom, ſhall be kept there under the Lords guard, as placed, for the time, in Abrahams boſome, whether, the gulf interpoſed prohibits the wicked to come, till the time of re entring the kingdom of heaven come againe. And therefore, the ſame he meanes, when he ſaies in Pſalmum CXXXVIII. that, the Law of human neceſſity, which our Lord refuſed not, is this, that, the body being buryed, the ſoule goe ad Inferos For in Pſalmum II. he exemplifies in Dives and Lazarus. And Lactantius VII. 21. Nec tamen quiſquam putet, animas poſt mortem protinus judicari. Omnes in una communique cuſtodia detinentur, dones tempus adveniat, quo maximus index meritorum faciat examen. Yet let no man think that ſoules are judged ſtraight after death. They are kept in one common guard, till the time come for the Soveraigne Judge to examine theire deſerts. He denies them to be judged, whom Novatianus acknowledgeth to be prejudged, or forejudged. He means our common guard, but intends not to deny the gulfe which it is parted with. S. Ambroſe de Bono Mortis X. XI. ſaith, that thoſe lodgings, which the Apocry­phichall Eſdras ſpeaketh of, are the many lodgings, which our Lord ſaith are in his fathers houſe Iohn XIV. 2. and, ſpeaking of the Gentiles; Satis fuerat dixiſſe illis, quod liberatae animae a corporibus  [...] peterent, id eſt, locum qui non videtur, quem locum Latine infernum dicimus. It had been enough for them to have ſaid, that ſoules, freed from their bodies, goe to  [...], that is, to a place not ſeen, which place wee call hell in Latine. Signifying that, according to Chriſtianity, all ſoules, going to Eſdras his lodgings, may be ſaid to goe to  [...], which the La­tine makes to be under the Earth; But whether Chriſtianity ſo underſtand it or no, not expreſſing. Againe, Ergo, dum expectatur plenitudo temporis, ex­pectant anims remunerationem debitam Alias manet paena, alias gloria: Et ta­men nec illae interim ſine injuria, nec iſtae ſine fructu ſunt. While therefore the ful­neſſe of time is expected, ſoules alſo expect their own reward. Some puniſhment, ſome glory attendes; yet neither they without hardſhip, nor theſe without bene­fit in the meane time. Yet, as it followes, neither grieved with cares, neither vexed with the remembrance of that which is paſt, as the wicked; but, fore­ſeeing their reſt and glory to come, injoy the quiet of their lodgings, under the guard of Angels. If it be excepted, that there is; no mention of the Fathers ſoules. Let it be conſidered, how many Church-writers have made the boſome of Abraham in which Lazarus reſted before our Lords death, a place of reſt and refreſhment from death till the day of judgement. Their words you may find in the anſwer to the Jeſuits Challenge named afore p. 260-267. Where, thoſe expoſitions of the Goſpell which goe under the name of Theophilus of Antiochia & Euthymius of Lions write two opinions, the one placing it under the earth, the other above, becauſe the rich man lifted up his eyes; From whence, the ſecond of thoſe dialogues againſt the Marcioniſts that goe under Origens name, argueth that it is in heaven. So far is the ancient Church from being agreed, that thoſe ſtore-houſes, wherein, it is agreed, that all ſoules are kept till the generall judgement, are beneath the earth. And, though he was a Chriſtian that writ the Apocryphall book of Eſ [...]ras II. from whom S. Ambros and S. Auſtine receive their ſtore-houſes of Soules; yet ſpeakes it in the perſon of Eſdras, concerning the Fathers of the Old Teſtament. In the meane time, of the removing of them, by the de­ſcent [Page] of Chriſt out of the Verge of Hell into heaven, not one word in all this; which certainely may ſerve to evidence, that there never was nor is any ſuch Tradition in the Church
In fine, the deſcent of righteous ſoules in to hell, and the deliverance of them from thence by the deſcent of our Lord Chriſt may be underſtood two ſeverall waies; Either according to the literall ſenſe, of the old Teſtament or according ot the myſticall ſenſe of the New. For, it is manifeſt, that Adam was condemned to labor the earth firſt, and then to returne to the earth; And this, being expul­ſed out of Paradiſe. The ſecret of Chriſtianity conſiſting in this; that our Lord Chriſt ſhould reſtore the poſterity of Adam, from thoſe ſorrowes which brought him to the earth, whence he was taken, to Paradiſe, whence he was ex­pulſed; was not to be revealed, though it was to take effect, in all, who, in e­ffect, though not in forme, imbraced and held the Covenant of Grace, during the old Teſtament. The land of promiſe, and the bleſſings thereof, were then the pledges of this hope. To leave them by death, was then, to acknowledge themſelves liable to the ſecond death, which returning to the earth ſignified, ſo long as their returne to Paradiſe was not revealed; Though, to them which underſtood what the Land of promiſe ſignified, it was to returne into paradiſe. The new teſtament ſucceeding to reveale the myſtery of the old, muſt it not needes ſeeme ſtrange, that the Fathers of the old Teſtament ſhould behave themſelves towards death, as they who had not this hope? Suppoſing this reaſon not then to be declared, it neede not ſeeme ſtrange; not ſuppoſing the ſame, it ſeems to cal in queſtion ſom thing of our common Chriſtianity. The Goſ­pel opens the ſecret, repreſenting Dives in Hel torments, Lazarus in Abrahams boſom? But, our Lord Chriſt himſelfe being brought downe to the duſt of the earth, to deliver mankind from the ſecond death, ſignified by the ſame; did our common redemption require, that he ſhould come any further under death, and them who had the power of it, our common Faith might ſeeme maimed in not believing it. But, the worke of redemption being accompliſhed upon the Croſſe, the effect of it was to be tryed, by the diſpoſing of his ſoule. Which effect, whether thoſe that belonged to the new Teſtament under the Old un­derſtood by the ſcriptures of the Law, they underſtood it as did the Devil, by theire deliverance out of his hands; For, the reaſon of their deliverance, he might not underſtand, till the riſing of Chriſt againe taught it. When therefore, wee ſee the ſoules of Adam and his poſterity aſſigned, by the Fathers of the Church, to the powers of darkeneſſe; let us underſtand it to hold accor­ding to the Old Teſtament, and it will comprehend alſo, the ſouls of the Fathers; Who belonged to the New Teſtament. When we heare them deſcribe them in the reſt of Abrahams boſome, according to that which our Lord revealeth, let us underſtand the effect of the New Teſtanent, in them that dyed under the Old. Without diſtinguiſhing thus, I conceive, it will be impoſſible to recon­cile the Fathers, to themſelves and the common faith. For, preſſing that which they ſay on either ſide, you will not faile to make them croſſe one an other, as well as the Scriptures. But, thus diſtinguiſhing, the common faith will remaine, that which Macrina, in Gregory Nyſſens dialogue de anima & reſur­rectione anſwers to the queſtion, Where  [...] is; To wit, that the tranſlation of the ſoule from this viſible world, to that which is not ſeen, is all that can be had, either from Hethen writers, or from the Scriptures; There being nothing un­der the earth, but that which anſwereth this Hemiſpere? above the earth. Which clauſe is added, to meete with one opinion of the Gentiles; that the lower he­miſpere is the place of ſoules, and the torments of Hell (which they call Tarta­ra) as much beneath it, as heaven is above this. Onely here it muſt be pro­vided, that the gulfe be not forgotten, which our Lord fixeth, between A­brahams boſome, and the place of torments. Dionyſius Eccleſ. Hierarch. Cap. II. ſeemeth to agree with Gregory Nyſſen [...], and ſo doe others, whom, unleſſe you diſtinguiſh thus, you wil not find to ſpeak things conſequent to themſelvs.
And I am much confirmed in it, firſt, by the difference of opinions, among the fathers, concerning Samuels ſoul; Which we as there be enough of them, that [Page] cannot indure, to yeild it to have been in the devils power, to raiſe; ſo are they by that meanes obliged to maintaine the reſt of the Fathers ſouls, with Samuels, to have gon into Abrahams boſom, with Lazarus. Secondly, by their agreement in acknowledging, that Paradiſe, which was ſhut upon man for the ſinne of Ad­am, is opened by the death of Chriſt, to receive the righteous. For to con­ceive, that they underſtood this of that Paradiſe which Adam was expulſed, would be to make them too childiſh. But, underſtanding it of that eſtate which that Paradiſe ſignified, you have Saint Baſil aſſigning Paradiſe to Lazarus de Jejunio Hom. I. Beſides another Homily intitled to Zeno Biſhop of Verona. Nay, you have expreſly in Philo Carpathius upon Cant. VI. 2. My love is gone into his garden: Or, his Paradiſe; Tunc enim Paradiſum triumphator ingreſ­ſus eſt, cum ad inferos penetravit. Then did he enter Paradiſe in triumph, when he pierced into hell: Making the beds of ſpices there to be the ſouls of the Fathers, to whom our Lord conducted the good thiefe. And Olympiodorus upon Cant. III. ſaith, that ſome make Paradiſe under the earth, and that there Dives ſaw Lazarus: Others in heaven; Whereas the letter of the Scripture placeth it upon the earth. But howſoever, that the righteous are both in joy and peace, and alſo in Paradiſe; Thinges not to be reconciled, not diſtinguiſhing as I do. Laſtly, the reaſon of Faith ſetleth me upon this ground. The reaſon of Faith, I ſay, not the rule of Faith. For, I do not ſay that any part of the diſ­pute belongs to that, which the ſalvation of all Chriſtians neceſſarily requireth them to believe. He who underſtandeth, that himſelf is ſaved by imbracing Chriſtianity, and living according to it, I do not underſtand why he ſhould be damned, becauſe he underſtood not by what meanes the Fathers afore Chriſt were ſaved; provided he deny not their ſalvation, to the diſparagement of Chriſtianity, whereof they were the forerunners. And this is the caſe of Hermes, and Juſtine, and Clemens, and if there were any others, who thought, that the Fathers, or the Philoſophers were ſaved by believing in Chriſt, at his deſcent into hell; meerly becauſe they underſtood not the ground of that difference, between the litterall and myſticall ſenſe of the Old Teſtament, which I have ſaid. Indeed, in regard it is, by conſequence, deſtructive to Chriſtianity, that the Fathers ſhould have attained ſalvation any wayes but as Chriſtians; in that regard, I anſwer, the poſition is, by conſequence, prejudiciall to Chriſti­anity. But becauſe, by that conſequence, which the moſt cenſorious of the error do not owne, and, not owning, neceſſarily incurre ſome other inconve­nience to Chriſtianity; I ſay not that they deſtroy the common faith who hold it, but that they deſtroy the true reaſon of it, which ſubſiſteth not, unleſſe we grant, that the Fathers obtained ſalvation by Chriſt; Nor that, unleſſe we grant, that they came not under the Devils Power by death, who died qualified for ſalvation, as that time required.
There remaines no queſtion, what company the ſoul of Chriſt was with, for the time that it remained parted from the body, nor how the deſcent there­of to Hell is to be underſtood, ſuppoſing the premiſes. The Tradition of the deſcent of Chriſts ſoul into hell can by no meanes be parted from the Tra­dition of an intent to viſite the ſoules of the Fathers. That ſuppoſes, that the ſoules of the Fathers were diſpoſed of under the earth; (whether in the intrails of the earth, or in the hemiſphere below us, as the Heathen did imagine) And, infers, that the intent of it was to redeem them out of the devils hands, to go with our Lord Chriſt, into his kingdome. Could this be maintained to be the Tradition of the Church, I might be ſtraitned by the Tradition of the Church. But, as I have ſhowed it, to be, by conſequence, prejudiciall to the Faith; So, I have ſhowed, that there is no Tradition of the Church for the diſpoſing of all ſoules, before Chriſt, under the earth, whether in the devils hands, or other­wiſe. Nor▪ for the tranſlating of any ſoule from under the earth to heaven, with Chriſt, and by Chriſt. But, for the continuance of all, in thoſe unknown lodgings, where they are diſpoſed, at their death, till the day of judgement, whether before or after Chriſt; Though the Latine hath no name to ſignify them, but inferi, or infernum, neceſſarily ſignifying, as to the originall [Page] of the word, the parts beneath the earth. There is therefore no queſti­on to be made; as to the Tradition of the Church, that the ſoule of Chriſt, parting with the body, went to the ſoules of the Fathers, which the Goſpell repreſents us in Abrahams boſom, (whether the death of Chriſt removing the debt of ſin, which ſhut Paradiſe upon Adam, make that place known to us, by the name of Paradiſe, to which our Lord inducted the good thiefe; Or whether the Jewes had uſed that name, for the place, to which they believed the ſoules of the righteous do go) But, there is therefore no Tradition remaining of the deſcent of Chriſts ſoul into hell, to reſcue the ſoules of the Fathers out of the Verge of Hell, (commonly called Limbus Patrum) to go with him into his kingdome. True it is which Irenaeus ſaith, and the Tradition of the Church will juſtify it, that our Lord Chriſt was to undergo the condition of the dead, for the redemption of mankind. And therefore, the ſeparation of his humane ſoul from the body was really the condition, in conſideration whereof, we are freed from the dominion of death. True it is, that this dominion of death is ſignified in the Old Teſt. by the returning of Adam to the earth of which he was made: And, that the grave is an earneſt of the ſecond death, in all thoſe that belong not to the N. Teſt. while the Old was in force. Therefore, that our L. Chriſt was to undergo the condition common to mankinde, to which the firſt Adam was accurſed, is a part of our common faith; Becauſe the curſe was to be voided by his undergoing of it. Accordingly therefore, you ſhall find by the anſwer to the Jeſuites Challenge, Pag. 308-326. that the ſpoiling of Hell is attributed, by the Fa­thers, to the riſing of our Lord Chriſt from the grave, whereby, the law of death was voided. Which if it be true, what Tradition can there remaine in the Church, that our Lord Chriſts ſoule ſhould harrow hell, and ranſacke it of the ſoules of the Fathers, there detained, or in the Verge of it? Saint Baſil de Sp. S. cap. 15.  [...]. How then do we go down to Hell aright? Imitating the buriall of Chriſt by Baptiſme. For the bodies of theſe who are Baptized, are as it were buried in the water. Saint Chryſoſtome in 1 ad Cor. Hom XL.  [...]. For, to be baptized, and firſt to ſink, then come up againe, is an Embleme of going down into Hell and coming up againe. And truly, if the force of Chriſts death in voiding the dominion of death ſtood by the merit of his ſufferings; Then was the de­ſcent of his fleſh into the grave of force to that effect, without any deſcent further of his ſoul into the lower parts thereof. And, if the death of Chriſt, and his continuing in death for the time that God had appointed, was declared by God, to be accepted by him to that effect; then was his riſing from death, his tri­umph over hell and death; whereby, the title of his riſing againe being declared, it muſt needs appear, that neither death nor hell, nor the devil, hath any more intereſt in Chriſtians.
Nor is it ſo ſtrange, that the deſcent of Chriſt into hell ſhould be mentioned by the Apoſtles Creed, after his buriall, if it ſignify not the deſcent of his ſoul; as it would be, that it ſhould be left out of other Creeds, if it did ſignify, that it is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all ſo to believe. For, neither is it expreſſed in the Creed of Nicaea or Conſtantinople, nor was it found in that which the Church of Rome, or that which the Churches of the Eaſt uſed, ſaith Ruffinus upon the Creed; who, notwithſtanding, expoundeth it, becauſe the Church of Aquileia, which he belonged to, uſed it. Which, had the ſignification of it been a diſtinct truth, neceſſary to the ſalvation of all to be believed, the Churches could by no meanes have connived at one another, in not delivering it. And truly, ſeeing the dominion of death (intimating the ſecond death, to which thoſe who belong not to the New Teſtament are accurſed) is ſignified in the Old Teſtament, by going under the earth; The ſignification of going down into Hell in the Creed, can by no meanes be thought ſuperfluous, though our Lord neither went thither to reſcue the Fathers ſoules, nor to triumph over the Powers of darkneſſe. For as thereby the common curſe, from whence we are [Page] redeemed, ſo is alſo the reaſon and meanes of our deliverance from it intimated. And ſeeing there is appearance, from that which hath been ſaid, that the divell himſelf did not underſtand the ſecret of Gods intent, to diſſolve his intereſt in mankind by the death of Chriſt, untill it appeared, by what right our Lord reſumed his body, which he had Laid downe; this being declared in the other world, by his riſing again, and, in ſigne thereof, the ſoules of the ſaints that ſlept riſing againe with him, and reſuming their bodies; there is no reaſon, why the mention of his reſurrection, following immediately upon the deſcent into Hell, in the Creed, ſhould not ſufficiently expreſſe that tri­umph, which this declaration importeth. Which triumph being effected by the Godhead, though in his fleſh, it will be no marvaile to meet with ſome ſayings of the Fathers, that aſcribe it to his Godhead. Now, the common doctrine of the Schoole maketh it no matter of Faith, to believe the deſcent of Chriſts ſoule into that Hell, where the damned were; but onely to the Verge of it, where the ſouls of the Fathers were. It is enough, with them, that the effect of this Power reached to the place of the damned. Cardinall Bellarmine, when he publiſhed his controverſies, held it probable, that the ſoul of Chriſt deſcend­ed to the place of the damned; But, upon better conſideration, in the review of them, thinks, that the other opinion of Thomas, and the reſt of the Schoole, is to be followed. And yet it is not poſſible to diſtinguiſh between this Verge, and the loweſt hell, by any Tradition of the Church. Nay, Durandus goes ſo farre out of their rode, as to maintaine, that the ſoul of Chriſt went not to hell, (that is to Lymbus) but onely by the effect of it, in making the ſoules of the Fathers happy; Which is, in my opinion, declaring to them the reaſon of their happineſſe. And the opinion of Suarez the Jeſuite is, remarkable; That, taking an Article of Faith for a truth neceſſary for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians to be known, the deſcent of Chriſt into hell is no Article of Faith. For, that is not very neceſſary for ſingle Chriſtians to know. And, for that cauſe perhaps, it is not in the Nicene Creed, which whoſo believeth, believes enough to ſave him. And that perhaps for this cauſe, ſome Fathers, expounding the Creed to the People, make no mention of it; In III. Diſput. XLIII. Sect. II. and IV. I may adde, for the advantage of my opinion; That, if it be not neceſſary for ſingle Chriſtians to believe, much leſſe is it neceſſary for the Church, as a body, to believe it. For, thoſe things which the Church believeth as a body, it impo­ſeth, to be believed, upon them who are of the body. But it cannot be rea­ſonable, for the Church as a body, to impoſe upon the members thereof, the beliefe of that, which, it is not neceſſary to their ſalvation, as ſingle Chriſti­ans, to believe. And therefore, allowing the conſcientiouſneſſe of S. Auguſt­ine, who, having preſumed, that he who believes not the deſcent is no Chriſti­ane, doubts not that, by the deſcent, as many were delivered, as Gods ſecter juſtice thought fit. Epiſt. XCIX. And of Saint Jerome in Eph. II. allowing ſome work of God to be managed by it, which we underſtand no more then, what good our Lords death did the good Angels; I allow alſo the reſervedneſs of thoſe of the Confeſſion of Auſpurg, or of Suiſſe, who, acknowledging the literall ſenſe of this Article, find not themſelves bound to maintaine, for what reaſon it was: I am not offended with thoſe in the Church of England, that aſſigne the triumph of our Lord for the reaſon of it. But believing with Saint Gregory Nyſſene, in Paſcha & Reſurrect. Chriſti & Epiſt. ad Euſtath. that our Lord, by the deſcent of his body into the grave, aboliſhed him that had the power of death, by his ſoul made way for the thiefe into Paradiſe, where it ſelf was; count this enough for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians to be belie­ved: And therefore, that the Church cannot impoſe upon them, as the ne­ceſſary meanes of their ſalvation, to believe any more.
I do not intend to ſay much more then I ſaid before, to ſhow you, that the ancient Church, from the beginning, held the happineſſe of the Saints ſouls to continue imperfect, till the reſurrection of their bodies. Gennadius de dogmat. Eccleſ. LXXVIII. LXXIX. will have us to take it for the doctrine of the Church, that, the ſoules of the Fathers before Chriſt were in hell ti [...]l they were delivered thence by Chriſt. That ſince Chriſt, they go ſtraight to Chriſt, ex­pecting [Page] the reſurrection of their bodies, that with them they may attaine in­tire happineſſe. And, that this doctrine had, for ſome time, great vogue in the Church, I deny not; Nor intend to deny, that the Saints are with Chriſt, ſome whereof the Apocalypſe repreſents before the Throne; But, that there is no Tra­dition for the tranſlating of the Fathers ſouls, &, that the ſaints are in Abrahams boſom (or Paradiſe with them) till the reſurrection, I conceive I have ſhowed, by clearing the ſayings of the moſt ancient Chriſtians from the miſpriſions which they are intangled with. He that ſhall conſider the premiſes may find Tertul. Lactant. and Victorinus, (whom Cardinal Bellar. acknowledgeth to detaine all ſoules in their ſtore-houſes, till the reſurrection, De S. Beat. I. 5.) good com­pany among the reſt of the Fathers. And therefore I will referre it to the reader, to judge between that expoſition that he fits the paſſages of the Fathers with, which he produces, and that which my opinion requires. Eſpecially, having Doctor Stapleton, Defenſ. Eccleſiaſt. Authorit.  [...]. 2. to confeſſe, with others of that ſide, that all the ancients, in a manner, do hold the contrary, of that which is ſince defined by the Councile of Florence. Saint Bernard, I muſt not omit, becauſe it is he, who, conſidering the text of the Apocalypſe, which, you may, ſee by the premiſes, ſayes more then all the Scripture beſides; hath ſo perti­nently obſerved out of it, that they are but in the Court as yet, but, at the con­ſummation of their bliſſe, ſhall enter into Gods houſe. Therefore he maketh three ſtates of the ſoule; The firſt, in tents, the ſecond in the Courts, the third, in Gods houſe; into which, neither the Saints ſhall enter without the common people of the Church, nor their ſoules without their bodies. De omnibus Sanctis, Serm III. And Serm. IV. the Saints, which, now ſee onely the man­hood of Chriſt under the altar, he ſaith, ſhall be lifted upon the altar to ſee the eſſence of God. The Schoole, ſince his time, upon occaſion of the conteſt with the Greek Church, believing with Saint Bernard; hath ſtated the diſpute upon this terme of ſeeing God; And John XXII. Pope is queſtioned, whether, intending to determine with Saint Bernard, he held hereſy heretically, or not. For, his ſucceſſor Bennet XII. firſt, and after him the Councile of Florence hath decreed that for matter of Faith, which, before the decree was not matter of Faith; And therefore, if that be true which I ſaid in the firſt book, can ne­ver become matter of Faith. For my part, I ſee Saint Auguſtine de cura pro mortuis cap. IX. reſolve the queſtion, how the dead can know what is done here, three wayes: By the report of thoſe who go hence, and, by the will of God, remember what is done here; by the miniſtery of Angels, and, by the revelation of Gods Spirit. And if Saint John, being in the Spirit, ſaw by viſi­on of Propheſy, God ſitting upon his throne in heaven, as well as the Elders and Martyrs ſoules did; I can eaſily grant, that thoſe ſouls, which ſhould have ſuch revelations of Gods Spirit, (whether by the miniſtery of Angels, or without it) might ſee God upon his Throne, as Saint John and the Prophets did, and and as the Elders and Martyrs are there deſcribed to do. But, this would be no more that ſight of God, in which Saint Paul and Saint John ſeem to place the happineſſe of Gods kingdome; then that ſight of God, which Moſes had, when he communed face to face with God before the Ark, was that ſight where­of God ſaid to him, Thou ſhalt not ſee my face. For no man ſhall ſee my face and live. This for certain; S. Auguſtine, deriving the knowledge of our maters which bleſſed ſoules may have, from the miniſtery of Angels, and revelations of Gods Spirit, and perhaps from report from hence, was farre enough from owning Saint Gregories conſequence; Quae intus omnipotentis Dei claritatem vident, nullo modo credendum eſt, quod foris ſit aliquid quod ignorent. Thoſe who ſee, within, the brightneſſe of Almighty God, it is not to be thought that there is any thing, which they are ignorant of, without. Moral. XII. 14. For, ſup­poſing the Saints ſee the eſſence of God, it followeth not, that, thereby, they ſee what is done here, becauſe it is not the eſſence of God, but his will, by which it may appear. So farre it is from any appearance of truth, that he who hath recourſe to ſoules that go hence, to the miniſtery of Angels, to revelations of Gods Spirit, to inform the ſaints departed of that which is done here, ſhould believe them to have that ſight of God, wherein the happineſſe of his kingdom [Page] conſiſteth. In fine, by the Arch-biſhop of Spalato, de Rep. Eccleſi. VIII. 110-120. you ſhall find the opinion of Calvine, to be the ſame I here main­taine, though his followers, it ſeemes, are afraid of the evidence for it, or the conſequence of it. Let us ſee whether juſtly or not▪
It hath been a cuſtome ſo general in the church to pray for the dead, that no beginning of it can be aſſigned, no time, no part of the Ch. where it was not uſed. And, though the rejecting of it makes not Aerius an Heretick, as disbelieving any part of the faith, yet, had he broke from the Ch. upon no other cauſe but that, which the whole Church beſids him owned, he muſt, as a Schiſmatick, have come into Epiphanius his lift of Hereſies intending to compriſe all parties ſevered from the Church. All that I have known pretended, is that which the learned Blondel, in a French work, of the Sibyls verſes, hath conjectured; that it had the beg [...]nning from that book. Which book, as divers before him have ſhow­ed reaſon, why it ſhould be thought the worke of a Chriſtian, intending to ad­vance Criſtianity by ſuch meanes; So I confeſſe, I can not ſee whence it ſhould come, more probably, then from Montanus, or ſome of his fellow Prophets, as he conjectureth For, though he hath failed of his uſuall diligence, in clearing the difficulties, which the account of time raiſeth, how Juſtine Martyrs Apology and Hermes his Paſtor, ſhould borrow from Montanus; yet doe I not ſee why Montanus might not begin to declare himſelfe by it, before the date of them. But neither doth my buſineſſe require, or my modell allow me to debate it. For, ſuppoſing Juſtine Martyr, or Clemens, or Tertullian, or Lactantius, or many more particular writers were induced to allege it, as for the advant [...]ge of the common Chriſtianity; He that ſees not, how much more it were, to induce particular Churches, and by conſent of them, the whole ſeemes to me to re­nounce the advice of common reaſon, for love of his own voluntary prejudice. Can it be imagined, that the Sibyls verſes, coming from an author of doubtfull credit, could perſwade the whole Church, to take up a cuſtome of praying for the dead, becauſe they have perſwaded divers writers, to alledg them in favour of Chriſtianity? Why could not then Montanus perſwade it to imbrace the pretenſe of his Propheſies? Why? But, becauſe it was more to give Law to ſuch a B [...]dy, then to ſurpriſe a few Scholars. And yet, could all this be over­ſeen, would not that ſerve the turne. The opinion of Juſtine, that our Lord by his prayers Pſalm XXII. 21. and by commending his ſoule to God, on the Croſſe, teacheth us to pray, that our ſouls may not fall into the hands of thoſe ſpirit, which had the fathers ſoules in their power; is the mold in which, ſome prayers in the Church of Rome, for the dead, are framed. Suppoſe this, not granting it. This is not the doctrine of the Sibyls verſes. For, they place the ſons of Noae, in bliſſe, not in the devils hands, though under the earth; as I ſhowed you. Neither could the raigne of Chriſt upon earth, for a thowſand years, come from the Sibyls verſes, how many ſoever were tranſported with the conceit of it. For, though Montanus be found as ancient as Juſtine, he will never be found ſo ancient as Papias, who preached it. As for the quarte­ring of righteous ſoules under the earth, and in Paradiſe; I have ſhowed you how both are true, according to the diſpenſation of the old & of the new Teſta­ment. If the ſimplicity of the primitive Ch [...]iſtians, ſpeak ſome times according to the one, ſomtimes according to the other, as following the language & ſtile of the Scriptures; It is not becauſe they followed any Montaniſt, as a diſciple of Mon­tanus, whom the Church diſowned. It muſt be, becauſe they knew him not to be Montanus, or any diſciple of Montanus; And, they knew him not by theſe par­culars, becauſe others before and after him, had committed the ſame miſtakes (for, ſuppoſing they underſtood not the ſecret which I ſpoke of, in the Scriptures, they were indeed miſtakes) and were not by the Church diſow­ned for it
But, what is it that I apeale to, in the prayers of the Church for the dead? That they are made for the Patriarches and prophets, for the Apoſtles and Mar­tyrs, even for the Bleſſed Virgin, as well as for all the departed in the communi­on [Page] of the Church. The words of the ancient Liturgies, I remit you the an­ſwer quoted afore, to ſee p. 185. Be this, in regard to the reſurrection, and the day of judgement, ſo it be in regard to their reſurection and judgement, ſo that the benefit which they receive by it, not which their bodies receive by it, (which were not prayed for) be acknowledged. If that be acknowledged conſiderable for the whole Church to pray for, in behalfe of thoſe; how much more in behalfe of all others▪ that were admitted to communion with the Church? I acknowledge a ſcruple made in S. Auſtines time, to the aſſ­umption which I ſu [...]poſe; de verbis Apoſtoli Hom. XVII. Ide [...]que habet Ec­cleſiaſtica diſciplina quod fideles noverunt, cum Martyres eo loco recitantur ad al­tare  [...]ei, ubi non p [...]o ipſis  [...]retur, pro caeteris autem commemoratis deſunctis oratu [...]; I [...]ju [...]ia eſt enim pro Martyre orare, cujus nos debemus orationibus com­mendari. And therefore the Church hath that diſcipline which the faithfull know; When the Martyrs a [...]e reckoned at Gods altar, in that place, as not to pray for them, but for others departed, who are reckoned. For, it is an injury to pray for a Martyr, by who [...]e prayers we a [...]e to be commended. Thus, S. Auſtine whereas S. Cyp [...]ian, in his time, made no queſtion of offering for Martyrs, Epistle XXXIV. The ſame S. Auſtine, Enchir. cap. CX. Cum ſacrificia▪ ſive altaris ſive quarumcun (que) eleemoſynarum, pro baptizatis defunctis omnibus offeruntur Pro valde bonis gra­tiarum actiones ſunt, pro non valde malis propitiationes ſunt pro valde malis et ſi nulla ſunt adjumenta mortuorum, qualeſcun (que) vivorum conſolationes ſunt. When ſacrifices, either of the altar, or of whatſoever alms are offered for all the dead after Baptiſme; for the very good, they are thank [...]givings for the not very bad, propitiati­ons, for the very bad, though no helps to the dead, yet ſome kind of conſolations to the living. Thus S. Auſt. avoideth an objection; How the ſame prayer ſhould be a petition for ſome, for others a thankſgiving. For, the cuſtom being that, the St. departed, were rehearſed in one place of the Service, others in an other place; he takes it to be the intent of the Church, to give thanks for Saints and Martyrs, to pray for others. The forme then uſed in Africk we have not; neither can ſay, why this conſtruction may not ſtand with it. For, the very Latine Maſſe at this day is capable of it, where you have firſt; Memen­t [...] Domine famulorum famularumque tuarum N. et omnium circumſtantium, pro quibus tibi off [...]rimus, vel qui tibi offerunt hoc ſacrificium laudes com­municantes & memoriam venerantes inprimis glorioſae ſemper Ʋirginis Ma­riae. Remember Lord thy ſervants, ſuch and ſuch, and all here preſent, for whom we offer unto thee, or, who offer th [...]e this ſacrfice of praiſe, communicating▪ in, and reverencing firſt the memory of the glorious ever Ʋirgine Mary. So proceeding to the reſt. Whereby, the w [...]y, it is manifeſt, he that made this, read in S. Paule Rom. XII. 13.  [...] communicating in the me­mories of the Saints; as S. Ambroſe and other Fathers did: Not, as now we read,  [...], the neceſſities. But, after the conſideration, Memmento domine famulorum ſamularum (que) tuarum, qui no [...] p [...]aeceſſerunt cum ſigno fidei, & dormiunt in ſomno pacis, N [...]pſis dom [...]ne, & omnibus in Chriſto quieſcentibus locum, refri­gerii lucis & paci [...], ut indulgeas deprecamur. Remember Lord thy ſervants ſuch & ſuch, that are gone before, with the badge of faith, and ſleep in the reſt of peace. We pray thee  [...]ord grant them, and all that reſt in  [...]hriſt, a place of refreſhment reſt and peace. This then ſhowes, that there w [...]s ſome ground, in the maner and forme of praying for the dead in the Affrican Church, for S. Auſtines conſtruction; That the intent of the Church was not to pray for Saints a [...]d Martyrs at all. Which notwithſtanding, it is evident, by the formes, which I alleaged afore, that the intent of the Church, was to pray for them. What account Gennadius his poſition would give for this difference, & for the prayers then uſed for the dead; I underſtand not; Suppoſing it to extend the name of St. to all that dy in the ſtate of Grace, and to intend that all ſuch, ſi [...]ce Chriſt, goe to Chr [...]ſt, and are w [...]th Chriſt; afore Chriſt, under the ea [...]th▪ But, ac­cord [...]ng to S. Austin, and  [...]hoſe that diſpoſe of them till the day of judgement in ſecret ſto [...]e-houſes, ſignifyed by the name of  [...], or, the inviſible place of [Page] the dead; (againſt which opinion, I maintaine, there is no Tradition in the Church) the reaſon is plaine, from the d [...]fference of thoſe lodgings, according to the difference of the qualities in which men depart, though all in the ſtate of Grace. Take but the Court of the Temple in heaven, which S. Io [...]n ſaw in the viſion of Propheſy, for one of thoſe ſecret ſtore houſes, in whi [...]h the Saints ſoules are beſtowed, til the day of judgement, and the ſcripture remaines recon­ciled to it ſelfe, and to the primitive and generall practice of the Church. Ter­tullian miſtook a little, when he affi [...]med, that onely Martyrs ſoules appeare there. For, the XXIV. Elders ſit as judges with God, according as our Lord promiſes that his diſciples ſhall doe, when he comes to judgement. But, if they and S. Iohn ſawe both the ſame Thorne, S. Paul may be with Chriſt, as one of them, and S.  [...]ohn may ſay, that, when Chriſt appeares, or, when it appeares what we ſhall bee, we ſhall ſee God as he is; that  [...]is, not a [...]o [...]e. And ſo the reaſon is plaine why the Church prayed for all, becauſe it hath ſome thing to pray for on the behalfe of all; To wit, that which the Martyrs in the Revela­tion pray for; the vengeance of God, upon the enemies of the Church, and the ſecond coming of Chriſt, upon which theire owne conſummation depends. What account Innocent III. Pope gives for the change of a prayer that had been uſed for the ſoul of Pope Leo, and how the Divines of the Church of Rome are in [...]angled about it, you may ſee in the place alledged, pag. 197. But, nei­ther had the change, nor the account for it, needed, had it beene conſidered and admitted, that the reſurrection ſhall be a benefit even to the ſoules of ſaints and Martyrs, ſuppoſing, that in that eſtate there remaines nothing elſe to de­ſi [...]e for them. And this Epiphanins alſo alledges againſt Aerius; that to make a difference between our Lord Chriſt, and the Saints, we pray for them. Not that Chr [...]ſt [...]ans need to be taught, a difference between Chriſt and his Saints; But becauſe the difference between the ſtate of our Lord Chriſt having reſumed his body, carryed it into heaven, in perfect happineſſe, and the Saints departed, who [...]e happineſſe is not compleat till they r [...]ſume their bodies in the whole ground of thoſe prayers, in reference to Saints and Martyrs. And the ſame is ſignified by Epiphanius, when he ſaith wee pray for the dead,  [...] as yet in travaile: And perhaps alſo when he ſaith;  [...]; to ſignifie that which is more compleate.
But, ſhall there be therefore no difference, between the ſtorehouſes in which the Apoſtles & Martyrs, and thoſe in which all that departe in the ſtate of grace are l [...]dged? Is their intertainment the ſame, becauſe there all reſt till the day of judgement. The Martyrs ſoules in the Apocalypſe, praying for Gods vengeance upon the perſecutors of his Church, thereby pray for their owne accompliſhment. And therefore the ſpirit of the Bride ſaith, come; Even the ſpouſe of the Lamb, the new Jeruſalem, which S. Iohn ſaw come down from hea­ven dreſſed like a bride for her husband Apoc. XX [...]. 2. To wit, with fine linen that ſhineth, which is the righteous deeds of the ſaints Apoc. XIX. 8. This bride ſtill prayeth for the coming of her ſpouſe. But, I have ſhowed you the Lamb upon mount Sion with the hundreth forty foure thowſand that h [...]d the Fathers name marked upon their foreheades, which ſing not the ſong of tryumph which the Martyrs ſing to their harps, but underſtand it, and they onely Apoc. XIV. 1, 2, 3, And therefore I have ſhowed you an other ſtorehouſe for ſoules of a lower rancke, yet w [...]th the Lambe. And S. Auſtins doubt, ſuppoſeth no doubt of praying for thoſe, whom the Church accounted not of, as it did of Martyrs. And therefore, If there be written Copies of the latine Maſſe in which the prayer for refreſhment reſt and peace, to them that are falne a ſleep in Chriſt, appeares not, as it is alleged in that anſwer p. 196. it appeares ſufficiently other­wiſe, that the church did pray to that effect, for thoſe that were not taken for Saints and Martyrs. Epiphaneus alleageth, againſt Aerius, that, becauſe wee ſin all with our will or againſt our will, therefore the Church prayeth for re­miſſion of their ſins. And perhaps when he ſaid  [...] to ſignifie that which is more compleat; he meant to diſtinguish the prayers which [Page] were made for Saints, from thoſe which were made for others. So the formes which you have in the Apoſtles conſtitutions VIII, 4. and other Lythirgyes, ſo S. Cyril Catech. V. Myſtag, ſaith that though the Church knit no Crownes, for ſinners, yet it offereth for them Chriſt ſlaine for our ſins, to render God pro­pitious. And the ſuppoſed Dionyſius though he mention no prayer for Saints who [...]e names are then rehearſed before the conſecration, Eccleſ. Hierarch. cap. III. yet, ſpeaking of burying the dead Cap. VII. he mentioneth prayer for the remiſſion of their ſins. For, ſuppoſing no puniſhment inflicted upon a­ny that departeth in the ſtate of Grace; notwithſtanding it is reaſon to ſuppoſe, that the ſoule remaineth affected with comfort for the preſent, and a cheere­full expectation of her future account, or the contrary, according to the love of goodneſſe which ſhee contracted here. Wherefore, if the Saints of God are viſited, either by the immediate operation of his ſpirit, or the miniſtery of Angels, whereby, S. Auſtine conceiveth, they may learne what paſſeth here; Is it ſtrange that ordinary Chriſtians, departed in the ſtate of Grace, but, imper­fectly turned from leſſe ſins, ſhould need the influence of Gods ſpirit, or the viſitation of the Angels, to hold them up, in the deſire of their accompliſhments & in the expectation of their trriall to come? Is there any thing prejudiciall to the faith in that of 2. Eſ. IV. 35. Did not the ſoules of the righteous aske que­ſtions of theſe things in their chambers, ſaying; How long ſhall I hope on this faſhion? When cometh the fruite of the floore of our reward. Is it not agreeable to reaſon, and to faith, that they ſhould be diſſatisfied of their preſent comfort, and of the terrible tryall to come, after the rate of that affection they had for the world, when they parted with it? And yet at reſt from the temptations of it▪ and ſecure of being defeated of ending in Gods Grace; And yet not under any puniſhment inflicted by God, but onely under the conſequence of that diſpoſiti­on which they leave the world with. I do alledg here, as for the intereſt of this mine opinion, the example of S. Ambroſe praying for the Emperors Gratiane Valentinian, and Theodoſius, and for his brother Satyrus, as likewiſe Gregory Nazianzene for his brother Caeſarius, whome nevertheleſſe they ſuppoſe to be in happineſſe. Their words you may ſee there p. 188. To which, he that will take the paines may adde all that Bl [...]ndel hath collected in his ſecond book of the Sibyls Cap. XLI. of Epitaphes which pray for them whom they deſcribe in happineſſe. For, in ſhort, where there is hope, that the deceaſed is among Gods Saints, there is there doubt, on the other ſide, that he may have need of light and peace and refreſhment. And therefore the ſuppoſed Dionyſius, Eccl. Hierarch. Cap. VII. where he relateth the cuſtome of praying for the remiſſi­on of ſins, in behalfe of the dead, relateth the ſinging of pſalmes of thanks-gi­ving at funeralls. And, S. Auſtine telleth how Euodius begun the CI. Pſal. when his mother was dead; yet, in conſideration of the danger which every ſoule that dies is ſubject to, prayeth for her, as he had commanded. Confeſſ. IX. 12.
In fine, though cuſtom made not the d [...]fference every where viſible, between Prayers for Saints and prayers for ordinary Chriſtians; yet was the common Faith of the Church a ſufficient ground for both, whatſoever deſcant, private conſtruction might make upon the plainſong of it, Tertullian, expecting the raigne of Chriſtians upon earth for a thowſand yeares, and thinking thoſe that ſhould riſe firſt moſt advantaged, tooke the delay of riſing againe for paying the utmoſt farthing, and to have part with them that riſe firſt, fit to be prayed for, for our friends that are dead; de Amina Cap. LVIII. de Monog. Cap. X. But this the Church is not chargeable with. That there was a conceit among ſome licentious Chriſtians, that the paines of the damned might either ceaſe or be abated by the prayers of the living, you ſhall find by the anſwer ſo often quoted p. 226▪ 232. and that All Souls day had the beginning from ſuch a con­ceite. But, though men openly wicked may dye in communion with the Church, yet, the Church ſuppoſeth no man damned that dies in communion with the Church; and therefore, the Church is not chargeable with prayers for the damned. It is a knowne rule of the Church, that the offerings of [Page] thoſe that dyed not in communion with the Church ſhould not be received; that the offerings of thoſe that dye in communion with the Church could not be refuſed. That this Rule is more ancient then the Hereſy of Marcion, and others before Marcion, that baptized others for thoſe that were dead, as you have ſeene, (that is, as ancient as the Apoſtles) appears; Becauſe, the reaſon why they baptized others in their ſtead muſt be, becauſe all thoſe that were baptized were prayed for at the Euchariſt, and onely thoſe; as you ſee by S. Au­ſtine, and the Canon of the Maſſe quoted juſt afore. If then, men openly wick­ed dyed in communion with the Church, it was becauſe the Laws of the Church were not executed; which, had they beene executed, they ſhould not have dyed in communion with the Church, And, becauſe this inexecution may be for the common good of the Church; it was not offenſive, that ſuch were prayed for among other members of the Church. For, there is poſſibility for the ſalvation of thoſe, for whoſe ſalvation, there is no preſumption that is rea­ſonable And there had been juſt offence for the kindred and friends of ſuch dead, had they been refuſed the common right of all members of the Church. Therefore S. Auſtine ſaies, though they that dye in this caſe receive no help, yet, they that remaine alive receive ſome comfort and ſatisfaction, in the memory of their relations, being owned by the prayers of the Church, for Chriſtians. I will not here allege, that the Church of England teacheth to pray for the dead; where the Litanie praies for deliverance in the hour of death and in the day of judgement: Or, when we pray after the communion; that, by the merits and death of Chriſt, and through faith in his blood, we and all the whole Church may obtaine remiſſion of our ſins, and all other benefits of his paſſion. But, it is manifeſt, that in the ſervice appointed in the time of Edward the VI. prayer is made for the dead, both before the Communion, and at the Buriall, to the ſame purpoſe as I maintaine. It is manifeſt alſo, that it was changed in Queen Elizabeths time, to content the Puritans, who, now it ap­peares, could not be content with leſſe then breaking of the Church in peeces. And therefore, ſince unity hath not beene obtayned by parting with the Law of the Catholike Church, in mine opinion, for the love of it, I conti­nue the reſolution to bound Reformation by the rule of the Catholike Church. Allowing, that it may be matter of Reformation, to reſtore the prayers which are made for the dead, to the originall ſenſe of the whole Church; but maintayn­ing that, to take away all prayer for the dead, is not paring off abuſes but cutt­ing to the quick.
For, I muſt now adde, that all this ſhowes, the praiers of the Church of Rome for the delivering of ſoules out of Purgatory paines, to have no ground in the Tradition of the Church; there being no ſuch place as Purgatory a­mong thoſe ſtore-houſes, which are deſigned for thoſe that depart in the ſtate of Grace, till the day of judgement; no paine appointed to make ſatisfaction for the debt of temporall puniſhment, remayning when the ſin is remitted; no tranſlating of ſoules ſo purged, from purgatory to heaven and the happyneſſe of it. The delay of the reſurrection, may be a penalty, if you take into it, the conſideration of that eſtate in which the ſoule may be detayned, being ſuch, as that affection to the droſſe of the world, which it departeth with, inforceth. But what uſe is there of torment, when the race is done? When neither a­mendment of the party on whom it is inflicted, nor of others that ſee the ex­ample, can be expected; to make God torment them whom he is reconciled to, for the ſatisfaction of his vindicative juſtice, is to make his vindicative juſtice delight in the evill of his creature, when no reformation is to be expected by it; Which, in the government of the world, is cruelty, not juſtice. If the law allow an eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth; it could never ſtand with Chriſti­anity, under the law, to take it, where it repaires not a mans loſſe; though the magiſtrate was to give it, being required. Civil Law may allow revenge, to ſatis­fie paſſion; but the magiſtrate grants reparation, to ſatisfie commutative juſt­ice, which, the party may demand for meere revenge. That there is no ground [Page] for ſuch puniſhment, in the tradition of the Church, I refer you to the title of Purgatory in the anſwer to the Ieſuits challenge, for evidence. And it is in­deed a thing, which the diſputing of our controverſies hath made to appeare; That there was from the beginning, no queſtion of any puniſhment, for them that dye in Gods Grace; That S. Austine began to make ſome queſtion of it, upon ſome diſputes which he met with. That S. Gregory firſt profeſſed an opi­nion of it, granted upon no ſcripture, no nor Tradition of faith, but upon apari­tions and revelations. That there is great appearance, that Venerable Bede, ha­ving received it from S. Gregorys Scholars, who planted Chriſtianity here, added much to it by his credulity in ſuch maters. And yet, that they had yet aſſigned no quarter in the Verge of Hell for this purpoſe, but onely believed it of cer­taine ſoules, in ſome places of this earth; untill the Schoole hammered out a debt of puniſhment, to which ſouls, acquited both of the guilt and ſtaine of ſin, may remaine lyable. The extending of indulgence to the voyding of this, (how properly ſoever it may be counted purging of ſoules) made the poſition a ma­ter of great jelouſy, for the intereſt of profit, which our common Chriſtianity abhorreth. And, indulgence indeed of Canonicall penance, I have ſhowed, hath the firſt ground in S. Pauls example, and neceſſary uſe in the Church. But, when redeeming of penance was come into practice in the Church, it was granted upon conſiderations with Chriſtianity, and the ſafety of poore ſoules allowed not; Of paying a rate, of taking the Croſſe againſt Infidels, of moderne Jubiles. But, that there ſhould be a ſtock of merit in the Church, upon account of works of ſupererogation done by the Saints, which theire owne reward anſwereth not; and that the Church, in grant­ing indulgence of penance, may allow it to his account that receives indulgence; is a conceite, as injurious to the merits of Chriſt, (the conſideration of all par­don) and to the Covenant of Grace (the condition whereof it abateth) ſo, that hath no evidence from any rule or practice of the ancient Church. But, that they ſhould be thought to be of force to redeeme ſoules out of Purgatory▪ and that, taxing the time which they grant, and the like, for which neither there is nor can be any ground; The beſt that is ſaid, or can be ſaid, in defenſe of them who publiſh them to poore people, by whom they are frequented, is; that they get themſelves mony, the account whereof, being almes, they charge them­ſelves with: And, that people are, by this meanes, imployed in the works of devotion, which, if not available to the effect which they imagine, are how ſo­ever good for their ſoules health.
As for the tranſlating of ſoules to heaven before the day of judgement, it is ſo diametrally contrary to all antiquity, that the very naming of it takes away all pretenſe for Traditon, on behalfe of Purgatory. It is acknowledged indeed, that a number of the ancient Fathers, during the flouriſhing times of the Church, doe believe, that the fire which the world is to be burnt up with, as it ſhall involve the wicked, and cary them to be everlaſtingly tormented in the ſink of the world; ſo it ſhall touch and ſcorch even the Saints themſelves, to try if their works be ſuch as Gods vengeance can take hold of, and to purge away that droſſe which the love of the world they dyed with, importeth. This is by divers called Origens Purgatory, becauſe they conceive, his credit might move S. Hilary, S. Baſil S. Ambroſe, Gregory Nyſſene and Nazanizain S. Jerome S. Auſtine and S. Chry. with divers others to follow it. But Blondel, having obſerved, that it is found in the Sibyles verſes, will needs have them all to have taken it up from thence. Which, as I have no reaſon to yeild to, having ſhowed already, that the credit of that book was not the foundation of other particular opinions, which had vogue in the Church; So do I not find thoſe famous Doctors ſo affected to Origen, (whoſe writings, concerning the expoſition of the ſcrip­tures, they were neceſſarily obliged to frequent) as to admit an opinion ſo neere concerning the faith upon this recommendation on whom they declare ſo much jelouſy, in mater of Faith. For my part, as I find it very agreeable to the words of S. Paul, when he ſaith, that they whoſe works are burnt up ſhall eſcape [Page]themſelves, but as through fire; So how mens works ſhould be tryed, or burnt up by that fire; I find it not eaſy to be underſtood. And therefore without ta­king upon me to cenſure ſo great perſons, for innovating in the Church, or to maintaine that, in which there is no concurrence of any Scripture with any conſent of the whole Church, I leave the truth of this to judge­ment, as ſecure, that it will not concern the common Faith. But this I ſay peremptorily, that, admitting it, there remaines no pretenſe for Purgatory in the Tradition of the Church, unleſſe it be by equivocati­on of words. For, this, coming to paſſe at the day of judgement, admitteth no releaſe before; And without releaſe before Purgatory fire goes quite out; No Indulgences, no Jubilies, no ſtock of merit, to be diſpenſed by the Church, to ſuch workes of devotion as it limiteth, can be any of any requeſt, if they take not effect afore the day of judgement.
Take away the opinion of tranſlating ſouls from the Verge of hell, which Purgatory, to the ſight of God, and the Clergy of the Church of Rome ſhall no more eat the ſins of the people, as the Prophet complaines of the Prieſts under the Law. For, while the people are perſwaded, that their ſins are cured by the ſentence of abſolution once pronounced, Penance ſerving onely to extinguiſh the debt of temporall puniſhment remaining, and that to be ranſomed by the ſervices which they pay for in the name of their friends which are dead, the Clergy live by thoſe ſins of which the people dy, becauſe they are not duly cu­red. For, the luſts for which men ſin not being cured, by that hardſhip of Pe­nance which the caſe requireth, to change attrition into contrition; the guilt of ſin remaines upon the head of him in whoſe heart the love of ſin remaines alive, notwithſtanding the keyes of the Church, miſtaking in that caſe. Beſides: take away the opinion of tranſlating ſoules from hell to heaven, ſince the coming of Chriſt, and there will remaine no ground for the tranſlating of the Fathers ſouls from the verge of hell, which is Limbus Patrum, to the ſight of God, by the deſcent of our Lord into hell, and his riſing from the dead againe. There will be no cauſe, why that reaſon which I tender, for that vanity of immaginations (rather then opinions or belief) in the Fathers, which that which all agree in is intangled with, ſhould not be admitted. For, the tranſlating of Chriſtian ſoules from Purgatory to heaven not being believed, why ſhould the tranſla­ting the Fathers ſouls remaine? Why ſhould not the ſimple Faith, in which all Chriſtians agree, revive, and take the place of Tradition in the Church, which indeed it hath; that between death and the day of judgement, the good are in joy the bad in paine, both incomplete, till both be fulfilled, after both ſhall have received their finall doome?

CHAP. XXIX. The ground upon which Ceremonies are to be uſed in the ſervice of the Church; Inſtances out of the Scriptures and Tradition of the Apoſtles. Of the equivo­cation of the word Sacrament, in the Fathers. The reaſon of a Sacrament in Baptiſme and the Euchariſt. In extreme Ʋnction. In Marriage. In Con­firmation, Ordination, and Penance.
[Page]
NOW, to come to the reaſon, for which Ceremonies are to be uſed in the publick ſervice of God; I muſt here reſt in that which I have rendred in my Book of the ſervice of God at the aſſemblies of the Church, being ſatisfied, that it pointeth at the very ground for the uſe of them, from the beginning, a­mong Gods people. Man is compounded of ſoule and body, and the worſhip of God, and prayer to God, is an act of the ſoule, which the body, by the ſen­ſes thereof, may diverte the mind from, but cannot help forwards it, till by the motion and geſture of the body, the ſoul be ingaged to attend on that which the mind propoſeth. Therefore the people of God, in the Scripture, pray al­waies, either ſtanding or kneeling, unleſſe ſome ſpeciall cauſe move them to proſtrate themſelves. That their ordinary poſture was ſtanding, appeares by Mat. VI. 5. Mark XI. 25. Luke XVIII. 11. Neh. IX. 5. Jerem. XV. 1. XVIII. 19. Job XXX. 20. And they have reaſon, who derive the Stations of the primitive Chriſtians, and the uſe of not kneeling on Lords dayes, and, between Eaſter and Whitſontide, from their cuſtome. But therefore they kneel­ed in Lent, and 'Daniel kneeled when he faſted, IX. 20. and Moſes fell pro­ſtrate before God, Deut. IX. 18, 25. but Eſdras upon his knees Eſd. IX. 5. X. 1. as Daniel alſo VII. 11. to what purpoſe, but to caſt down the mind by the poſture of the body, that, being ſenſible of his wants, a man may attend upon God with deep devotion and reverence? The Publicane durſt not lift up his eyes to heaven, Luke XVIII. 13. which ſhowes, that otherwiſe they did lift up their eyes, and ſpread their hands to heaven, as Lam. III. 41. 1 Kings VIII. 54. 1 Tim. II. 8. But, the Publicane ſmote upon his breſt, becauſe he exacted Penance of himſelfe. He was a foole for his paines, if that be Refor­mation which is pretended, to claime familiarity with Almighty God, by talk­ing with him negligently, to ſignify that we are ſure of him, having Faith that we are predeſtinate to life, as of the number of thoſe for whom Chriſt died, excluſively to the reſt of mankind. Or, if it be Reformation to ſit and cenſure with how fit and pertinent conceptions, in how proper and choice terms a man expreſſes his neceſſities, and the neceſſities of his people, to God. But, praying to God is ſomething elſe than all this; and, not onely the ancient people of God, but thoſe who have no ſenſe of religion but that which nature forceth them to, ſhow us by their practice, that lowlineſſe of the body ſtirreth as well as teſt [...]fieth reverence in the minde to God in his ſervice. All this holdeth, taking a man by himſelfe as a ſingle Chriſtiane. But ſuppoſing the ſociety of a Church, and an aſſembly of Gods people for his ſervice, there is more to be ſaid. The people of God ſpoke much by viſible ſignes, not all by words. Jeremy might have ſaid to them of Jeruſalem, take example by the Rechabites, who drink no wine upon the order of their Patriarch; But that was not e­nough: He muſt bringe them to the Temple, and ſet wine before them, that, having formally refuſed it, he might thereupon proteſt to his people. The ſame Jeremy might have told the Jewes, as Saint Paul doth the Romanes, that men are as clay in the Potters hands, without going down to the Potters, and ſeeing him ſpoile a veſſell that he was making, that he might thereupon take his riſe and ſay, that God was framing evil againſt them whom he had made. Jer. XVIII. 1-5. without buying an earthen veſſell, and breaking it before [Page] the ancients of the People and of the Prieſts, to tell them, that God would break them likewiſe; Jer. XIX. 1, 11, 12. when he makes all that buſineſſe on purpoſe, he ſhowes, what force viſible ſignes have to make impreſſion up­on the minde, of that which words ſignify, nevertheleſſe. The Law would never have appointed to ſit ſtill on the Sabbath in remembrance of the creation of the world, or the deliverance from Egypt; to carry a bundle of branches in the hand, and to dwell in booths, in remembrance of the voiage through the wilderneſſe, otherwiſe. And, is not this reaſon fit to be applied to the aſſemblies of Chriſtians? Witneſſe the Prophet Joel. Why muſt they weep and mourne with their faſting? why muſt the children and ſucklings aſſemble? why muſt the joy of the bride chamber be ſuperſeded, but to make impreſſion of ſorrow upon particulars, from that which the publick expreſſeth? Joel II. 13-16. The people of Niniveh, and the King thereof, put on ſackcloth, and ſat in aſhes, nor man, nor beaſt muſt taſt foode, or drinke water, at the preaching of Jonas III. 5. 6. 7. On the contrary, at the bringing of the Arke into the City of David, Chron. XIII. 8. XV. 28. They have ſeen thy goings O God, even the goings of my God, my King, into the ſanctuary. The ſingers went before, thoſe that played on inſtruments followed, amongst them were the damſels playing on timbrells. And the ſolemnity which the wall of Jeruſalem was dedicated with, you may read in Nehem. XII. 27-43.
The Feſtival of our Lords Reſurrection preſuppoſeth the Faſt of the Paſſion; makes all the Lords dayes of the year feſtivall, by renewing weekly that joy which it ſolemnizeth. The Faſt which goeth before it. by the inſtitution of the Apoſtles, (agreeing in it, becauſe not agreeing when it ſhould end) in Tertullians time was inlarged to thoſe dayes, on which the Bridegroome was not miſſing, but, by juſt uſe of the Churches Power, is inlarged to fourty dayes. Shall it be ſuperſtitious for the Church to profeſſe ſolemn Penance and mourning▪ for that time which gained the Ninivites that grace which the Goſpel tendereth the Gentiles, that repent according to their example? If it be Reformation to aboliſh all ceremonies, let it be Reformation for Gods people to underſtand any difference between an humiliation and a thankſgiving. Saint Paul diſputeth hard, that the women of Corinth ought to be vailed, the men unvailed; Not for any conſideration of reverence to God, which the uncovering of the head did not ſignify, in thoſe times: But to ſignify the humility and modeſty of the ſex; which, had he ſpoken of ſerving God in private, he need not have ſtood upon, and therefore, in regard to the Church. Which if it be true, if conſideration ought to be had of the Church in celebrating the ſervice of God at the aſſemblies thereof, then it is requiſite, that when the World is come into the Church, and all aſſemble, thoſe ceremo­nies ſhould be uſed, which were not requiſite when the numbers were ſmall; and the aſſemblies thereof thinne. That the Miniſters of the Church ſhould performe the ſervice thereof in their ordinary aparrel, when they miniſtred it in grottes and caves, to a few, I marvaile not, but count it reaſonable; That when all aſſemble, wheat and chaffe, good fiſh and bad, all ſhould be ſummon­ed to that apprehenſion of the work in hand which our common Chriſtianity inforceth, by the habit in which it is miniſtred, it ſeemeth to me very unreaſon­able that any man ſhould marvaile. Impoſition of hands is neceſſarily, an act of authority. Booz may ſay to the reapers, The Lord be with you; And they anſwer him; The Lord bleſſe thee. Ruth IV. 4. they may bleſſe him as well as he them, And as the Prieſt ſaith to the people, the Lord be with you; ſo may they to him, and with thy Spirit; where there is nothing but matter of common cha­rity in band. But if Abraham pay Melchiſedeck Tithes, acknowledging his ſuperiority. and Melchiſedeck thereupon bleſſe Abraham, then the ſaying of the Apoſtle Heb. VII. 7. without queſtion, the leſſe is bleſſed by the better; takes place. Of this kinde is Jacobs bleſſing his Nephews, by laying his hands on their heads, Moſes his bleſſing of Joſhua, the Prieſts bleſſing of the people. The Iſraelites, laying hands on the Levites, Numb. VIII. 10. ſeems rather to ſignify the charging of the ſinnes of the Congregation upon them, that by▪ [Page] them they might be expiated, according to the Law. But our Lord layes hands on the little children whom he bleſſes, and his Apoſtles lay hands on them whom they cure, Mark XVI. 18. as Naaman thought that Elizeus would have laid hands on him, praying for him. So our Lord lifts up his hands over his diſciples to bleſſe them, becauſe he could not lay hands on them all. The Apoſtles laying hands on the ſeven, Acts VI. 6. and the impoſing of the hands of the Presbytery, 1 Tim. IV. 14. ſignifieth the authority that inchargeth them with their office. And it is ſtrange, that any man pretending learning, can attribute the ordinations made by Paul and Barnabas Acts XIV. 23. to the votes of the people, ſignified by holding up their hands; The act of con­ſtituting them being expreſly aſcribed to Paul and Barnabas; And therefore, by impoſition of their hands, not by holding up the peoples hands. Impoſi­tion of hands therefore, as it is uſed by the Church, ſucceeding the Apoſtles in that uſe, ſignifieth that authority which the Church bleſſeth, or prayeth for bleſſing, in behalf of thoſe whom ſhe preſumeth to be qualified for the bleſſing, by ſo bleſſing, which ſhe prays for at Gods hands. I am not to forget the ſigne of the Croſſe, though a cere­mony, which, I cannot ſay the Church hath either precept or precedent for in the Scripture; having, preſcribed that there is no preſumption that it cometh not from the Apoſtles, becauſe no mention of it in Scripture. Juſtine the Martyr mentioning the uſe of it, Tertulliane and Saint Baſil teſtifying that it was common to all Chriſtians, all times, all parts of the Church whereof there is remembrance, uſing it; Chuſe whether you will have Saint Paul (when he ſaith; In whom ye were ſealed by the holy ſpirit of promiſe; Epheſ. I. 13. and againe, by whom ye are ſealed to the day of redemption, Epheſ. IV. 30.) to inti­mate that the holy Ghoſt was given by Baptiſme, which was ſolemnized by ſigning with the ſigne of the Croſſe; Or, that the Church took occaſion, up­on thoſe words, to appoint that Ceremony to be uſed in baptizing; it will nevertheleſſe remaine grounded, that the uſe of it on all occaſions, in all times, over all parts of the Church, is to be aſcribed to the Apoſtles. And certainly, there are many occaſions for a Chriſtian to have recourſe to God for his grace, upon proteſtation of his Chriſtianity, which is the condition upon which all grace of God becomes due, when there is neither time nor opportunity to re­collect his minde unto a formall addreſſe by praying to God; All which this ceremony fitly ſignifieth. What then, if it be uſed by thoſe, who bethinke not themſelves at all of that Chriſtianity, by which alone we may expect any be­nefit of Chriſts Croſſe? Who, may ſeem to hold their Chriſtianity needleſſe, promiſing, themſelves the benefit of it, by the opus operatum, of making a ſigne of the Croſſe? Does this hinder any man to uſe it as it ought to be uſed? does it prejudice him that ſo uſes it? I will not ſay that there cannot, nor did not conſiſt any Reformation in laying this ceremony aſide. But I will ſay, as of Prayers for the dead; We know well enough whom there was a deſire to content, when this ceremony in the Euchariſt, was laid aſide under Queen Elizabeth, having been preſcribed under Edward VI. Which, ſeeing it hath not ſerved the turne, but that the unity of the Church is diſſolved, and ſo much more demanded of them that would be thought Reformed, (if yet, any man man can ſay, what is demanded) I think my ſelf obliged to maintaine in this point as in all the reſt; That the Reformation of the Church conſiſts not in aboliſhing, but in renewing and reſtoring the orders of the Catholick Church, and the right intent of the ſame. He that will take the paines to adde hereto that which I have ſaid in the place quoted afore, ſhall comprehend the reaſons upon which I remaine ſatisfied in this whole point; ſeeing there is no cauſe why I, ſhould, either recede from any part, of it, or, repeate it here againe.
That which remaineth for this place is, the conſideration of the nature and number of the Sacraments; which being eſſentially ceremonies of Gods ſervice, the right reſolution of the controverſy concerning it muſt needs conſiſt in di­ſtinguiſhing the grounds, upon which, and the intents, to which they are inſti­tuted; [Page] the difference whereof muſt make ſome properly Sacraments, the reſt, either no Sacraments at all, or in a ſeverall ſenſe, and ſo, to a ſeverall purpoſe. And truly, of all the Controverſies which the Reformation hath occaſioned, I ſee not leſſe reaſon for either ſide to ſtand upon their terms, then in this; which ſtands upon the term of a Sacrament, being not found, in the Scriptures, attributed either to ſeven or to two. For, being taken up by the Church; that is to ſay, by thoſe Writers whom the Church alloweth and honoureth; what reaſon can deny the Church liberty to attribute it to any thing, which the pow­er given the Church inableth it to appoint and to uſe, for the obtaining of Gods bleſſing upon Chriſtians? Why ſhould not any action, appointed by the Church, to obtaine Gods ſanctifying grace, by virtue of any promiſe which the Goſpel containeth, be counted a Sacrament? At leaſt, ſuppoſing it to con­ſiſt in a ceremony fit to ſignify the bleſſing which it pretendeth to procure. For, it is manifeſt, that Baptiſme alſo, and the Euchariſt, are ceremonies ſigni­fying viſibly that inviſible grace, wherewith God ſanctifieth Chriſtians. But there will be therefore no conſequence, that Baptiſme and the Euchariſt ſhould be counted Sacraments for the ſame reaſon, and in the ſame nature and kind, for which any thing elſe is or can be counted a Sacrament; No, not though they may all, in their proper ſenſe, be truly called Sacraments of the Church, becauſe the diſpenſing of them all is truſted with the Church. For Baptiſme, by the premiſes, enters a man into the Covenant of Grace, as the viſi­ble ſolemnity whereby it is contracted with the Church, in behalfe of God; which, unleſſe in caſe of peremptory neceſſity, cannot be invi­ſibly contracted. So, it intitleth to all the promiſes which the Goſpel preten­deth. And ſo alſo doth the Euchariſt, being the viſible ceremony which God hath appointed, for the renewing of it, and of our profeſſion to ſtand in it, and to expect the promiſes which the Goſpel pretendeth, upon ſuppoſition of the condition which it requireth, not otherwiſe. And truly, the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, myſtically received by our bodies, neceſſarily importeth his ſpirit recei­ved by our ſoules, ſuppoſing them qualified as the Goſpel requireth; and in, and by the Spirit, whatſoever is requiſite to inable a Chriſtian to performe his race here, or to aſſure him of his reward in the world to come. And yet the neceſſity thereof not ſo undiſpenſable, but that ſuppoſing a man cannot obtaine the communion thereof from the Church, but by violating that Chriſtianity which it ſealeth, neither can a man obtaine it by the Sacrament, nor, without the Sacrament need he faile of it; that is ſtanding to his Chriſtianity as well in all other things, as, in not tranſgreſſing his Chriſtianity, for communion in the Euchariſt, with the Church. And this is the caſe of thoſe which are unjuſtly excommunicate; Seeing, in matters indifferent, he that yeilds not to the Church, that is, to them who have the juſt power to conclude the Church, (when they judge it for the common good, for him to do that, which otherwiſe he is not obliged to do) muſt needs ſeem juſtly excommunicable. So, theſe two Sacraments, have the promiſe of grace abſolutely ſo called, that is, of all the grace which the Goſpel promiſeth; which, it is to be acknowledged and maintained, that no other of thoſe actions, that are or may be called Sacra­ments of the Church, doth or can doe, upon the like terms as they doe.
For of a truth, it is granted, that both theſe Sacraments are actions, and conſiſt in the action, whereby they are either prepared or uſed, though with ſo much difference between the two. For Baptiſme is, of neceſſity, an action that paſſes with the doing of it; Whereas, in the Euchariſt, there is one thing done in the preparing, another in the uſing of it; inſomuch that the effect of conſe­crating it, (which, I ſuppoſe here to be ſignified, in the Scriptures, as well as the moſt ancient of the Fathers, by the name of Euchariſtia, or Thankſgiving) remaines upon the thing conſecrated; ſo that the bread and the wine over which God was praiſed and thanked, are metonymically called the Euchariſt. And yet, in regard the conſecration in reaſon, tends to the uſe of receiving it, and that the Church is not truſted, or inabled to do it with effect, but to that in­tent; [Page] the totall of both is neceſſarily underſtood by the name of that Sacra­ment. For, ſuppoſing the ancient Church might have cauſe to allow, the uſe of receiving this Sacrament, to them who were not preſent in body, though in ſpirit at the celebrating of it; (which I, for my part, in point of charity find my ſelf bound to ſuppoſe, even when I am not able to alledge any reaſon why my ſelf would have done the ſame in the ſame caſe) So long as, by reaſonable conſtruction, which the practice of the Church alloweth, or groundeth, the con­ſecration tendeth to the uſe of receiving, it is reaſonably called the Sacrament, or the Euchariſt, in order to that uſe. If it be conſecrated to any other intent, either expreſſed, or inforced by conſtruction of reaſon, upon the practiſe of the Church; ſuch practice bordering upon ſacriledge, in the abuſe of the Sacra­ment, the Church hath nothing to do to anſwer for it. Nor is it my meaning that the Sacrament of Baptiſme or the Euchariſt doth or can conſiſt in the out­ward action of waſhing of the body, or of praying over the elements, and re­citing the Inſtitution of our Lord. It is true, the very bodily action were able in a great part, to interpret the intent of doing it, to thoſe who are already Chri­ſtians, and know what Chriſtianity requireth. But, ſeeing that can never be e­nough, much leſſe allwayes; It is neceſſary, that the intent be declared, by cer­tain words ſignifiying it. But theſe words, with the bodily action which they interpret, will, by this diſcourſe, concurre to make but one part of the Sacra­ment; which, containing the ſolemnizing of the Covenant of Grace, will ne­ceſſarily containe that which all this ſignifieth, of inviſible and ſpirituall grace, conveighed to thoſe who are qualified for it, by that which is ſaid and done, in virtue of Gods promiſe. He that will ſpeak properly of theſe two Sacraments, muſt make the matter of them to conſiſt in one of theſe two parts; The form of them being (not the ſignification, which is the ſame in all ceremonies, but) the promiſe, which tieth to them the whole effect of the Covenant of Grace; to which purpoſe, it were well if the world would underſtand them to be ſeals of it. This createth a vaſt difference between theſe two, and any of the reſt, which are called Sacraments; Which, whether the Councile of Trent ſufficiently ex­preſſe, by providing an Anathema for thoſe who ſhall ſay, that the ſeven Sa­craments are ſo equall one to the other, that none is more worthy then ano­ther; Seſs. VII. Can. III. or not; let them look to it, I diſpute not. Thus much we ſee, a difference is hereby acknowledged. But the difference is vaſt in this regard, that, whereas both theſe Sacraments take effect in conſideration of every particular mans Chriſtianity, and the promiſes annexed to that end, the reſt, all of them, take effect in conſideration of the Communion of the Church, and that which it is able to contribute towards the effect of Grace; Which neceſſarily conſiſts in that which the Church is able to contribute, to­ward the effecting of that diſpoſition which, qualifieth for it. So, whereas theſe two immediately bring forth Gods grace, as inſtruments of his promiſe, by his appointment; the reſt muſt obtaine it by the meanes of Gods Church, and the bleſſing annexed to communion with it. He that believeth not Gods Church, in the nature of a Society, grounded upon profeſſion of the true faith, and conſiſting in that communion, which ſeparateth it not from the whole; may promiſe himſelf the benefit of his Baptiſme, and of the Euchariſt, (whomſo­ever he communicateth with) profeſſing himſelf a Chriſtiane. He who be­lieveth every Church to be a part of the whole Church, as he muſt acknowledge it requiſite to the effect of Baptiſme and the Euchariſt, that they be miniſtred neither by Hereticks nor Schiſmaticks; So muſt he attribute the effect of the reſt to the foundation of the Church, the Prayers whereof, God, by founding it, hath promiſed to hear, being made according to that Chriſtianity which the foundation thereof ſuppoſeth.
Let us conſider, whether extreme Unction may be, or muſt be counted a Sa­crament upon theſe termes, or not; for, if that, what queſtion will remaine of the reſt? I conceive, I have obſerved that which is very pertinent to the conſide­ration of all the reſt, in ſhowing that they are the ſolemnities, wherewith ſome acts of that publick authority is exerciſed, which the Church hath, in reſpect of [Page] the members of it. Onely, in the Unction of the ſick, I have not found any act of authority, diſtinct from that power of the Keyes, whereby, in extremity, all are admitted to the communion of the Euchariſt, in hope of Gods mercy; acknowledging the debt of that Penance remaining, if they ſurvive, which muſt qualify them for it in the the judgement of the Church. And, the promiſe of for­giveneſs of ſins annexed to it, I have found to ſuppoſe that contrition which un­dertaketh the ſame, in caſe a man ſurvive. Which notwithſtanding, whoſoever acknowledges the Church, cannot think the prayers of the Church needleſſe in ſuch an exigent. But as for the ceremony of anointing with oyle, I have found it in the premiſes, to concern the recovery of bodily health, by the practice of all ages, that are found to have uſed it; Though not pretending miracu­lous graces, of curing diſeaſes, extant in the primitive times; but onely that confidence, which Gods generall promiſe to the Church groundeth, of hearing the prayers thereof even for temporall bleſſings, ſo farre as the exception to it which Chriſtianity maketh, ſhall allow. It was thought fit to lay aſide this ceremony, at the Reformation, leaſt the Church ſhould ſeem to pretend a pro­miſe, the effect whereof, being temporall and viſible, could not be made to ap­pear; Which might ſeem a diſparagement to our common Chriſtianity. But there have not wanted Doctors of the Reformation, Bucer by name, that have acknowledged; nor will any man of a peaceable judgement make queſtion; that the ceremony might have been retained, at the viſitation of the ſick; Which, he that would have the Church lay aſide, becauſe the Church of Rome uſeth this ceremony at it, he would have the Church be no Church, becauſe the Church of Rome is one. For, as the office of the Church can never be more ne­ceſſary, then in that extremity, to procure that diſpoſition qualifying for par­don, which then, it is not too late to procure; So can no ceremony be filter then annointing with oil, to ſignify that health of body, which the Church chearfully prayeth for, on behalf of them whom ſhe promiſeth remiſſion of ſinne; That health of minde, which the preſent agony ſo peremptorily re­quireth. Suppoſing then the conſtitution of the Church ſuch, that the miniſte­ry thereof muſt needs be thought ſufficient meanes to procure ſalvation for the members of it; And then, ſuppoſing the Church, ſo conſtituted, injoyne pray­er to be made for the ſicke, to whoſe reconcilement the keyes thereof are ap­plied, anointing them with oyl, to ſignify that health of body and mind which is prayed for; So farre am I from dividing the Church in that regard, that I acknowledge, it may be very well counted one of the Sacraments of the Church, in that caſe; To wit. as a ceremony appointed by the Church, ſigni­fying that health, which the Church, rightly uſing the Power which it is truſt­ed with, appointeth to be prayed for in that caſe.
To prove Marriage to be a Sacrament, it is well known how the text of S. Paul is alledged Epheſ. V. 32. Sacramentum hoc magnum eſt; This is a great myſtery, but I mean, concerning Chriſt and the Church. But, Saint Paul ſaith not, that the mariage of Chriſtians is a ſacrament, but, that the mariage of Adam and Eve was a great myſtery; As indeed it was, if the Apoſtle ſay true, that it figured the marriage of our Lord Chriſt with his Church, and that therefore the woman was taken out of the man, as Chriſtians are the bimbs of Chriſt, and therefore wives are to be ſubject to their husbands, as the Church to Chriſt. True it is, that, ſeing mariage in Paradiſe was made an inſeparable conjunction of one with one, with an intent, that it ſhould figure the inſeparable conjunction be­tween our L. Chriſt and the congregation of them, whom, he foreſeeth, that they ſhall perſevere; in that regard, the marriage of Chriſtians alſo, being, by our Lord, reformed to the firſt inſtitution of Paradiſe, cannot chuſe but ſignify the ſame, though now in being; Whereas, the marriage of Adam was a myſtery for ſignifying the ſame to be. But ſuppoſing all this, and not ſuppoſing an Order in the Church, for the bleſſing of marriage, as a ſolemnity preſcribed by the Church; I know not whether there could be cauſe to reckon marriage a­mong the Sacraments of the Church, all the reſt which pretend to tha quality, being offices of the Church, to be performed with ſome ſolemnity. Whereas, ſuppoſing ſomething peculiar to the marriage of Chriſtians, in regard whereof, [Page] it is to be celebrated with the ſolemne Bleſſing of the Church; there is no cauſe, why, under the equivocation premiſed, it may not be counted among the Sacraments of the Church. For, is there any queſtion to be made, that Chriſtians, ſubmitting themſelves to marry according to the Law of Chriſt, with an intent, not onely to keep faith to one another, according to that which is between Chriſt and his Church, but to breed children for the Church; And ſo, ſubmitting unto the Church, and, thoſe limits, wherewith the Church boundeth the exerciſe of Gods Law, for maintaining of unity in the Church; may promiſe themſelves the effect of that Bleſſing which the Church joynes them with? Suppoſing them qualified for the common bleſſings of Chriſti­ans, and the Church formed by God, with a promiſe of his bleſſings; What doubt can be made, that the Bleſſing ſhall have effect, which the Church joynes them with? But, what aſſurance can be had of the effect of that Bleſſing, without it, ſuppoſing the Church, and, ſuppoſing the bleſſing of marriage appointed by the Church? I have ſhowed the ground, whereupon, the al­lowance of mrriage among Chriſtians is neceſſarily part of the intereſt of the Church? I have ſhowed, that, in Ordination, in Confirmation, in Pe­nance, (as well as in Baptiſme, and in the Euchariſt) the Church exerciſeth ſome power and authority, which ſhe is truſted with by God. The bleſſing of mariage, what is it, but the marke of that authority, in allowing the mari­ages of Chriſtians, which the Church thereby exerciſeth? If Ignatius and Tertullian require the conſent of the Church, to the mariages of Chriſtians; it muſt needes be inferred from thence, that this conſent was declared, by the bleſſing of the Church; as the Power of ordaining, and the Power of abſol­ving is exerciſed with bleſſing, that is, praying for thoſe that are ordained or abſolved. Tertullian ſaith further, that mariage was confirmed by an Eu­chariſt, and ſealed which bleſſing. And Clemens Alexandr. Paedag. III. 1. complaining of her that wore not her owne haire, that the Prieſt, laying hands on her, bleſſed not her, but ſome bodies haire beſides; What bleſſing ſhould he ſpeak of but the bleſſing of mariage? The Epiſtle of Syricius to Himerius Biſhop of Tarracona mentions it, and ſo doth the IV. Synode of Car­thage Can. XIII. likewiſe Innocent I. Pope Epiſt. IIX. ad Prelum and S. Baſil in Hexaem. Hom. VII. nor can any exception be made to the generality of it. But, if there could, there would, nevertheleſſe, ly no maner of exception againſt the Power of the Church, in appointing of it, or the reaſon why the Church ſhould appoint it, ſuppoſing the premiſes. And, the experience of ſo much abuſe as hath been committed of late yeares; (the ſame man or woman marying two brothers or ſiſters ſucceſſively, the one party marying, the other being alive, men marying other mens wives, through the neglect of lawfull impediments, for example) the experience, I ſay, of abuſes that have ſucceeded, by leaving people free to marry without the bleſſing of the Church, is enough to demonſtrate the neceſſity thereof, as, ſuppoſing the al­lowance of the mariage. And therefore, the ſolemnity of bleſſing mariage, intimating a ſuppoſition, that it is intended for an inſeparable conjunction of one with one, as is that of our Lord Chriſt with his Church; And that, with due ſubmiſſion to the Rules of the Church, from the prayers whereof, the bleſſing is expected; may well be called the Sacrament of mariage, as con­taining a ceremony ſignifying that ſpirituall Grace, of living like Chriſtians in the ſtate of wedlock, for which it ſignifyeth the parties to be quali­fied; and, tending to obtaine the ſame, by virtue of that promiſe, which the foundation of the Church warranteth the effect of her prayers with.
Conſider now, that the Sacrament of Baptiſme, though it qualifieth for the promiſes of the Goſpell, yet, ſuppoſing the unity of the Church, out of which the Spirit of God breatheth not; That every Church is the congrega­tion of Chriſtians, that is contained in that place which is the cheife ſeate of that Church, and the territories of it, ſubject to the Biſhop and Clergy of the ſame; That, whoſoever is neceſſarily to miniſter Baptiſme, is not allwayes able to make him whome he baptizeth a member of the Church; as, in caſe of [Page] Hereſy and Schiſme, the Baptiſme whereof, the Church alloweth to ſtand good, but without effect of Chriſts promiſe. For, he that conſiders theſe things will find reaſon to grant, that, the conſent of the Biſhop being requiſite to make any man a member of his Church, according to ſuch termes, as, the Rules of the whole Church ſhall limit; the allowance of every mans Baptiſme, to that effect, ſhould be ſolemnized by his Bleſſing, ſo as, the effect thereof to become voide, in caſe of the utter neglect of it. This is the reaſon that S. Jerom, ad­verſ. Luciferianos, renders, for the ſolemnity of Confirmations; from the unity of the Church and the perſon of the Biſhop, in which, and by which every Chriſtian is a member of the whole Church, becauſe a member of his Church, whome the whole Church acknowledgeth Paſtor of the ſame. And this the reaſon, why it was never counted peremtorily neceſſary for all, as S. Hierome acknowledges, that in villages, where the Biſhops occaſions called him not to come, Chriſtians lived and died without it; Becauſe the teſtimony of all thoſe, who ſeeke the Biſhops Bleſſing, in acknowledgement of their Chriſtianity, (the profeſſion whereof they declare themſelves to ſtand to, by ſeeking the ſame, and he, by giving it, to allow) and of theire commu­nion with the Church; (which, by the ſame meanes, they claime, and he owneth) is a preſumption on behalfe of the reſt, who have not the like oppor­tunity to ſeek it, that neither they pretend towards the Church, nor he, on behalf of the Church, intends towards them otherwiſe. The ground of this conſtruction, is manifeſt by the practice of the Church, in reconciling thoſe Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, whoſe Baptiſme the Church allowed to ſtand good, to the Church, by Confirmation, with impoſition of hands. For this ſuppo­ſeth, that Baptiſme, which the Church did not repeate, as allowing it mini­ſtred in due forme, to have been without effect ſo long as they continued with­out the Church; And to revive, and take effect, againe, by removing that bar of ſeparation from the Church, which their reconcilement voideth. If the Church of ſome times and ſome places have added to Impoſition of hands, a further ceremony of Chiſme conſiſting of oil and Balſame, to ſignify by the anointing thereof, that ſweet ſmell, which the Spirit of the Meſſias in Eſay re­ſenteth, why ſhould it be thought, that this addition in the ſolemnity muſt needs take away from the efficacy of it? Is it not enough, that it may take away from it, in them, who, being zealous for the ceremony, are careleſſe of the ſub­ſtance? That this is acknowledged, by returning to the Apoſtolical ſimplicity of Impoſition of hands. Seing then, that the grace of ſtanding to the common Chriſtianity, is to be expected from the bleſſing of the Church, upon them who have recourſe to this ſolemnity, with a diſpoſition qualifying for the promiſes of the Goſpel, in the unity of the Church; it will be no diſperage­ment to the Sacrament of Baptiſme, that Confirmation ſhould be reckoned among the Sacraments of the Church, being a ceremony no way empty of that promiſe of ſanctifying Grace, which, by the foundation of the Church, belongs to the prayers thereof; and yet, the ſaid promiſe no way ſubſiſting, but upon ſuppoſition of that Covenant of Grace, which the Sacrament of Bap­tiſme inacteth.
As for the matter of Ordination, the words of Saint Paul ſtick cloſe; 1 Tim. IV. 14. Neglect not the grace that is in thee, being given thee through propheſie, by the impoſition of the hands of the presbytery; At leaſt taking in Saint Paul againe, 1 Cor. IV. 7. For who diſtinguiſheth thee? Or, What haſt thou that thou receiveſt not? But, if thou haſt received, why doſt thou boaſt as not having received? Which, I have ſhowed, being ſpoken of the Grace of an Apoſtle, is drawn into conſequence on all hands, concerning the grace of a Chriſtian. And therefore it will not ſerve the turne to ſay, that Saint Paul ſpeaketh of ſome of thoſe graces that are called gratis datae, that ſome for the uſe of the Church, not for the ſalvation of him that hath them. For Saint Paul when he calleth thoſe graces the manifeſtation of the Spirit, ſignifieth, that they were given by God to manifeſt his preſence in the Church, by the viſible operations of them. And therefore ordinarily, they preſuppoſed, in him that had them, the preſence of the holy Ghoſt, to the effect of ſaving grace▪ [Page] The caſes of Balaam and Caiaphas, or Saul, or thoſe that propheſied in Chriſts name, I have ſhowed already, how farre they containe an exception to this. In the caſe of Timothy, ordained to that work which Saint Paul, by his Epiſtles, inſtructeth him, how to diſcharge; what ſhall we conceive to be the effect of impoſition of the hands of the Presbytery, ſuppoſing him thereupon, indowed with a grace of doing miracles, or ſpeaking ſtrange languages, but without a­ny gift of ſaving grace, to direct the uſe of the ſame to the ſalvation of his peo­ple? What elſe, but that which a ſword is in a mad mans hand, or knowledge eloquence, or underſtanding in him that ſhould ſet himſelf to raiſe himſelf a ſect of followers, into hereſie, or ſchiſme? Which, ſhould God allow Timothy, upon Impoſition of the hands of the Presbytery, allowing it, that Chriſtian people might have confidence in ſo great a Paſtor, in whom they ſaw ſuch ma­nifeſtation of Gods Spirit, might he not reaſonably be ſaid, to allow him means to ſeduce Chriſtian people? I will not therefore contend, but the Grace that was given Timothy by Propheſy, ſignifieth ſome viſible manifeſtation of Gods Spirit in him, concerning whom, there had Propheſies gone afore in the Church of how great eminence he ſhould be in it; But ſo, as to ſuppoſe that ſaving grace, wherein, it manifeſted God to be in Timothy; which ſaving grace, though not wanting in him, when he came to receive impoſition of hands, (becauſe he who receive [...] it, being no true Chriſtan, ſhall never receive that effect by it) yet might, by the effect thereof, be extended, applied, or determined to the right uſe of whatſoever miraculous grace he might thereby receive, in the ſer­vice of Gods Church. For, to him that hath by nature, or by Gods bleſſing upon his honeſt indeavours, an ability to preach, to diſpute, to reſolve in Chri­ſtianity, and hath not, by Gods ſaving grace, the intent to uſe it well, what doth ſuch a gift bring, but ability to do miſchief? Therefore the gift given Timothy by impoſition of hands, being that which was prayed for in behalf of him, by thoſe who laid hands on him, is the grace to behave himſelf well in the function which thereby he receiveth. Which being obtained by the prayers of the Church, what reaſon leaveth it, why the prayers of the Church ſhould not ſtill obtaine the like, ſetting aſide the difference between them that pray, or, him for whom they pray? And certainly, the effect of all prayers depends upon the ſame conditions, be it never ſo much the ordinance of God which they deſire him to bleſſe. Here is then, I meane in Ordination, an ordinance of God, ſolemnized with the viſible c [...]remony of impoſition of hands, ſignify­ing the overſhadowing of Gods protection, or of his Spirit, which it pretend­eth to procure, upon the promiſe of Gods preſence with his Church, when it prays to him. Which, if it be therefore reckoned among the Sacraments of the Church; as the property of the term will certainly bear it, ſo can it be no diſparagement to the Sacraments of Baptiſme and the Euchariſt, as if it came in ranck with them. For, the grace which it procureth, as it is limited to a par­ticular effect, of miniſtring to the Church the ordinances of God, according to that truſt which he repoſeth in the office; So is the grace which God ap­pointeth to be convayed to his people, by the miniſtry of every office, no leſſe to be obtained by that outward profeſſion, under which the order of the Church obliges them to miniſter the ſame; (whatſoever a mans inward intention, that is not viſible, may be) then if he really did intend to do his beſt for the ſervice of God, and the ſalvation of his people. I ſpeak now, ſo farre as the order of the Church goes. For otherwiſe, it cannot be doubted, that a mans perſonall abilities may give a great deal of life to the publick order of the Church, and adde much, in proſecution of the true intent, and in order to the due effect of it. All which, the Grace to indeavour the faithfull diſcharge of each office, and the bleſſing of God upon ſuch indeavours, which the bleſſing of the Church, with impoſition of hands, prayes for, containeth, and effecteth.
But of all powers of the Church, and the offices which they produce, there is none that cometh ſo nigh the promiſes of the Goſpel, as that which conſiſts in binding the ſinnes of thoſe, that viſibly tranſgreſſe their Chriſtianity, upon them, and in looſing them upon viſible Penance. For, this reſtoreth to a capa­city [Page] for the gifts of the Holy Ghoſt, forfeited by tranſgreſſing the Covenant of our Baptiſme, and by admitting to communion in the Euchariſt, immediately re­neweth the ſame. And truly, the whole worke of it is nothing elſe but the ſatisfying of the Church, that the man hath appeaſed the wrath, and regained the favour of God; that is, ſatisfied God, in the language of the ancient Church, in conſideration of the ſatisfaction of our Lord Chriſt, accepting his Penance for ſatisfaction, which, of it ſelfe, it is not. And, in regard of this great, vertue and effect of penance, I marvail not, that in the reformation, Melancthon is found to have reckoned it a third Sacrament after Baptiſme & the Euchariſt. For, the name of Sacrament ſeemeth moſt duely to belong to the acts of thoſe Offices, which conduce moſt to the attaining, or, to the maintaining of the ſtate of Gods Grace. And truly it cannot be denyed, that the ſolemnity of Penance, in the ancient Church, was ſuch as might wel ſerve to ſignifie, the recovering of that Grace, the ground which Chriſtians have, for the helpe whereof, it ſo e­ffectually intimateth. So, though a mans own repentance in private hath the ſame promiſe of Grace, yet the ſolemnity of Performing penance in the Church ſeemeth requiſite to the nature and quality of the Sacrament, in what­ſoever ſenſe it ſhall be attributed to it. And this ſolemnity, all reaſon will allow, muſt needs have been of great effect to procure, and ſettle, in the peni­tent, that diſpoſition for pardon, which it ſeemeth to profeſſe. This ſolem­nity being ſo much abated in private penance, that nothing of it remaines, ſaving the  [...]; notwithſtanding, ſo long as it remaines an office of the Church, which limiteth the forme and the rules according to which it is done, with due hope of effect, there is no reaſon why the nature of a Sacrament ſhould be therefore queſtionable. When it is given out, and ſimple Chriſtians are ſo governed, as if they were obliged to believe, that attrintion is changed into contrition, by vertue of the Keyes of the Church paſſing upon it; that is, that he, who is not qualified for pardon, when he confeſſes, is, by receiving the ſentence of abſolution, qualified for pardon, ſo that neither ſtaine nor guilt of ſin remaines, but the debt of temporall puniſhment▪ (whereas, the time of Canonical penance grounded a preſumption, that the change was wrought) then may there ſeeme to be cauſe of queſtioning, whether penance be a Sacra­ment, that is, an holy office of the Church, in which it is miniſtred, under ſuch an unhallowed opinion as that. In the meane time, neither is the promiſe of Grace annexed to the ſolemnity thereof, (in which there hath ſucceeded ſo vaſt a change, as I have ſignified) by Gods choice of any viſible creature, in which it is exerciſed as in Baptiſme and the Euchariſt; but, by that common reaſon, for which, it is a ſolemnity fit for the Church to execute it with; nor is the promiſe of grace annexed to the office of the Churth any otherwiſe, then as it becomes the meanes to retrive the condition of baptiſme, qualifying for the promiſe by the Covenant of Grace. In fine, the name and notion of a Sacrament, as it hath been duly uſed by the Church, and writers allowed by the Church, extendeth to all holy actions, done by vertue of the Office which God hath truſted his Church with, in hope of obtayning the grace which he promiſeth. Baptiſme and the Euchariſt are actions appointed by God, in certaine creatures, utterly impertinent to the effect of Grace, ſetting aſide his appointment; But, apt to ſignifie all the Grace which the Goſpell promiſeth, by vertue of that correſpondence which holds between things viſible and ſ [...]nſible, and things intelligible and inviſible; Both antecedent, for their inſtitution, to the foundation of the Church; the Society whereof ſubſcri­beth, upon condition of the firſt, and for communion in the ſecond. The reſt are actions appointed to be ſolemnized in the Church, by the Apoſtles, not alwaies, & every where preciſely with the ſame ceremonies, but ſuch, as alwaies may rea­ſonably ſerve to ſignifie the graces, which it praies for, on the behalfe of them who receive them; The hope of that Grace being grounded upon Gods generall promiſe, of hearing the prayers of his Church, which the conſtitution thereof involveth. Nor am I ſolicitous to make that conſtruction; which may ſatisfie the decrees of the Councils of Florence and Trent; who have firſt taken upon [Page] them to decree under Anathama, the conceite of the Schoole, in reducing them to the number of ſeven; But, ſeeing the particulars ſo qualified by ancient writers in the Church, and the number agreed upon by the Greeke Church, as well as the Latines; I have acknowledged that ſenſe of their ſayings, which the prim [...]ive order of the Chatholike Church inforceth. For, though I count it a great a buſe to maintaine ſimple Chriſtians in an opinion, that the outward works of them, not ſuppoſing the ground upon which, the intent to which, the diſpoſition with which they are done, ſecures the ſalvation of them to whom they are miniſtred; Which opinion the formall miniſtring of them ſeemeth to maintaine; Yet is it a far greater abuſe, to place the reformation of the Church in aboliſhing the ſolemnities, rather then in reducing the right underſtanding, of the ground and intent of thoſe offices, which they ſerve to ſolemnize.

CHAP. XXX. To worſhip Chriſt in the Euchariſt, though believing tranſubstantiation, is not Idolatry. Ground for the honour of Saints and Martyrs. The Saints and the Angels pray for us. Three ſorts of prayers to Saints: The firſt, agreeable with Chriſtianity: The laſt may be Idolatry: The ſecond a ſtep to it. Of the Reliques of the Saints Bodies. What the ſecond Commandement prohibiteth or alloweth. The ſecond Councile of Nicea doth not decree Idolatry; And yet there is no decree in the Church for the worſhiping of Images.
ANd now I come to that reſolution which I have made way for, by premi­ſing theſe concluſions, for aſſumptions to inferr it; onely, by the way, I have reſolved againſt thoſe prayers which the Church of Rome preſcri­beth, to deliver the ſoules of the dead from Purgatory paines. I ſay then, firſt, that the adoration of the Euchariſt, which the Church of Rome preſcribeth, is not neceſſarily Idolatry. I ſay not what it may be accidentally, by that intention which ſome men may conceale, and may make it Idolatry as to God; I ſpeak upon ſuppoſition of that intention, which the profeſſion of the Church formeth, and which alone is to my preſent purpoſe. I ſuppoſe them to beleive, that thoſe creatures of God, which are the elements of that ſacrament, are no more there after the conſecration; having ceaſed to be, that there might be roome for the body and blood of our Lord to come into theire ſtead. I ſup­poſe, that the body and blood of Chriſt may be adored, whereſoever they are; and muſt be adored by a good Chriſtian, where the cuſtome of the Church, which a Chriſtian is obliged to communicate with, requires it. For, that which wee ſee is enough for to certifie us, that, peremptorily to refuſe any cuſtome of the Church, is a ſtep to diviſion, and the diſſolution of it; which is the greateſt evill that can befall Chriſtianity, next to the peremptory profeſſion of ſome thing contrary to that truth wherein chriſtianity conſiſts, and which the being of the Church preſuppoſeth But, I ſuppoſe further, that the body and blood of Chriſt is not adored, nor to be adored by Chriſtians, neither for it ſelf, nor for any indowment reſiding in it, which it may have received, by being perſonally united with the God head of Chriſt: But onely in conſiderati­on of the ſaid God-head, to which it remaines inſeparably united, whereſoever it becomes. For, by that meanes, whoſoever propoſeth not to himſelfe the conſideration of the body and blood of Chriſt, as it is of it ſelfe, and in it ſelf, a meer creature (which, he that doth not on purpoſe, cannot do) cannot but con­ſider it, as he believs it to be, being a Chriſtian; And, conſidering it as it is, honor it as it is inſeperably united to the God-head, in which & by which it ſubſiſteth [Page] in which therefore, that honour reſteth, and to which it▪ tendeth. So, the God-head of Chriſt is the thing that is honoured, and the reaſon why it is ho­noured, both: The body and blood of Chriſt, though it be neceſſarily ho­nored, becauſe neceſſarily united to that which is honoured; yet is it onely the thing that is honored, and not the reaſon why it is honoured, ſpeaking of the honor proper to God alone. I ſuppoſe further, that it is the duty of e­every chriſtian to honour our Lord Chriſt, as God ſubſiſting in humane fleſh; whether by profeſſing him ſuch, or by praying to him as ſuch, or by uſing any bodily geſture, which, by the cuſtome of them that frequent it, may ſerve to ſig­nifie that indeed he takes him for ſuch; which geſture, is outwardly, that worſhip of the heart▪ which inwardly commandes it. This honour then being the duty of an affirmative precept, which, according to the received rule, ties alwaies, though it cannot tye a man to doe the duty alwaies, becauſe then he ſhould doe nothing elſe; What remaines, but a juſt occaſion, to make it re­quiſite, and preſently to take hold and oblige. And, is not the preſence thereof in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt a juſt occaſion, preſently to expreſſe by the bodily act of adoration, that inward honour which we alwaies cary towards our Lord Chriſt as God? Grant that there may be queſtion, whether it be a juſt occaſion or not; certainly, ſuppoſing it come to a cuſtom in the church preſently to do that which is alwaies due to be done, you ſuppoſe the queſtion determined. This is that which I ſtand upon; the matter being ſuch as it is, ſuppoſing the cuſtom of the church to have determined it, it ſhal be ſo far from an act of Idolatry, that it ſhal be the duty of a good Chriſtian. Therefore, not ſuppoſing the Church to have determined it, though, for ſome occaſions, (whereof more are poſſible, then it is poſſible for me to imagine) it may be­come offenſive, and not preſently due; yet can it never become an act of I­dolatry ſo long as Chriſtianity is that which it is, and he that does it profeſſes himſelfe a Chriſtian.
Here then you ſee, I am utterly diſobliged to diſpute, whether or no, in the ancient Church, Chriſtians were exhorted, and incouraged to, and really did worſhip our Lord Chriſt in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt. For, having con­cluded my intent, that it had not been Idolatry had it been done; I might leave the conſequence of it to debate. But not to balk the freedom which hath caryed me to publiſh all this, I doe believe, that it was ſo practiſed and done in the ancient church; which I maintaine from the beginning to have been the true church of Chriſt, obliging all to conforme to it, in all things within the po­wer of it. I know the conſequence to be this, that there is no juſt cauſe why it ſhould not be don at preſent, but that cauſe, which juſtifies the reforming of ſome part of the Church without the whole; Which if it were taken away, that it might be done againe, and ought not to be, of it ſelfe alone, any cauſe of diſtance. For, I doe acknowledge, the teſtimonies that are produced out of S. Ambroſe de Spiritu Sancto III. 12. S. Auſtine in Pſalme XCVIII. and Epiſt. CXX. cap. XXVII. S. Chryſoſtome Homil. XXIIII. in 1. ad Corinth. Theodoret Dial. II. S. Gregory Nazianzen Orat. in S. Gorgoniam, S. Jerom Epiſt. ad Theophilum Epiſt. Alexandriae, Origen in diverſa loca Evang. Hom. V. Where he teacheth to ſay; at the receiving the ſacrament; Lord, I am not worthy that thou ſhouldeſt come under my roofe; Which to ſay, is to do that, which I con­clude. Nor doe I need more to conclude it. And what reaſon can I have not to conclude it? Have I ſuppoſed; the elements, which are Gods creatures, in which the Sacrament is celebrated, to be aboliſhed; or any thing elſe concer­ning the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, or the preſence thereof in the Euchariſt; in giving a reaſon why the Church may doe it, which the Church did not be­lieve? If I have, I diſclame it as ſoone as it may appeare to me for ſuch. Nay, I doe expreſſely warne all opinions, that they imagine not to themſelves, the Euchariſt ſo meere and ſimple a ſigne of the thing fignified, that the celebrati­on thereof ſhould not be a competent occaſion, for the executing of that wor­ſhip, which is alwaies due to our Lord Chriſt in carnate.
[Page]
I confeſſe, it is not neceſſarily the ſame thing to worſhip Chriſt in the Sacra­ment of the Euchariſt, as to worſhip the ſacrament of the Euchariſt; Yet in that ſenſe, which reaſon of it ſelfe juſtifieth, it is. For, the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, by reaſon of the nature thereof, is neither the viſible kind, nor the inviſible Grace of Chriſts body and blood, but the union of both, by vir­tue of the promiſe; In regard whereof, the one going along with the other, whatſoever be the diſtance of their nature, both concur to that which we call the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, by the worke of God, to which he is morally ingaged, by the promiſe which the inſtitution thereof containeth. If this be rightly underſtood, to worſhip the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, is to worſhip Chriſt in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt. But I will not therefore warrant, that they, who maintain the worſhipping of the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, doe not underſtand the viſible kind, or, as themſelves thinke, the viſible proper­tyes thereof, by that name, Which if they ſhall declare themſelves to under­ſtand, then is the queſtion far otherwiſe, and to be reſolved upon the ſame termes, as the queſtion concerning the worſhiping of images ſhall, by and by, be reſolved; That though the Sacrament of the Euchariſt may be the occaſion to determine the circumſtance of the worſhipping of Chriſt, yet is it ſelfe no way capable of any worſhip that may be counted religious, becauſe religion injoy­neth it. Cardinall Bellarmine, de Euch. IV. 29. would have it ſaid, that the ſigne is worſhipped materially, but the body and blood of Chriſt formally, in the Euchariſt; Which are termes, that ſignifie nothing. For, it is impoſſi­ble to diſtinguiſh in God, the thing that is worſhiped▪ from the reaſon for which it is worſhipped; ſo that the thing may be underſtood, without under­ſtanding it to be the reaſon why it is worſhipped. Therefore, the ſigne in the Euchariſt, ſeemes onely to determine why, that worſhip which is alwaies every where due, is here now ten dred. Indeed, when the Councile of Trent pronounceth him anathema, that believes not, the elements to be aboliſhed, and ceaſe to be in it being conſecrated; I cannot deny, that, their obliging all to believe that, which no man can have that cauſe to believe, for which he belives the Chriſtian faith, hath beene a very valuable reaſon, though not the onely reaſon to move the Church of England to ſuperſede that ceremony; (hardly in the minds of Chriſtians ſo bred to it, to be parted from it) contenting it ſelfe to injoine the receiving of it kneeling, which he that refuſeth to do, ſeems not to acknowledge the being of a ſacrament, requiring the tender of the thing ſignified by it and with it. And, I conceive further, that, the carying of the Sacrament in proceſſion, and, upon ſuch occaſions, as ſignifies no order to­wards the receiving of it, nor any ſuch intent, upon ſuppoſition whereof the Sacrament is a Sacrament; hath added much waight to that reaſon. For, if the uſe of the ſacrament were the reaſon to make the occaſion fit, the abuſe thereof muſt needs render it unfit. But, for that which remaines, whether thoſe who thinke the body and blood of Chriſt preſent, inſtead of the elements, which are there no more, be Idolators for worſhipping the elements which re­main preſent, where they think they are not, is a queſtion no way to be reſolved, till it be granted, that, ſuppoſing them preſent, it is no Idolatry. For, if the falſ opinion of their abſence make men idolaters, then are they not idolaters which have it not. Conſider then, that, were the body and blood of Chriſt ſo preſent, as to be in ſtead of the ſubſtance of bread and wine, the conſideration in which any Chriſtian (holding what the church of Rome teaches,) ſhould worſhip it, would be no other then that for which it ſhould be worſhipped by him who believes it not ſo preſent; as, in my opinion, the ancient Church did believe. Both muſt worſhip the body and blood of Chriſt becauſe incarnate, and there­fore, as the body and blood of Chriſt is inſeparable from the conſideration of his God-head, which every Chriſtian intends to worſhip. And, how can then a mans miſtake, in thinking the elements to be away, which indeed are there, make him guilty of honouring thoſe creaturs as God; which we know, if he thought that they were there, he muſt needs take for creatures, and therefore could not honour for God? I doe believe it hath been ſaid, by great Doctors of the [Page] Church of Rome, that they muſt needs think themſelves flat Idolaters, if they could think▪ that the elements are not aboliſhed. That ſhowes what confi­dence, they would have the world apprehend, that they hold their opinion with; But, not that the conſequence is true, unleſſe that which I have ſaid be reprovable. For, what reaſon can be given, why that bodily geſture, which profeſſedly ſignifieth the honour of God tendred to Chriſt ſpiritually preſent in the Euchariſt, ſhould be Idolatry, becauſe the bread and wine are believed to remaine there; Which, according to their opinion, ſuppoſing them to be abo­liſhed, their accidents onely remaining, is no idolatry, but the worſhip of our Lord Chriſt for God?
In the next place, as concerning prayer to Saints, I muſt ſuppoſe, that the termes of prayer, invocation, calling upon, and whatſoever elſe we can uſe, are or may be in deſpite of our hearts equivocal; that is, we may be conſtrained, unleſſe we uſe that diligence, which common diſcretion counts ſuperfluous, to uſe the ſame words, in ſignifyng requeſts made to God and to man. Which are not equivocall according to that equivocation which comes by meere chance; but, by that for which there is a reaſonable ground, in that eminence, which out conceptions, (and therefore our words, which ſignifie them) expreſſe unto us. For, all the apprehenſions that we have of God, & all things intelligible, coming from things ſenſi [...]le, we can have no proper conceite of Gods excellence, and the eminence thereof above his creatures; which neceſſarily appeares to us under attributes common to his creatures, removing that imperfection, which, in them, they are joyned with. This is the reaſon, why, all ſignes of honour, in word or deed, may be equivocall when they need not be counted ſo, being joyned with ſignes, either of other words, or deeds, which may ſerve to de­termine the capacity of them. Adoration, worſhip, reſpect, reverence, or howſoever you tranſlate the Latine cultus, are of this kind, as I ſaid afore. Ingreſſus ſcenam populum ſaltator adorat; coming upon the ſtage to dance, he adores or worſhips the people; or as an otherſaies, jactat baſia, he throwes them kiſſes; He does reverence to the ſpectators by kiſſing his hand, and ſaluting them with it. So prayer, in­vocation, calling upon God, is not ſo proper to God, but that, whether you will or not, every petition to a Prince, or a Court of juſtice is neceſſarily a prayer, and he that makes it invocates, or calls upon that Prince or that Court, for fa­vour or for juſtice. Now, the militant Church neceſſarily hath communion with the triumphant; believing, that all thoſe who are departed in Gods Grace are at reſt, and ſecure of being parted from him for the future; though thoſe who have neglected the content of this world the moſt for his ſervice, and are in the beſt of thoſe manſions which are provided for them till the day of judgement (whom here we call properly Saints) injoy the neereſt acceſſe to his preſence. To diſpute, whether we are bonnd to honour them or not, were to diſpute whether we are to be Chriſtians, and to believe this, or not. Whe­ther this honour be Religious or civill, nothing but equivocation of words makes diſputable, and the cauſe of that equivocation, the want of words; vulgar uſe not having provided words, properly to ſignifie conceptions which came not from common ſence. If we call it Religion, it is manifeſt, that all religi­on is that reverence which the conſcience of our obligation to God rendreth. If civil, the inconvenience is more groſſe, though leſſe dangerous. For, how can we owe civill reſpect where there is no relation of members of the ſame ci­ty, or Common wealth? Plainely, their excellence, and the relation we have to them being intelligible onely by Chriſtianity, muſt borrowe a name from that which vulgar language attributes to God, or to men our ſuperiours. I need ſay nothing in particular of Angels, whom if we believe to be Gods miniſters imployed inſtructing his children upon earth, we muſt needs own their honour, though the intercourſe between us be inviſible. It were eaſy to pick up ſay­ings of the Fathers, by which religious honour is proper to Chriſt, and others, in which, that honour, that reverence, which religion injoines is tendred Saints and Angels. And all to be imputed to nothing but want of proper termes for that honour which religion injoyneth, in reſpect of God, and that relation [Page] which God hath ſetled betweene the Church militant and triumphant; being reaſonably called Religious, provided that the diſtance be not confounded be­tween the religious honour of God, and, that honour of the creature, which the religious honour of God injoines, being neither civill nor humane, but ſuch as a creature is capable of, for religions ſake, and that relation which it ſetleth. I muſt come to particulars, that I may be underſtood. He that could wiſh, that the memories of the Martyrs, and other Saints who lived ſo, as to aſſure the Church they would have beene Martyrs, had they been called to it, had not beene honoured, as it is plaine they were honured by Chriſtians, muſt find in his heart, by conſequence, to wiſh, that Chriſtianity had not prevai­led. For, this honour, depending on nothing but the aſſurance of their hap­pineſſe, in them that remained alive, was that which moved unbelievers, to bethinke themſelves of the reaſon they had to be Chriſtians. What were then thoſe honours? Reverence in preſerving the remaines of their bodies, and burying them, celebrating the remembrance of their agonies every yeare, aſſembling themſelves at their monuments, making the daies of their death Feſtivals, the places of their buriall, Churches, building and conſecrating Churches to the ſervice of God in remembrance of them; I will adde further, (for the cuſtome ſeemeth to come from undefiled Chriſtianity,) burying the remains of their bodies under the ſtones upon which the Euchariſt was celebra­ted. What was there in all this but Chriſtianity? That the circumſtances of Gods ſervice, which no law of God had limited, the time, the place, the occaſion of aſſembling for the ſervice of God; (alwaies acceptable to God) ſhould be determined by ſuch glorious accidents for Chriſtianity, as the depar­ture of thoſe who had thus concluded their race. What can be ſo properly counted the raigne of the Saints and Martyrs with Chriſt, which S. Iohn foretell­eth, Apoc. XX. as this honour, when it came to trample Paganiſme under feet, after the converſion of Conſtantine? Certainely, nothing can be named, ſo correſpondent to that honour which is propheſied for them that ſuffered for Gods law, under Antiochus Epiphanes, Dan. XII. Is not all this honour pro­perly derivative from the honour of God and our Lord Chriſt, and relative to his ſervice? For, that is the worke for which Chriſtians aſſemble, and for thoſe aſſemblies the Church ſtands, as I have often ſaid; The honour of the Saints, but the occaſion, circumſtance, or furniture for it.
Neither is it to be doubted, that the Saints in happineſſe pray for the Church militant, and that they have knowledge thereof, if they goe not out like ſparkles, and are kindled againe when they reſume their bodies, which I have ſhowen, our common Chriſtianity allowes not. For, is it poſſible, to i­magine that, knowing any thing, (that is, knowing God and themſelves) they ſhould not know that God hath a Church in the world, upon the conſumati­on whereof their conſummation dependeth? Or is it poſſible, that, knowing this, and being diſpoſed towards this Church, as they ought to be diſpoſed to­wards it, in reſpect to God, they ſhould not intercede with God for the conſum­mation of it, and the meanes thereof which is all we can deſire? I will not uſe the text of Jeremy XI. 1. and Ezek. XIV. 13-19. becauſe it is manifeſt, that Moſes and Samuel, that Noe, Daniel and Job are named in them, but to put the caſe, that if thoſe men were alive, and made interceſſion for their people, they ſhould not prevaile. Which is not to ſay that, which I have ſhowed, that the Old Teſtament ſpeakes not out plaine, that, being alive, they doe intercede. Therefore they make no conſequence. I will not uſe the text of the Goſpell Luke XVI. 9. Make ye friends of the unrighteous Mamon, that, when yee faile, they may receive you into everlaſting Tabernacles, Though S. Auſtine de Civit. I. 27. makes a doubt whether it be by the interceſſion of his friends, that ſuch a man is received; Becauſe he makes no doubt, that it is in conſideration of the charity by which he made them his friends, that he is re­ceived, And therefore, in that conſideration it muſt be, that they are ſaid to receive him, not in conſideration of their prayers; Of which therefore this [Page] text ſaith nothing. But I muſt needs uſe the text of the Apoc. V. 8. VIII. 3. whereby it appeareth as much, that the Church triumphant prayeth for the Church militant, as that the ſaints of the Church triumphant are alive. And I wil uſe theſe texts of the Old Teſtament, where Abraham and Iſaac and Jacob and David are in conſideration, & alleged to God in behalf of his people Gen. XXVI 5, 24. Ex. XXXII. 13. Deut. IX. 27. 1. Kings XI. 12, 32, 33, 34. XV. 4. 2. Kings VIII. 19. XIX. 34. XX. 6. Eſ. XXXVII. 35. 1. Kings XVIII. 36 1 Chron. XXIX, 28. For, as our Saviour argueth well, that Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob are alive and ſhall riſe againe, becauſe, God is not the God of the dead; So is the conſequence as good, that, what God doth for their ſakes, he doth it for their mediation or interceſſion; unleſſe he meane to ſet that on their ſcore, which they deſire not at his hands. The Angels of little children alwaies ſee the Fathers face in heaven Math. XVIII. 10. And there is joy in the preſence of Gods Angels, over one ſinner that repenteth Luke XV. 10. And David ſaith, that, the Angell of the Lord pitcheth his tent round about them that feare him and delivereth them, Pſalme XXV. 8. And they are all miniſtring ſpirits, ſent forth to attend upon them that ſhall be heires of ſalvation? Heb. I. 14. and have they not that affection for thoſe whom God ſo affecteth, as to provide them ſuch attendance, not to mediate with their deſires to God, the effect of that goodneſſe which he is ſo affectionate to beſtow upon us? An imagination ſo barbarous cannot poſſeſſe any man, till he think himſelfe beloved of God, for hating thoſe that honour Saints and Angels above meaſure. Let them looke to the meaſure, and let them looke how they hate them that obſerve it not. Let them not ground their meaſure upon a ſuppoſition of as little affe­ction in the Saints and Angels for us, as in themſelves for the Saints and Angels; unleſſe it be, becauſe ſuch a ſuppoſition may deſerve to deprive them of the be­nefit of ſuch relations. For, as for the Church, S. Cyprian doubts not, when he deſires, that thoſe who ſhall happen to depart firſt be mindfull of them that remaine, in their prayers to God Epiſt. I. And the Saints in heaven, that are ſecure of their owne ſalvation, he ſaith are ſolicitous for us, in his booke de mortalitate. S. Jerome ſaith the ſame of Heliodorus, Epiſt. I. nor is any thing to be faulted, of that which he writes againſt Vigilantius to that purpoſe. S. Auſtine ſuppoſeth that Nebridius prayed for him being dead, Confeſſ. IX. 3. and expects benefit, from S. Cypryans prayers, de Bapt. V. 7, 17. He ſaid afore, that, we are to be commended by the prayers of the Martyrs, and de ſanctis Serm. XLVI. Debent Martyres aliquid in nobis recognoſcere de ſuis virtutibus, ut pro nobis dignentur domino ſupplicare. The Martyrs must take notice of ſome­thing of their owne vertues in us, that they may vouchſafe to become petitioners to God for us. And againe, contra Fauſtum XX. 21. the reaſon why they celebrated the memories of the Saints, he aſſignes, that they might be partners in their merits, and be helped by their prayers. Both which Leo in S. Lam. conſiders, as well the helpe as the example of the Saints, and S. Gregory, Epiſt. VII. 57. Indict. II. Rogo omnipotentem Deum ut ſua te gratia protegat, & beati Petri Apoſtolorum principis interceſſione a malis omnibus illi ſum ſervet. I beſeech Almighty God to protect thee with his grace, and through the interceſſion of S. Pe­ter Chieſe of the Apoſtles, keep thee unharmed by any evill. It were to no pur­poſe to ſhow what I allow by bringing more, for this cannot be diſallowed, al­lowing the premiſes. But, this being ſuppoſed, whatſoever may be diſputed, whether Saints or Angels in this regard may be counted, Mediators, interceſſ­ors or Advocates between God and us will be meere contentions about words holding to the termes hitherto ſuppoſed. For, the interceſſion of our Lord Chriſt being grounded upon the worke of redemption, the effects of it muſt be accor­ding; To make all mankind acceptable to God, under the condition which the Goſpell declareth; To obtain for every man thoſe helps of Grace, by which he may, or by which he is effectually reſolved to undergoe the condition re­quiſite. He that knowes the God-heade of Chriſt to be the ground, in conſi­deration whereof, the obedience of Chriſt is acceptable by God to this effect; and yet will needs ſay, that Saints or Angels are our Mediators, Interceſſors, [Page] or Advocates to the ſame effect; there is no cauſe why he ſhould be excuſed of Idolatry for his paines. But withall, he cannot be excuſed of contradicting himſelfe as groſſely; as he that maintaines thoſe Saints or Angels to be that one true God, whom he acknowledges not to be that God, but his creatures. If there be reaſon to preſume, that they who acknow­ledge Saints or Angels their Mediators, Interceſſors or advocates to God intend to commit Idolatry, by contradicting themſelves thus groſſely, there may be reaſon to thinke, that they count them their Mediators, Interceſſors or Ad­vocates to God, to that effect, to which Chriſt alone is our Mediator, Inter­ceſſor or Advocate. But if, whoſoever is accepted to pray for an other, is neceſſarily, by ſo doing, his Mediator, Inteceſſor or Advocate, to him with whom he is admitted to deal on his behalfe by his prayers; then will it be neceſſary to limite the worke of mediation to that effect, which may be allowed to the inter­ceſſion of the Saints or Angels for us, if we will have them to be to purpoſe. Certainely, neither could Iob intercede for his friends, nor Samuel for the Iſ­raelites, nor Abraham for Abimelech, or Pharao, nor any of Gods Prophets for any that had, or were to have recourſe to them for that purpoſe, but they muſt be by ſo doing, Mediators, interceſſors, and Advocates, for them with God. For neither can the mediation of Saints or Angels, nor of any prophet or other, that can be perſumed to have favour with God be to any effect, but that which the termes of that reconciliation which our Lord Chriſt hath pur­chaſed for us doe ſettle or allow.
But he that ſaith the Saints and Angels pray for us, ſaith not that we are to pray to Saints or Angels; nor can be ſay it without Idolatry, intending, that we are to do that to them, which they do to God for us; On the other ſide, though that which we doe to them, and that which they doe to God be both called praying, yet it wil be very difficult for him that really and actually apprehendeth all Saints and Angels to be Gods creatures, to render both the ſame honour, though, ſuppoſing, not granting, the ſame Chriſtianity to injoyn both. But, to come to particulars, I will diſtinguiſh three ſorts of prayers to Saints, whe [...]her taught or allowed to be taught, in the Church of Rome. The firſt is of thoſe that are made to God, but to deſire his bleſſings by and through the merits and in­terceſſion of his Saints. I cannot give ſo fit an example, as out of the Canon of the Maſſe, which all the Weſterne Churches of that communion do now uſe. There it is ſaid; communicantes & memoriam venerantes omnium Sanctorum tuo­rum quorum meritis precibuſque concedas, ut in omnibus protectionis tuae munia­mur auxilio. Communicating in and reverencing the memory of ſuch and ſuch, and of all thy Saints, by whoſe merit and prayer, grant that in all things, we may be guarded by thy protection and helpe. There is alſo a ſhort prayer for the Prieſt to ſay, when he comes to the Altar, as he findes opportunity; Oramus te Do­mine, per merita ſanctorum tuorum, quorum reliquia hic ſunt, & omnium ſancto­rum, ut indulgere digneris omnia peccata mea. We pray thee Lord, by the merits of the Saints whoſe reliques are here, and all Saints, that thou wouldeſt vouchſafe to releaſe me all my ſins. And on the firſt Sunday in Advent, mentioning the Bleſſed Virgin, they pray; Ʋt qui vere eam matrem Dei credimus, ejus apud te interceſſionibus adjuvemur: That we who believe her truely the mother of God may be helped by her interceſſions with thee. The ſecond is that, which their Litanies containe, which, though I doe not undertake to know how they are uſed, or how they ought to be uſed by particular Chriſtians, (that is, how far voluntary, how far obligatory) yet the forme of them is manifeſt, that whereas you have in them ſometimes, Lord have mercy upon us, Chriſt have mercy upon us, Holy Trinity, one God, have mercy upon us; You have much oft­ner the Bleſſed Virgine repeated again, and againe under a number of her attri­butes; you have alſo all the Saints and Angels, or ſuch as the preſent occaſion pretends for the object of the devotion which a man tenders, named and ſpo­ken to, with, Ora pronobis, that is Pray for us; The bleſſed virgine ſome ſaie with te rogamus audi nos; We beſeech thee to heare us. One thing I muſt not forget to obſerve, that the prayers which follow thoſe Litanies, are almoſt al­waies of the firſt kind; That is to ſay, addreſſed directly to God, but menti­oning [Page] the interceſſion of Saints or Angels, for the meanes to obtain our prayers at his hands. The third is, when they deſire immediately, of them, the ſame bleſſings, ſpirituall and temporall, which all Chriſtians deſire of God. There is a Pſalter to be ſeen, with the Name of God changed every where into the Name of the bleſſed Virgine. There is a book of devotion in French with this title; Moyen de bien ſeruir, prier, & adorer la Vierge Marie; The way well to ſerve, pray to, and adore the bleſſed Virgine. There are divers forms of pray­er, as well as exceſſive ſpeeches concerning her eſpecially, and other Saints, quo­ted in the Anſwer to the Jeſuites Challenge, pag. 330-345. Of thoſe then, the firſt kind ſeems to me utterly agreeable with Chriſtianity; importing onely the exerciſe of that Communion▪ which all members of Gods Church hold with all members of it, ordained by God, for the meanes to obtaine for one ano­ther the Grace which the obedience of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt hath purchaſed for us, without difference, whether dead or alive; Becauſe we ſtand aſſured, that they have the ſame affection for us, dead or alive, ſo farre as they know us and our eſtate, and are obliged to deſire and eſteem their prayers for us, as for all the members of Chriſts myſticall body. Neither is it in reaſon conceivable, that all Chriſtians from the beginning, ſhould make them the occaſion of their devotions as I ſaid, out of any conſideration but this. For, as concerning the terme of merit perpetually frequented in theſe prayers; it hath been alwawes maintained by thoſe of the Reformation, that it is not uſed by the Latine Fa­thers in any other ſenſe then that which they allow. Therefore the Canon of the Maſſe, and probably other prayers which are ſtill in uſe, being more ancient then the greateſt part of the Latine Fathers; there is no reaſon to make any dif­fficulty of admitting it in that ſenſe, the ground whereof I have maintained in the ſecond Book.
The third, taking them at the foot of the leter, and valuing the intent of thoſe that uſe them, by nothing but the words of them, are meer Idolatries; as deſiring of the creature that which God onely gives, which is the worſhip of the creature for the Creator, God bleſſed for evermore. And, were we bound to make the acts of them that teach theſe prayers the acts of the Church, becauſe it tolerates them and maintaines them in it in ſtead of caſting them out, it would be hard to free that Church from Idolatrie; which whoſo admitteth, can by no meanes grant it to be a Church, the being whereof ſuppoſeth the worſhip of one God, excluſive to any thing elſe. But the words of them are capable of the ſame limitation that I gave to the words of our Lord when I ſaid, that they whom Chriſtians do good to here, may be ſaid to re­ceive them into everlaſting habitations, becauſe God does it in conſideration of them, and of the good done them. And ſo, when Irenaeus calls the Virgine Mary the advocate of Eve V. 19. he that conſiders his words there, and III. 33. ſhall find that he ſaith it not becauſe ſhe prayed for her, but becauſe ſhe be­lieved the Angels meſſage, and ſubmitted to Gods will, and ſo became the meanes of ſaving all, though by our Lord Chriſt, who pleadeth even for her as well as for Eve. Ground enough there is for ſuch a conſtruction; even the belief of one God alone, that ſtands in the head of our Creed, which we have no reaſon to thinke, the Church allowes them ſecretly to renounce, whom ſhe al­loweth to make theſe prayers. And therefore no ground to conſtrue them ſo, as if the Church, by allowing them, did renounce the ground of all her Chriſtia­nity. But not ground enough to ſatisfie a reaſonable man, that all that make them do hold that infinite diſtance between God and his ſaints and Angels, of whom they demand the ſame effects, which if they hold not, they are Idola­ters as the Heathen were; who being convinced of one Godhead, as the Fa­thers challenge to their faces, divided it into one principall, and divers, that by his gift are ſuch. How ſhall I preſume, that ſimple Chriſtians, in the devoti­ons of their hearts, underſtand that diſtance of God from his creatures, which their words ſignify not? which the wiſeſt of their teachres will be much trou­bled to ſay, by what figure of ſpeech they can allow it? Eſpecially if it be conſidered, how little reaſon or intereſt in religion there can be, to advance [Page] the reverence of Chriſtian people towards the Saints or Angels, ſo farre above the reaſon and ground, which ought to be the ſpring-head of it. For, ſo farre are we from any Tradition of the Catholicke Church for this, that the admoni­tion of Epiphanius to the Collyridians takes-hold of it, Haer. LXXIX, For, they alſo would have been Chriſtians, being a ſort of women in Arabia, who, in imitation of the Euchariſt, offered to the Virgine Mary, and communicated. Therefore Epiphanius reproves them by the Cuſtome of the Church, that no ſuch thing was ever done in the Church, as well as by the ground of Chriſti­anity, that Chriſtians worſhip onely one God. This admonition then takes hold, though not of the Church, yet of the prayers which it alloweth, ſignify­ing the ſame with their oblations. So doth the admonition of Saint Ambroſe in Rom. I. to them who reſerve nothing to God, that they give not to his ſer­vants. So doth that of Saint Auguſtine, de vera Rel. Cap. LV. that our religi­on is not to conſiſt in worſhipping the dead; And, that an Angel forbad S. John to worſhip him, but onely God, whoſe fellow-ſervants they were. So doth the argument of S. Gregory Nyſſene contra Eunom. IV. and Athanaſius contra Arian▪ III. concluding our Lord to be God, becauſe he is worſhipped, which Cornelius was forbid by Saint Peter, Saint John by the Angel, to do to them, ſaith Atha­naſius. In fine, ſo dangerous is the caſe, that whoſo communicateth in it, is no way reaſonably aſſured, that he communicateth not in the worſhip of Idols. Onely, the Church of England having acknowledged the Church of Rome a true Church, though corrupt, ever ſince the Reformation; I am obliged ſo to interpret the prayers thereof, as to acknowledge the corruption ſo great, that the prayers which it alloweth may be Idolatries, if they be made in that ſenſe which they may properly ſignify: But not, that they are neceſſarily Idola­tries. For, if they were neceſſarily Idolatries, then were the Church of Rome, neceſſarily, no Church; The being of Chriſtianity preſuppoſing the worſhip of one true God. And though, to confute the Heretickes, the ſtile of moderne devotions leaves nothing to God which is not attributed to and deſired of his Saints; Yet it cannot be denied, they may be the words of them who believe, that God alone can give that which they de­ſire.
The ſecond ſort, it is confeſſed, had the beginning in the flouriſhing times of the Church after Conſtantine; The lights of the Greek and Latine Church, Baſil, Nazianzene, Nyſſene, Ambroſe, Jerome, Auguſtine, Chryſo­ſtome, Cyrils both, Theodoret, Fulgentius, Gregory the Great, Leo, more, or rather all after that time, have all of them ſpoken to the Saints departed, and deſired their aſſiſtance. But neither is this enough to make a Tradition of the Church. For the Church had been CCC. years before it began. Irenaeus is miſtaken, when he is alledged for it, as I ſaid even now. Cardinall Bellarmine alleges out of Euſebius, de Praeparat. XIII. 10. Vota ipſis facimus. We make our prayers to them. But the Greek beares onely, We make our prayers to God at their monuments. Athanaſius de ſanctiſſima deipara, whom he quotes, is certainly of a later date then Athanaſius. Out of S. Hillary I ſee nothing brought, nor remember any thing to be brought to that purpoſe. In fine, af­ter Conſtantine, when the Feſtivalls of the Saints, being publickly celebrated, oc­caſioned the confluence of Gentiles as well as Chriſtians, and innumerable things were done, which ſeemed miracles done by God, to atteſt the honour done them, and the truth of Chriſtianity which it ſuppoſed; I acknowledge, thoſe great lights did think fit to addreſſe themſelves to them, as petitioners▪ but ſo at the firſt, as thoſe that were no wayes aſſured by our common Chriſti­anity, that their petitions arrived at their knowledge. You have ſeen Saint Auguſtine acknowledge, that they muſt come by ſuch meanes, as God is no way tied to furniſh. Gregory Nazianzene ſpeakes to Gorgonia, in his Oration upon her, and to Conſtantius, in his firſt oration againſt Juliane, but under a doubtfull condition, if they were ſenſible of what he ſpake. Enough to diſtin­guiſh praying to God from any addreſſe to a creature, though religion be the ground of it. And when the apparitions about their monuments were [Page] held unqueſtionable, yet was it queſtioned, whether the ſame ſou [...] could be pre­ſent at once in places of ſo much diſtance, or Angels appear like them, as you may ſee in the anſwer aforeſaid, pag. 391. 394. Nay, Hugo de S. Victore in Caſſander, Epiſt. XIX. hath inabled him to hold, that the Litanies do not ſuppoſe that the Saints hear them, and therefore are expounded by ſome to ſig­nify conditionall deſires, if God grant them to come to their knowledge. But of that I ſpeak not yet, onely as it inables me to conclude, that this kind of prayer is not Idolatry. This neceſſarily followes from the premiſes; Becauſe a man cannot take that Saint or Angel for God, whoſe prayers he deſires; But manifeſtly ſhowes, that his deſire is grounded upon the relation which he thinkes he hath to him, by our Lord Chriſt, and by his Church. Neverthe­leſſe, though it be not Idolatry, the conſequence and production of it not be­ing diſtinguiſhable from Idolatry, the Church muſt needes ſtand obliged to give it thoſe bounds, that may prevent ſuch miſcheif, as that which ſhall make it no Church. For, though the degrees are not viſible by which the abuſe is come to this height, yet, I conceive, it appeares, by Walafridus Strabus de Re­bus Eccleſiaſticis cap. XXVIII. that before S. Jerome, the Saints had no roome in the Litanies, which anſwer; Pray for us; after every Saints name. There he telleth, that S. Jerome firſt tranſlated Euſebius his Martyrologe (containing what Saints died on what dayes of the year) at the requeſt of Chromatius and Heliodorus Biſhops, upon occaſion of that commendation which the Emperor Theodoſius had given Gregory Biſhop of Cordova, for commemorating every day at the Euchariſt, the ſaints of the day. And afore this, he affirmeth, the Saints names had no room in the Letanies. And Chemnitius hath given us the tran­ſcript of an ancient Letanie out of a written Copy belonging to the Abbey of Corbey upon the Weſor, which calleth upon the Saints; Sancte Petre, Sancte Paule, &c. but ſo, that the ſuffrage is; Exaudi Chriſte; O Chriſt hear us, or them for us; which is the effect of the firſt ſort of Prayer, and an evident argu­ment that the formes now in force took poſſeſſion by degrees. For the Leta­tanies are properly  [...], Lord have mercy upon us, as the Liturgies of Saint Baſil and Saint Chriſoſtome call them. By that forme of ſervice which the Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles relate, where the Deacon indites to the people what they are to pray for, in behalf of all eſtates in the Church, and their neceſ­ſities; you ſhall ſee the people anſwer onely,  [...], Lord have mercy. That is their part. Thence came the name of Letanies, whether ſuch devoti­ons were uſed in Proceſſions, or otherwiſe. That, in the Letanies of Saint Gre­gory, whereof we read in his life, I. 41. 42. The Saints were ſpoken to, the people anſwering, Ora pro nobis, pray for us; it is eaſy to believe. For, of Charles the Great and Walafridus his time there is no queſtion to be made. That the ſame was done in Saint Baſils Letanies, whereof Epiſt. LXIII. or in thoſe which Mamertus Biſhop of Vienna inſtituted, (as we find by Sidonius Epiſt. V. 14. VII. 1. which have ſince been called Rogations) there is no manner of appearance; And the innova [...]ion of Petrus Fullo, the Eutychian Biſhop of Antiochia, after the Councile of Chalcedon, which Nicephorus relates Eccleſ. Hiſt. XV. 28. in bringing the Bleſſed Virgine into the prayers of the Church, is enough to aſſure us there is no Tradition of the Apoſtles for it. A difference very conſiderable. For, grant the monuments of Saints and Martyrs the places for Chriſtians to meet at, for Gods ſervice in publicke, for their private devo­tions, by primitive Chriſtianity; All this while the ſervice of God is the work, the honour of the Saints, determines onely the time and place of it. Proceſſi­ons celebrated with Letanies were aſſemblies for Gods ſervice, to turn away his plagues, and the like; And, when the Saints come into them, their ho­nor becomes part of the work for which Chriſtians aſſemble. Suppoſe a ſim­ple ſoul can diſtinguiſh between Ora pro nobis, and Domine miſerere; between Pray for us, and Lord have mercy upon us; How ſhall I be aſſured, that it di­ſtinguiſhes between the honour that Pagans gave the leſſe gods, under Jupiter the Father of gods, and that which himſelf gives the Saints, under the God of thoſe Saints? And is it enough, that the Church injoynes not, nor teaches [Page] Idolatry? Is it not further bound to ſecure us againſt it? I know not whether it can be ſaid, that Proceſſions, and Letanies, are voluntary devo­tions, which the people are not anſwerable for if they neglect. They were firſt brought in, and ſince frequented, at the inſtance of Prelates, and their Clergy; and, if they be amiſſe, the people are ſnared by their meanes; that is by the Church, if the Church bear them out in it. And by theſe three ſorts of Prayers it appears, that without giving bounds to private conceits, there is meanes to ſtop mens courſe from that extreamity, which, whether it be reall Idolatry or not, nothing can aſſure us. Upon theſe terms I ſtand. I have heard thoſe relations, upon credit not to be queſtioned, which make their de­votions to Saints hardly diſtinguiſhable from the Idolatries of Pagans. That they who preferred them, could not, or did not diſtinguiſh, I ſay not. In fine, they demonſtrate manifold more affection for the Bleſſed Virgine, or ſome particular Saints, then for our Lord. That they call not upon Saints to pray for them but to help them; That they neither expreſſe, nor can be preſumed to meane, by praying for them, but by granting their prayers; In fine, that they demonſtrate inward ſubjection of the heart, wherein Idolatrie conſiſts: I cannot disbelieve thoſe who relate what they ſee done. What may be the reaſon why to them, rather then to God? It was a meanes to bring the world to be Chriſtians, that it was preſwaded, that God protected Chriſtians, by the interceſſion of thoſe Saints, whoſe Feſtivalls they ſolemnized. But it brought them to be Chriſtians, with that love of the world, and the preſent commodi­ties of it, which Chriſtianity pretends to leave without the Church, among the Pagans. Should they reſigne theſe affections to their Chriſtianity, they would have immediate recourſe to God: whom having to friend, they know they need neither be troubled for plague, nor toothach, nor any thing which the Croſſe of Chriſt conſiſts with. While they cannot aſſure themſelves that they do, no marvaile if they would have ſuch Chriſtianity, as may give them hope of that, by the Saints, which God aſſures them not by it. I grant it no Idolatrie, that is, not neceſſarily any Idolatrie, to pray to Saints to pray for us. The very matter implies an equivocation in the word praying, which no­thing hinders the heart to diſtinguiſh. But is it fit for the Church to maintaine it, becauſe it is neceſſarily no Idolatry? I grant, Ora pro nobis, in the Letanies, might be taken for the ejaculation of a deſire which a man knowes not whether it is heard or not; (as ſome inſtance in a leter, which a man would write, though uncertaine whether it ſhall come to hand or not) and I could wiſh, that the people were taught ſo much, by the form; as a powerfull meanes to preſerve the diſtance between God and his creature alive in their eſteem. I count it not fit for a private perſon to ſay, what might be condeſcended to, for the reunion of the Church ſtopping the way upon thoſe miſchiefs, which the flouriſhing times of the Church have not prevented. While all bounds are refuſed, all ex­treamities maintained, I alledge it, for one of the moſt conſiderable titles for reformation without the conſent of the whole.
As for the remaines of the Saints bodies, and the honour of them, having ſaid this of their Souls, whereof their bodies had been the inſtruments, I ſhall need to ſay but a little. Gennadius I will not forget, De Eccleſ. dogmat Cap. LXXIII. Sanctorum corpora, & praecipue beatorum Martyrum reliquias, acſi Chriſti membra ſinceriſſime honoranda: & Baſilicas eorum nominibus appellatas, velut loca ſancta divino cultui mancipata, aff [...]ctu piiſſimo, & devotione fidel [...]ſſi­ma adeundas credimus. Si quis contra hanc ſententiam venerit, non Chriſtianus, ſed Eunomianus & Vigilantianus eſt. We believe, that we are moſt ſincerely to honour the corpſes of the Saints, ſpecially the reliques of the Martyres, as of the members of Chriſt; And to come to the Churches called by their names, with moſt pious affection, and moſt faithfull devotion. If any man do againſt this ſentence, he is no Chriſtiane, but a follower of Eunomius and Vigilantius. At the firſt, the places of their buriall, and times of their triumphs, determined the circum­ſtances of Gods ſervice. Afterwards, when more Churches were requiſite, then there were Saints, to bury their remaines where the Euchariſt was celebra­ted. [Page] ſeemes an honor proper for the purpoſe. Nay, though S. Jerome confeſſe that thoſe pore women, which lighted candles in houour of them, had the zeale of God not according to knowledg; (ſuppoſing both Jewes and Gentiles had a cuſtome to light candles, on all occaſions which they would honourably cele­brate) why ſhould it ſeeme a ceremony unfit to expreſſe mens eſteeme of Gods Grace in them? If Vigilantius could not downe with this, I have no­thing to doe with Vigilantius. But there were abuſes even before that time. Lucilla, reproved by Cacilianus, Deacon of Carthage, for kiſſing the reliques of ſome queſtionable Martyre before the Euchariſt, by her mony and faction raiſed the ſchiſme of the Donatiſt, upon his being choſen Biſhop. Optatus I. S. Auſtin knew many Chriſtians that worſhipped tombes and pictures de moribus Eccleſ. Cath. cap. XXXIV. Vigilantius might deſire, onely that bounds might be put to prevent abuſes, and in that, might be borne out by thoſe Prelates whom S. Jerom taxes. In that, I doe not find Vigilantius condemned by the Church. And, thoſe bounds were eaſily determined, if prayer to Saints did not tranſgreſſe the bounds of revealed truth. For, were nothing done that ſhould ſuppoſe that they heare the prayers that are made them, there ſhould be no conſi­derable occaſion, to tranſgreſſe the bounds of honour due unto their re­liques.
As for the worſhipping of images, of neceſſity, the word  [...] or carved Image in the ſecond commandement muſt either ſtand for any ſimilitude, & ſo the making or having of any maner of image will be forbidden by the precept; Or, for the ſimilitude of any imaginary Godhead; And ſo no image but thoſe are forbidden by it. According to that former ſenſe, the making of the brazen ſer­pent & the Cherubins over the Arke is a diſpenſation of God in his own poſitive law, which is eaſily underſtood. But, Solomon making the Buls, the Lions, Eagles & Cherubins in his temple will be no leſſe, and wil require a revelation to warrant it. According to the later, making of images, will be no more prohibited the Jewes, then other nations, by the Law. But, God having conſtituted a power in the Nation to limit the Law, and ſo to make a hedge for it, as the Jewes ſpeake; that which they forbid, will be, by that meanes, prohibited by the Law. And ſo, there might be ſuch an image in Davids houſe, as we read of 1. Sam. XIX. 12. that is ſuch an one as was not ſo prohibited. And, by the ſ [...]me reaſon, the tribute money might have Caeſars picture on it, which other­wiſe muſt be againſt the Law. And when Joſephus ſaies, that Solomon incurred blame  [...]y making images of living creatures in the Temple, it will appear, that their conſtitutions, in his time forbad the making of ſuch. Tertullian contra Marc II. 22. manifeſtly affirms the making of the Brazen Serpent & Cherubines not to have been againſt the Law, becauſe not made for Idoles, alleging the words of the precept; Thou ſhalt not worſhip them nor ſerve them; For a reſtri­ction limiting the generality of a carved image. And this opinion I doubt not to be true; and that there is no third to be named. For, if it be ſaid that the meaning of the precept is; Thou ſhalt make no Image that may give occaſion to worſhip it; No [...] ſuppoſing a conceit of more Gods then one, an image is not a thing that can make a man thinke ſo; ſuppoſing the conceite of a God be­ſides the true God, without an image, a man will worſhip the ſame. Now, ei­ther God by ſaying; Thou ſhalt make no image that may give occaſion to wor­ſhip it; refers it to every man to judge, whether the image that he may make gives occaſion to worſhip it or not; And then, he leaves it to every man to make any image, which he judges to give none: Or, he refe [...] it to the power which he appointeth to oblige the nation, in that behalfe, to judge; Which is that which I ſay. And therefore, ſeeing no man is left to himſelfe, to judge in that which God hath appointed a power to determine, of neceſſity, this ſenſe is the ſame which I maintaine. The conſequence whereof is, that it is in the power of the Church to judge whether images are to be had, and that in Churches, or not. For, the power that concludes the Church being the ſame with the power that concludes the Synagogue, as the Synagogue and the Church are both one and the ſame people of God, under the Law and the [Page] Goſpell▪ It is not poſſible to limit this power under the Goſpell, not to place images in Churches, by vertue of this Law, which provides nothing concerning Churches. The caſe would come to be the ſame, if we ſhould ſuppoſe the precept to prohibit the making of an Image. For then, the matter would ne­ceſſarily evidence that it was poſitive, and given onely the people of the Jewes, for that eſtate which the Law introduced; Seeing, not onely that which is ceremoniall, but alſo that which is poſitive, in Moſes Law, neceſſarily ceaſeth to oblige Chriſtians. The reaſon why the Law provideth not to the contrary, is that which I have alleged, why Chriſtians are not tyed to parte with wives or husb [...]nds that are Idolaters, as the Jewes were, out of S. Auſtine; That, whilſt the bleſſings of the world were the promiſes, which God conditioned to give them that ſhould keepe his Lawes, the proſperity of this world might move Iſraelites according to the  [...]leſh, to fall from their own to their husbands or their wives Gods▪ the worſhippers whereof they ſaw proſper in the world. Not ſo thoſe who had undertaken his Croſſe, and thereupon, if faithfully, had received his ſpirit which the Goſpell bringeth. For ſo, why ſhould the Church think, that having Images ſhould ſeduce thoſe that are ſuch, to think [...] them the ſeates of ſome God head, which ſuppoſeth a conceite of more Gods then one? And upon this ſuppoſition proceedeth all that is written  [...]n the pro­pheſies of Eſay and Jeremy, in the book of Baruch, under the perſon of Jeremy, and in the reſt of the prophets, in ſcorne of the Images of the Gentiles; To wit, that they imagined ſome Deity contayned and incloſed in them, which were indeed meere wood and ſtone.
The queſtion that remaines is but onely this; whether this power of the Church hath been duely executed, and within the bounds of our common Chriſtianity, or not. For, to pretend that the Apoſtles themſelves have put it in uſe, by preſcribing, that images be had, and in Churches, would be to contradict all that appeares in the point by the records of the Church. For, though I be obliged to ſay, that there was never any conſtitution of the Apoſtles, injoyning the whole Church, not to bring any image into any Church; becauſe all the Church, that is conſiderable, hath ſometimes done it; yet will it eaſily appeare there is no act of the whole Church, binding all to have them in Churches. The council of Elivira, Can. XXXVI. Placuit pictu­ras in Eccleſiis eſſe non debere, ne quod c [...]litur in parietibus pingatur. It ſeemed good that there be no pictures in the Churches; leaſt that which is worſhiped be pictured on the wales. The Epiſtle of Epiphanius to Iohn Biſhop of Jeruſalem is extant in S. Jerome, relating how, finding ſomthing of our Lord Chriſt pain­ted upon a vaile in a Church of his Dioceſſe, he gave order to teare it, which, being out of his Dioceſe, he could not have don, had he not thought it againſt Gods Law; and therfore no law of the Church. And Euſebius Eccleſ. Hiſt. VII. 18. relating the ſtatue of our Lord curing the woman that had the iſſue of blood, at Caeſa [...]ea Philipi, faith, it is no marvaile, that Gentils con­verted to the  [...]aith, ſhould honour our Lord, and his Apoſtles (for he ſaith, he had ſ [...]en images of Peter and Paul as well as of our Lord,  [...], preſerved from their time) as the Gentiles uſed to honour their Saviors or benefactors. But, had it been againſt Gods Law, would not the Apoſtles have told them ſo; would they not have believed the Apoſtles▪ whom they bel [...]eved before they were Chriſtians? The picture of the good ſhepheard upon the Chalices of the Church, which Tertullian appeales to de Pudicit. cap. VII. eaſily ſhows, that they uſed not his Picture, who uſed an Embleme of Chriſt for a Picture. And you heard S. Auſtine ſay, that he knew many worſhippers of Pictures and Tombes among Chriſtians. The true ground and effect of theſe paſſages, is hard for me to evidence here in a few words. I believe S. Auſtine ſaw ſome dow▪ baked Chriſtians doe that at the tombes of Chriſtians, which, when they were idolaters they did at the tombes of their friends, where part of their Idolatries, don were to their Ghoſts. For, by that which followes he complains, that he ſaw that exceſſe of meate and drinke upon the graves of Chriſtians, which, it is no marvaile if the Idolatries of the Gentiles allowed. So that it is no ſuch marvaile, [Page] that ſuch Chriſtians ſhould worſhip Pictures, as did the Gentiles. The Ca­non is one of the hardeſt pieces of antiquity that I know. The moſt probable ſeemes to be this. That it followes the reaſon alleged in Deuteronomy, againſt any image for God, becauſe they ſaw no ſhape of God. So▪ the word cultus ſeemes ſtrictly to ſignifie that honour which Chriſtianity tenders immediately to God, not that which it may injoine to his creature. And their reaſon will be this, becauſe the God▪ head cannot be painted, therefore no Pictures in Churches. I doe believe there was ſomthing of the quarrell betweene Iohn of Jeruſalem and Epiphanius about Origen (upon which, Theophilus of Alexan­dria heaved S. Chroſyſtome out of the Sea of Constantinople) in that act of tear­ing the vaile; But, I believe Epiphanius acted according to his opinion in it, and an opinion that he owned to all the world, what ever the reſt of the Church did; (for we ſee not that proceeding againſt Iohn of Jeruſalem, as againſt S. Chroſyſtome) Euſebius might thinke thoſe ſtatues of our Lord and his cure, thoſe pictures of S. Peter and S. Paul more ancient then indeed they were. But, neither doth he charge any Idolatry upon them, nor is there any queſti­on in the caſe, but of having pictures in private, not in the Church. That after this time, Churches were everywhere trimmed with the ſtories of the Saints, and the Paſſions of the Martyrs, I need not repeat much to prove; the con­troverſy in the Eaſt, about the worſhipping of them, is evidence enough, that the uſe of them went forward, but with ſuch contradiction, that ſome held them Idoles and broke them in peeces, (who were there upon called Ico­noclaſt [...],) others worſhipped them; who after many attempts of the contrary party, prevailed at length in a Council at Nicaea thence called the VII. General Council, with the concurrence of the Pope.
That the decree of the Councill injoines no Idolatry, notwithſtanding what­ſoever prejudice to the contrary, I muſt maintaine as unqueſtionable, ſuppo­ſing the premiſes. So far is it, from leaving any roome for the imagination of any falſe God▪ head, to be repreſented by the images, which it allowes, that it expreſſely diſtinguiſheth, that honour done the image of our Lord Chriſt to be equ [...]v [...]cally called worſhip, that is, to be onely ſo called, but not to ſignifie the eſteeme of God; (which, he that believes the Holy Trinity, can no way att [...]ibute to the image of our Lord) ſuppoſing, not granting, that it were law­full to honoure the image of our Lord, not with any geſture or word ſignify­ing any God head incloſed in it, (which the idolatries of the heathen did ſig­nifie▪) but, that it is the picture of that man who alſo is God; (which, he who believes the Trinity, and puts off his hat and bowes the knee to the image of our Lord muſt needs ſignifie) I ſay this ſhall be no  [...]dolatry, becauſe (whe­ther the worſhip of the image or of him whoſe image it is) neceſſarily it is no worſhip of God, but proceeds from an eſteem, that the image is a contempti­ble creature, but that the man whom it ſignifies is God. I ſay upon theſe termes, it is not poſſible that it ſhould be Idolatry, to worſhip this image. Be­cauſe, though the words or the geſture which are uſed may ſignifie the honour due to▪ God alone, yet the profeſſion under which they are uſed neceſſarily li­mits them to the honour of that which is not held to be God, namely the image  [...]t is to be granted, that, whoſoever it was that writ the book againſt Image [...] under the name of Charles the great did underſtand the council to injoine▪ the worſhip of God to be give [...] the image of our Lord; For, of any oth [...]r image of God there was no queſtion in that Councile) But it is not to be denied, that it was a meere miſtake▪ and that the Councile acknowledging, that ſubmiſſi­on of the heart, which the excellence of God onely challenges, proper to the Holy T [...]inity, maintaines, a ſignification of that eſteeme, to be paid to the I­mage of our Lord. For the words of the Councile, I refer you to Eſtius in III. Sentent. diſtinct. IX. ſſ. II. and III. where you ſhall ſee, beſides the honour▪ due to God alone, and the honour due to his Saints, the Council injoines a kind of honour for the images of either, reſpectively ſignifying the eſteeme we have for God, and of his Saints. I know there is much noiſe of Latria, to ſig­nifie the honour due to God alone, and Dulia that which belongs to his Saint [...]. And I am ſatisfied that there is no ground for the difference, either in the [Page] originall reaſon or uſe of the words, But, as nothing hinders them to be ta­ken as words of art uſe to be taken, to ſignifie peculiar conceptions in Chriſti­anity; ſo, if dulia be underſtood as S. Auſtine underſtandes it c [...]ntra Fauſtum XX. 21. for that love and communion which we imbrace the ſaints that are a­l [...]ve with, there is no fear of Idolatry in honouring the Saints departed with du­lia. But, the honour we give the images, is not the honour we give the principal, but onely by the equivocating of terms, according to the decree of the Council. Therefore that honour of images which the decree maintaineth, is no Idolatry.
But, he that ſaies it is no idolatry which they injoine, does not therefore juſtifie or commend them for injoyningit. It were a pittifull commendation for the Church, that it is not Idolatry which the decree thereof injoynes. It is therefore no evidence, that the decree obliges, becauſe it injoines no idolatry. You ſaw how neere the honour of Saints, in the prayers which come from this decree, came to Idolatry. And, though thoſe that counted Images idoles in the Eaſt, ſtood for the honour of the Saints, yet it is certaine, and viſible, that the au­thors of the decree did intend to advance the honour of the Saints thereby, and effect it. What is that effect? That the Saints are prayed to by Chriſtians, in ſuch forme, and with ſuch termes, as doe not diſtinguiſh whether they hold them Gods or creatures. Grant they agree with their profeſſion, and you muſt conſtrue them to the due difference; ſuppoſe they underſtand not the com­mon profeſſion, or the conſequence of▪ it, who warants them no Idolaters? It is alleged out of S. Baſil de Spiritu Sancto cap. XVIII. that the honour of the Image paſſeth to the principall. He ſpeaketh of the honour of the Sonne, that it is the honour of the Father, whoſe image the Son is And ſo it is indeed. The honour of the Father and of the Son is both one and the ſame. To ſay that the image of our Lord is to be honoured as he is, is perfect idolatry. But he who believes the Son to be of the fathers ſubſtance, and his picture to be his picture, cannot ſay ſo, if he be in his wits. Either he commits Idolatry, or he contradicts himſelfe; That may and muſt be ſaid. It is eaſy to ſee how many Divines of the Church of Rome, make images honourable with the honour of their principall; The images of our Lord, by conſequence with latria the ho­nour proper to God. When this is ſaid, it muſt be cured by diſtinguiſhing though not properly, yet improperly; though not by it ſelf, yet accidentally, re­ducible to that honour which the principall is worſhipped with; that is, the image of Chriſt, as God. Yet you are not to uſe theſe termes to the people, leaſt they prove Idolaters, or have cauſe to think their teachers ſuch. So Cardinall Bellarmine de Imaginibus II. 23, 24, 25. There is a cure for Idolatry in the diſtinction, ſuppoſing him to contradict himſelf. For what greater contradicti­on then that the honour, that may be reduced to the honour of God, ſhould be the honour of God; ſeeing that it is not the honour of God, which is not pro­per to God, as conſiſting in the eſteeme of him above all things? So, for the adoration of the Croſſe, the ſigne of the Croſſe which I ſpoke of before, is one­ly a ceremony, which, being from the beginning, frequented by Chriſtians up­on all occaſions, the Church had reaſon to make uſe of, in the ſolemnizing of the greateſt actions of Gods publike ſervice; particularly, thoſe whereby the authority of the Church is convayed and exerciſed. The Croſſe whereon our Lord Chriſt was crucified is a relique, though not parte of his body, yet for coming ſo nere to his body, deſerving to be honoured. Other Croſſes are the images of that. The Schoole Doctors queſtion, what honour it is which the true Croſſe of Chriſt demands. And the head of them, Thomas Aquina [...], an­ſwers the honour proper to God, by the name of latria: Either as re­preſenting the figure of Chriſt crucified, or as waſhed with his blood. If the Croſſe of Chriſt muſt be worſhipped with the honour proper to God, becauſe waſhed with our Saviours bloud, then muſt it have received divine vertue from his bloud; Is not this conſtruction reaſonable? And what made the Idoles of the Hethen idoles, but an opinion of divine vertue reſiding in them▪ by being ſet up for the exerciſe of their religion that ſuppoſed many Gods? I grant the conſtruction is neceſſary, though not reaſonable. For, I find it [Page] conſtrued otherwiſe. To make a difference between the true Croſſe of Chriſt which is honoured for a relique, and other Croſſes, which are honoured as the pictures of it, and ſignes putting us in mind of Chriſt on the Croſſe. So, the words of Thomas Aquinas may be reaſonably taken to teach Idolatry. If they be not neceſſarily ſo to be taken, yet, as he teacheth to honour it with Latria, either he teacheth Idolatry or contradicteth himſelf, for the ſame reaſon as in Images. What the effect of theſe exceſſive poſitions hath been, is eaſie to ſee. They clothe their images, they paint them, they guild them the fineſt they may. They think themſelves holy for touching, kiſſing, and careſſing them, as children do their babies. They touch their bo­dies with them, and think themſelves hallowed by the meanes. They put a cotton on the end of a ſtick, and touch firſt the images, then, the eyes, the lips, and the noſes of them that come, and that in their ſurpliſſes. Thus are they induced to pray directly to the Saints for their carnall concupiſcences, as did the heathen idolaters; to vow to give themſelves to them, to put themſelves under their protection and defence, to ſet them up in their privacies, yea, in l [...]civious poſtures, and the habits of their miſtreſſes, as promiſing themſelves protection from them in their debauches. In fine, by this meanes, they are come to make images of God; not pictures of his apparitions in the Scrip­ture, but of the Father, and of the holy Trinity. A thing ſo expreſly forbid­den by the Law. For, the Arke of the Covenant had on it, indeed, the figures that ſignified Angels, the Throne of God; it ſelf ſignifying Chriſt, in whom God is propitious to mankind. Therefore they were to worſhip towards the Ark. But the majeſty of God was, hereby, underſtood to be like nothing viſi­ble, they were onely taught where to find him propitious. Now, ſetting up their images, and injoyning images to be worſhipped, the conſtruction is ſo reaſonable, that they honour the image with the honour due to God alone, that it is not poſſible to make any other reaſonable conſtruction of that which they doe. Againſt the II. Councile of Nicaea all this, and without any order of the preſent Church of Rome; but ſo, that, were not men ſenſible by whom they were authorized, it were as eaſily diſowned, on the one ſide, as it were hard on the other ſide, to perſwade men to do it.
Here it will be ſaid, theſe are probable reaſons, ſuch as, in moral matters, may alwayes be made on both ſides; (for what is there concerning humane affairs, that is not diſputable?) But, the decree of the Church being once interpoſed, by the ſecond Councile of Nicaea, it behoveth all Sons of the Church, to de­part from their own reaſons, becauſe the unity of the Church, as a Body, can by no meanes be maintained, unleſſe inferiours yeild to the judgement of ſupe­riours. An objection which I muſt owne, becauſe I have acknowledged the argument of it hitherto, and have no where been ſtraightened by it. But I ſay therefore that the Power of the Church hath never been exerciſed by a volun­tary conſent, in any decree injoyning the worſhip of Images. For the having of Images in Churches, I acknowledge, there is a clear and unqueſtionable con­ſent of the Church viſible; though, as I ſaid afore, there appeared diſſatisfacti­on in ſome parts, which appeares to be voided, by the ſubſequent conſent of the whole. And I finde ſufficient and clear reaſon for it; the adorning of Churches for the ſolemnity of Gods ſervice; the inſtruction of the ſimple, that cannot reade in any booke, by the pictures of things related in the Bible, and the acts and ſufferings of the Saints and Martyrs; the admoniſhing of all, whether learned or unlearned, of that which they knew before; the ſtirring up of devotion towards God, by being admoniſhed, whether of things related in the Scriptures, or in the relations concerning the Saints, and Martyrs, which the Church juſtifieth. In a matter ſubject to the power of the Church, as I have ſhowed this to be, the light of common reaſon atteſting theſe conſiderati­ons, more ought not to be demanded. And therefore, though the Homilya­gainſt perill of Idolatry, contain a wholſome doctrine, in this particular, I muſt have leave to think it failes; as it evidently doth in others. But all thoſe reaſons are utterly impertinent to the worſhipping of Images. For, ſuppoſe the Image [Page] of our Lord, or his Croſſe, may reaſonably determine the circumſtance of place, where a man may pray to God, as I ſaid of the holy Euchariſt; the wor­ſhip ſo tendered will be manifeſtly the worſhip of God, and have no further to do with the image, then a furniture or inſtrument, not which a man ſerves, but whereby he ſerves God. And therefore Saint Gregory, ſuppoſing, and, as it ſeems, taking no notice of him that prayes before the image of Chriſt upon the Croſſe, in his Epiſtle to Secundinus; In another Epiſtle to Serenus Biſhop of Marſeilles forbiddeth all worſhipping of Images, as making them ſubjects capable of any worſhip that may be called religious, as proceeding from or in­joyned by that virtue. For, the honour of the image paſſeth not upon the prin­cipall, any otherwiſe, in this caſe, then, as the preſence thereof may be a ſigne to ſhew why we worſhip the principall where it is. Which, the images of Saints are not fit to ſignify, becauſe their principals the Saints are not capable of it.
But, ſetting aſide all diſpute what ought to be done; becauſe the queſtion is, what the Church hath decreed, that it ought to be done, I ſay, the decree of the ſecond Councile of Nicaea, obligeth not the Church at preſent, becauſe it ne­ver had the force of a ſentence. I have ſaid in due place, that all decrees of Coun­ciles are but prejudices, no ſentences. The reaſon whereof is as neceſſary as evi­dent, ſuppoſing the premiſes. For, the conſent of the whole is that which gives any decree the force of a decree, as you ſaw, by the inſtance of the Council of Sardica. The conſent of the repreſentatives in a Council is a preſumption of the conſent of the whole, but it is not the formall conſent of it. No Council ever was compoſed of repreſentatives, proportionable, in number of votes, to the weight of each part to the whole. The ground of a preſumption making the calling of Councils worth the while, is, becauſe, whatſoever may come in con­ſideration is ſuppoſed to have been wayed there, and the expreſſe conſent had of the preſent, againſt which the abſent cannot weigh. In the II. Councile of Nicaea, the Popes Legates conſented; and I granted afore, the Weſt was wont to receive the concluſions from Rome, but not tied ſo to do, in caſe the matter re­quired further examination, as in this caſe. For, within a while after, a Council of Charles the Greats Dominions (then the farre greateſt part of the Weſtern Church) aſſembled at Francford, condemnes the Council of Nicaea, allowes the having of images in Churches, as S. Gregory had done, and in like maner, condemnes all worſhipping of them. Here was a fair ſtop to the recal­ling of the Church of Romes concurrence to it. Which, though it was not ef­fected, yet under Ludovicus Pius ſon of Charles the Great, an Embaſſy  [...] comes from the Eaſterne Emperor, with a leter yet extant, ſignifying many orrible abuſes, which the decree had produced, and deſiring his concurrence, and the concurrence of the Church under him, to ſtop the current of them. A Treaty being had hereupon, by the Prelates of his dominion, the reſolution-is yet ex­tant in the negative, under the name of the Synod of Paris, grounded upon con­ſent with the Fathers. By this, and by divers particulars laid forth by the Archbiſhop of Spalate 7. de Republ. Eccleſ. XII. 59. 71. it appeares, that the worſhip of images, never came in force by virtue of this Conncile of Nicea. And amongſt them, it is not to be forgotten, that the acts thereof were not known in the Weſt; as appeareth by the extravagancies of Thomas Aquinas, and the Schoole Doctors that followed him, in determining, that images, and the true Croſſe of Chriſt are to be worſhipped with the ſame honour as their principals; The image of Chriſt therefore, and his true Croſſe, with the ho­nour due to God alone, though in reference to God. Had the Acts of the Councile been known in the Weſt, (as they would have been, had it been ad­mitted) theſe men would never have gone about to bring in an opinion, ſo ex­travagant from the doctrine of the Councile. Which ſhewes plainly, that it is the See of Rome, that hath imployed the whole intereſt thereof, right or wrong, to give that force to the decree, which, of it ſelf it had not. You have beſides, a work of Jonas Biſhop of Orleans, againſt Claudius Biſhop of Turin, you have the teſtimony of Walafridus Strabo, allowing images, but diſallowing all wor­ſhip of them. Nay, in the time of Fredrick Barbaruſſa, Nicetas, relating how [Page] he took Philippopolis, notes, that the Armenians ſtirred not for the taking of the City, having confidence in the Almans, as agreeing with them in religion, becauſe neither of them worſhipped images. De Imperio Iſaaci Angeli. II. Therefore, in removing the force of this decree, it is not the authority of the whole Church, but the will of the See of Rome, that is tranſgreſſed. And, that power of the See of Rome by which this is done, is not that regular preeminence thereof over other Churches, which cannot decree any thing in the matter of a generall Councile, but, by a generall Councile, either expreſly aſſembled, or included in the conſent of thoſe Churches whereof it conſiſts. But of that no­thing is or can be alledged. It remaines therefore, that it is come to effect by that infinite power thereof, which the whole Church acknowledgeth not, and therefore, in effect, by the meanes which it imployeth, to juſtify ſuch a pre­tenſe.
I ſay no more of the ceremonies of Gods ſervice. I maintaine no further ef­fect of them, then the ground for them warrants. The compoſition of our nature makes them fit and neceſſary meanes to procure that attention of mind, that devotion of Spirit, which God is to be ſerved with, even in private, much more at the publicke and ſolemn aſſemblies of the Church. Whatſoever is ap­pointed by the Church, for the circumſtance, furniture, ſolemnity or ceremony of Gods ſervice, by virtue of the truſt repoſed in it, is thereby to be accounted holy, and ſo uſed, and reſpected. The memories of Gods Saints and Martyrs are fit occaſions to determine the time and place and other circumſtances of it: And the honour done them in recording their acts and ſufferings, (with the converſation of our Lord upon earth) whether out of the Scriptures, or other­wiſe, a fit meanes to render his ſolemne ſervice recommendable, for the reve­rence which it is performed with. If, in ſtead of circumſtances, and inſtruments the Saints of God, or Images, or any creature of God whatſoever become the object of that worſhip, for which Churches were built, or for which Chriſti­ans aſſemble; by that meanes, there may be roome to let in that Idolatry at the back door, which Chriſtianity ſhutteth out at the great gate. Whether or no it be a fault in Chriſtians, that they cannot do violence to their ſenſes, and count thoſe things holy, as inſtruments of Gods ſervice, becauſe ſo they ſhould be, which they are convinced, in common reaſon, that they are uſed to his diſ­ſervice; I diſpute not now. But without diſpute, woe to them by whom offen­ces come; And, they who proſecute offences given without meaſure, are they by whom offences come. The charge of ſuperſtition is a goodly pretenſe for aboliſhing ceremonies. But when, not onely the reverence of Gods ſervice, but alſo the offices of it are aboliſhed withall, then is there cauſe to ſay, that the ſervice of God it ſelfe ſeeems ſuperſtitious. To fit and ſleep out a ſermon, or cenſure a prayer, is more for a mans eaſe, then to fall down on his knees, to humble his ſoul at Gods footſtool, and to withdraw his minde from the curi­oſity of knowledge or language, to the ſenſe of Gods majeſty and his own mi­ſery. It is then for our eaſe, but not for Gods ſervice, that the ceremonies thereof ſhould be counted ſuperſtitious.

CHAP. XXXI. The ground for a Monaſticall life in the Scriptures; And in the practice of the primitive Church. The Church getteth no peculiar intereſt in them who pro­feſſe it, by their profeſſing of it. The nature and intent of it renders it ſubordi­nate to the Clergy. How farre the ſingle life of the Clergy hath been a Law to the Church. Inexecution of the Canons for it. Nullity of the proceed­dings of the Church of Rome in it. The intereſt of the People in the acts of the Church; And in the uſe of the Scriptures.
[Page]
I Cannot make an end, by diſtinguiſhing the bounds of Eccleſiaſticall and Secular power in Church matters, till I have reſolved, whether or no the body of it, the materials of which it conſiſts, be ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed by the eſtates of Clergy and People; Or whether there be a third eſtate of Mon­kery, conſtituted by Gods Law, intitling the Church to a right in thoſe who profeſſe it, upon the ground of Chriſtianity, and in order to the effect of it. For, the reſolution hereof opens the ground, as well of that reverence which the people owe the Clergy, as of that inſtruction and good example which the Clergy owe the people, the neglect whereof is that which forfeiteth the very being of the Church, that is the unity of it. I am not now to diſpute whether it be lawfull for a Chriſtian to vow to God the vow of continence or not, having proved in the ſecond book that it is; And ſhowed, in what ſenſe the perfecti­on of a Chriſtian may be underſtood to conſiſt in the profeſſing and perform­ing of it. The caſe of Ananias and Sapphira hath been drawn into conſe­quence, not onely by Saint Baſil, as I ſhowed you in the firſt book, but alſo by Saint Gregory of Rome, Epiſt. I. 33. quoted by Gratiane XVII. Quaeſt. I. Cap. III. though, acknowledging, that community of goods was a part of the profeſſion of the Chriſtians then at Jeruſalem, it cannot be ſaid, that they who profeſſed this community of goods did profeſſe that which is ſtrictly called Monkery. For, they letted not to continue married, all Monks profeſſing continence. But I have, beſides, made it to appear, that all were not tied, then at Jeruſalem, to give up all their goods to the ſtock of the Church, but onely what the common Chriſtianity ſhould prompt every man to contribute to the ſubſiſtence of the Church and Chriſtianity; which, what it required, was viſible. But I do not therefore yield, that the argument is not of force, ſo far as the caſe (and therefore the reaſon drawn from it) takes place. All Chriſtians conſe­crate themſelves to the ſervice of God, by being Baptized and made Chriſtians. By that they ſtand obliged, to conſecrate their goods to the ſubſiſtence of his Church, as the neceſſities thereof become viſible. If it appear to be part of this Chriſtianity to conſecrate a mans ſelf to God further, by profeſſing ſuch a courſe of life, as he thinks may give him beſt meanes and opportunity, of diſ­charging the common profeſſion of Chriſtians; (though all Chriſtians are not tied to profeſſe the ſame) ſhall he not ſtand bound to make it good, upon the ſame ground, for which Ananias and Sapphira are condemned, in withdraw­ing that which they profeſſed to conſecrate to God? But Saint Pauls inſtru­ction, to refuſe the younger widdows, hath no anſwer; Becauſe, when they grow wanton againſt Chriſt, they will marry; Having damnation, as having ſet their firſt faith at nought. 1 Tim. V. 11, 12. For what can that firſt faith be, but their promiſe ingaged to the Church, whereby they dedicate themſelves to the ſervice thereof, in the ſtate of widows?
Under the Old Teſtament, it is no miſtake of the Jewes to believe that all Gods people were, ordinarily, under the precept of increaſe and multiply; re­quiring of them, the ſtate of marriage. Saint Anguſtine and other Fathers of the Church, have found markes of it in the Old Teſtament. It is not there­fore [Page] to be imagined, that there is either precept or precedent for the ſtate of Monkes, in the Old Teſtament. Nor yet to be denied, that Nazarites, eſpeci­ally from the mothers womb, that thoſe women who kept guard at the Taber­nacle, Exod. XXXVIII. 5. 1 Sam. II. 22. (as Anna the daughter of Phanuel, that departed not from the Temple, ſerving God with faſting and prayer day and night, Luke II. 37.) that the Rechabites are inſtances and precedents of ſome principles and ingredients of their profeſſion, even under the Old Teſtament. For, if man and wife ſhould now dedicate themſelves to attend upon the poor, ſick, and helpleſſe in hoſpitals, or the like, they would be no leſſe. The Prophets, though under no perpetuall tye, lived in a kind of Community with their diſciples; not for that knowledge of the Law which the Rulers of the peo­ple profeſſed, (whom they were ordinarily in difference with, and often times perſecuted to death by them) but for thoſe rudiments of Chriſtianity, which, by their meanes, were kept alive under the Law. The Rechabites, being of the race of the Kenites, which, it ſeems, upon Moſes invitation to Jethro, tooke part with the Iſraelites, in the Land of Promiſe, under the condition of wor­ſhipping onely the true God; knowing, what all ſtrangers are ſubject to, living under the dominion and protection of ſtrangers, received a Law from their predeceſſors, not to have further to do in the world, then their ſubſiſtence, by the ſimpleſt ſort of life, by being ſhepherds, required. And, being com­mended for obeying their Rule, by the Prophet Jeremy, from Gods mouth, have much juſtified them, who, under Chriſtianity, do voluntarily put them­ſelves under the like Rule, out of a pretenſe, the better to diſcharge their Chri­ſtianity by that meanes. During the time of our Lord, there was a third ſect of people among the Jewes, whom we find no mention of in the Scriptures of the New Teſtament, becauſe they lived retyred out of the world, ſome married, others in ſingle life, both under a moſt ſtrict obſervation of their Rule, which you have in Joſephus, under the name of Eſſanes. It is well enough known, that Euſebius finding a relation written by Philo the Jew, of that manner of life which they uſed in Egypt, hard by Alexandria, hath reported them for Chriſtians; and how this report hath been diſowned of late yeares, as a meer miſtake of Euſebius, or an ungrounded conjecture. I, who have ſhowed, that it is poſſible Philo himſelf may have been a Chriſtian, muſt not reject the opinion of thoſe, who think they might really be Chriſtians, converted by the firſt arrivall of Chriſtianity in Aegypt. For, in the caſe which I ſpoke of, there is no cauſe, why they might not be both Jewes and Chriſtians, the ſepa­ration of the Church from the Synagogue not being yet formed; and, when it was formed, continue Chriſtians, forſaking the Synagogue. And truly the mention of Virgines, as of a peculiar order viſible in the Church, is ſo ancient in the writings of Tertulliane, Methodius, (whoſe Book of Virginity is publiſh­ed of late) and Saint Cypriane, that it muſt needs be impoſſible to find any beginning for it. For Tertulliane writing his Book, De velandis Virginibus, to prove that Order not exempt from Saint Pauls injunction, that women vail their faces at divine ſervice; appeales to the cuſtome of the Church at Corinth, to which Saint Paul writ it, as having alwayes obſerved it in Virgines. And therefore the ſame Saint Paul, directing him who had reſolved to keep his daughter a Virgine. 1 Cor. VII 37. ſeems to ſuppoſe, this reſolution to im­ply that education, whereby ſhe might be inabled ſo to continue. For, it is true, the profeſſion is difficult, but not impoſſible for him to go commendably through with, that by Gods grace, undertakes it with that zeal which the end requires. I do much admire the reſolution of Gennadius, De 'Dogmat. Eccleſ. cap. LXIV. that it is not the meer love of a continent eſtate which Chriſtiani­ty eſteems, unleſſe it be choſen as the meanes and opportunity of ſerving God with the more freedome; otherwiſe, ſignifying rather the declining of mariage, then the love of Chaſtity. For. ſo it is indeed, he that chuſes a continent eſtate, to avoid the difficulties of mariage, ſeems rather to tempt God, and to expoſe himſelf to many deſertions, waving the remedy which he hath provided. But he who truſts to Gods aſſiſtance, for the accompliſhment of that intention [Page] which Chriſtianity commendeth, though it command not, may aſſure himſelfe of it, not deſtituting his prayers, of the indeavours which he may and is to contribute.
This being the caſe of particular perſons, that withdraw themſelves from the world to make their ſalvation the more aſſured, the intereſſe which accrues to the Church, in them that do ſo, ſeems to be no more, then may be grounded upon the profeſſion of ſuch a purpoſe. For, ſo long as it is ſecret, between God and the ſoul, the Church can have nothing to do in it. But being once profeſſed, and known to take hold; the tranſgreſſion thereof, becoming noto­rious, is a ſinne which owes an account to the Church. Not that the manner of this profeſſion, is any way provided for, but by the cuſtome of the Church. For, he that ſhould actually and viſibly declare, ſuch an intention, by really en­tering upon the courſe, and living according to it, would become neceſſarily liable to that account, for the tranſgreſſing of it, which the ſolemnity renders due. And therefore that ſolemnity reduceth it ſelf to the nature of thoſe ce­remonies, whereby, actions of great conſequence, wherein the authority of the Church is exerciſed, ought in reaſon to get reverence. For by that meanes, the parties concerned receive a due impreſſion of the charge they un­dertake, when God and his Church become rather parties, then witneſſes to it. In the mean time, they remaine in the Church, what they were before, private Chriſtians, onely profeſſing ſuch a courſe of life, onely ingaged to God in it; under the knowledge of his Church. And, when thoſe that have ſpent their time in this kind of life, out of their experience and knowledge under­take to direct others, the way of governing themſelves in it, when others, joyn­ing themſelves to them, undertake to order their life according to ſuch directi­ons; neither hath the Church any thing to do in the matter of them, further, then to take account, that they be according to Chriſtianity; nor do the par­ties enter into any new obligation, but that of performing that profeſſion which is become notorious. The conſequence whereof is this; that the pro­feſſion being  [...]ranſgreſſed, by an act that creates a new ſtate, (as that of mariage, the bond whereof is inſoluble) the obligation which is violated being to God, and not to the Church, the Church ſhall have no power to free him from the obligation contracted, whatſoever cenſure the tranſgreſſion of his profeſſion may require.
John Caſſians, who lived in the Monaſteries of Aegypt, wherein this exerciſe ſeems to have received firſt that forme, with other parts, according to their capacities, imitated; mightily juſtifies the Apoſtolicall originall of the profeſ­ſion, by the antiquitie of their Monaſteries, and the Traditions by which they lived, received from age to age, without expreſſe beginning. But above all, the three ſeverall formes of them, extant in Aegypt, during his time, ſeems to demonſtrate, by what degrees it came to that height. The firſt of them, called in his time Sarabaitae, profeſſing no communion with others, but at each mans diſcretion, ſeems to him a defection from the common profeſſion; But ſig­nifies, that, at the firſt, the profeſſion did ſtand without living in comon, though it could not ſtand▪ ſo long, without▪ abuſe. To avoid which abuſe firſt Convents began, then Anchorites left them to live alone in the wilderneſſe. You may ſee what he writeth, De Inſtit M [...]n. II. 3, 5. Collat. XVIII. 3-7. The orders of their Convents, which he deſcribes, as alſo Saint Baſils inſtructions, make the work of their life to be the ſervice of God▪ by prayer and faſting, with the praiſes of God; But ſo, that labouring with their hands in ſome bodily work, and living in ſo much abſtinence, they were able to contribute the greateſt part of their gaine, for almes to the poor; Though not at their own diſcretion, but at the diſcretion of their ſuperiours, to whoſe guidance they had once given up them­ſelves. How farre this is diſtant from any form of this profeſſion extant in the Weſt, is eaſie enough to imagine. For, all this while, they remaine meer Laies, without all pretenſe of that ſuperiority over the people in the Church, which the Clergy ſignifieth; That ſuperiority, which they have one over another, ſtanding onely upon that voluntary conſent and profeſſion, the ſolemnizing [Page] whereof ſignifieth, that it is approved by the Church. Nor is there any thing of indowment in all this, their profeſſion, to give almes of their labours, ren­dring them uncapable of any ſuch. But it muſt not be denied, that the Mona­ſteries of the Weſt, have been the meanes to preſerve that learning which was preſerved alive during the time; at leaſt the knowledge of the Scriptures, and other records of the Church, upon which the knowledge of the Scriptures depends. And certainly, the knowledge of the Scriptures is more dangerous then a ſword in a mad mans hand, unleſſe it be joyned with that humility which onely Chriſtianity teacheth. A thing more rare, in them that think themſelves guilty of learning, then pearles or diamonds. A thing ſo difficult for them to attaine, that it ought to be counted a ſufficient price, for all the exerciſe a man can beſtow in this profeſſion, all his life long. That ſobriety of mind, that gra­vity of manners, that watchfullneſſe over a mans thoughts and paſſions, which is abſolutely requiſite for the diſcharge, as of all Chriſtians, ſo, eſpecially, of them that are liable to the temptation of ſpirituall pride; for knowledge in mat­ters of God, is a competent reward for all that retirement from the world, which this profeſſion can require. This being the deſigne of Monaſteries▪ it cannot be denied, that the goods which they may be indowed with are conſe­crated to the ſervice of God, as eſtated upon his Church. But not therefore upon the Church of Rome. The pretenſe of allowing the Rule of Monaſticall Orders, (which ought indeed to be approved of by the Church) and of re­ducing them into ſeverall bodies, under one Government, in ſeverall domini­ons, and the Churches of them; (a thing no way concerning the foundation of the Church, or any right thereof derived from the ſame) hath been the means for the Church of Rome, to exempt them from the government of their Ordi­naries, and to reduce them to an immediate dependence upon it, by whoſe Charter each Order ſubſiſteth. But there is no manner of ground in the pro­feſſion for this; nor was it ſo originally, but is come to be ſo, by the ſwelling of the Regular Power of that See, to that height, which the pretenſe of Infal­libility ſpeaketh. For why ſhould not every Church, or every Synode, to which any Church belongs, and the reſpective heads of the ſame, be capable of viſiting, regulating, or correcting whatſoever may concerne the common Chriſtianity, in bodies of meer Lay people, (as I have ſhowed all Mona [...]eri [...]s or Convents of Monkes originally to be) ſubſiſting within the reſpective Dio­ceſſe of every Church? Unleſſe the caſe of a Monke falls out to be a cauſe that concerns the whole Church, as that of Pelagius; For then there will be no marvaile, that it ſhould reſort to the ſame triall, that determines the like cauſes of other Chriſtians. And upon theſe terms, though the Church of England hath no Monaſteries, as not eſſentiall to the conſtitution of the Church, but advantagious for the maintainance of that retirement from the world, in the reaſons of our actions, wherein our common Chriſtianity conſiſteth, by that viſible retirement, wherein this profeſſion conſiſteth; (For, the conſtitution thereof ſucceeding that horrible act of aboliſhing the Monaſteries, under Hen­ry VIII. it is no marvaile, if it were difficult to agree in a forme, which the Reformation might allow and cheriſh) yet is no ſon of the Church of En­gland bound to diſown the whole Church, in maintaining Monaſticall life, as agreeable with Chriſtianity, and expedient to the intent of it.
They that underſtand the intent of Monaſticall life to be contemplation, do not ſeem to conſult with the Primitive cuſtome and practice of it in the Church. For, when bodily labour was by the Rule, to ſucceed in the intervals of Gods ſervice, and, as ſoon as it was done; I cannot conceive how a man ſhould ima­gine a more active life. That the activity thereof is exerciſed, not in any buſi­neſſe tending to advantage a man in this world, but to keep him imploied, ſo as to live free to ſerve God; maketh it not the leſſe active, though not to the ordinary purpoſe. The caſe is the ſame, ſuppoſing that in ſtead of bodily la­bour, men give themſelves up to ſtudies of the mind, for exerciſe of their time in the intervals of Gods ſervice. The whole intent of it may be comprized in two caſes. Either a man hath forfeited his Chriſtianity, with the promiſes due, [Page] to it, and deſires to regaine the grace, and to appeaſe the wrath of God; in one word, to make ſatisfaction for his ſinne, in the language of the ancient Church; Or, he deſires to prevent and avoid ſuch forfeitures; and knowing his own, and ſeeing other mens infirmities, and the danger to which they render him liable, reſolves to attend upon nothing elſe; as, not confident of paſſing through the rocks and billows of the world, without making that ſhipwrack. S. Jerome is an eminent example of the former caſe. His writings are, moſt an end, the fruits of his retirement to that purpoſe. Onely that, being a Prieſt afore, and tied to the ſervice of his Church▪ he muſt be diſmiſſed by his Biſhop. Genna­dius ſhowes upon what ground, De dogm. Eccl. cap. LIII. Sed & ſecreta ſatisfacti­one ſolvi mortalia crimina non negamus, ſed ut mutato prius ſeculari habitu, & confeſſo religionis ſtudio, per vitae correctionem, & jugi, imo perpetuo luctu, miſe­rante Deo, veniam conſequamur: Ita duntaxat, ut contraria his quae poenitet agat, & Euchariſtiā omnibus Dominicis di [...]bus ſupplex & ſubmiſſus uſ (que) ad mortē per­cipiat. But we deny not that mortal ſins are looſed by ſatisfaction in ſecret, though ſo, that a man obtaine pardon by the mercy of God, changing firſt the habit of the world, and profeſſing the ſtudy of religion, by amendment of life, and continuall, or rather perpetuall mourning. Onely on theſe terms, that he do the contrary to that which he repents of, and humbly like a ſuppliant receive the Euchariſt every Lords day till his death. By this cuſtome, ſo generall, that Gennadius makes the ground of it a poſition of the Church, we may ſee, by the way, that the ancient Church ne­ver took the power of the keyes to be neceſſary to the remiſſion of all ſins after Baptiſme; Seeing, of thoſe ſinnes, upon which the Power of the Keys had paſ­ſed by Penance, there can no doubt remaine, whether remitted or not; That a man ſhould change his ſtate of life to aſſure it. In the meane, time the other caſe is contained in this. For, he who retires from the world to bewaile his ſinnes, does it with an intent to provide, that he may not commit the like for the future; And that is alſo the intent of all thoſe, that propoſe this life to themſelves, or have it propoſed to them by their parents, for the future. How this eſtate of life may be counted a ſtate of perfection; Not as if the perfecti­on of a Chriſtian did conſiſt in any obſervation of an indifferent nature, but in the complete obſerving of that which our Baptiſme profeſſeth; I have ſhow­ed in the Second Book. The objection which here is to be made to it, is of waight. For, the perfection of Chriſtianity conſiſting in charity, as S. Paul teacheth, and that charity, in this ſtate of life, being confined to a mans ſelf, and thoſe little offices which a man hath occaſion to exerciſe towards a little Convent; (for, what conſideration is to be had of the almes which the worke of their hands, where that was in uſe, might contribute to the neceſſities of the poor?) it ſeems, that the ordinary ſtate of thoſe that have ingaged in the world is of more perfection then Monaſticall life, as furniſhing greater opor­tunities, for the exerciſing of that charity, wherein our Chriſtianity cheifely conſiſteth. To which I anſwer, that, though the occaſions of the world miniſter more opportunity of exerciſing charity, to them whome a man con­verſes with; Yet, the ingagements which a man that liveth in the world hath, by his eſtate and profeſſion, even according to Chriſtianity, make it more difficult for him to follow the reaſon of charity, (ſuppoſing that it were eaſy for him to diſcerne it, in every thing) then for thoſe who have retired themſelves from ſuch ingagements. And though, the profeſſion of Monaſticall life not being vulgare, and therefore being difficult, many were ſeene to fall ſhort of it, even when the intention of undertaking it was innocent, and the condition ſimple; and falling ſhort of it, become farre worſe then thoſe who faile of their Chriſtianity, in the ordinary ſtate of Chriſtians; Yet, there is in the ſtate it ſelfe, not incombred with acceſſory corruptions, grounded for a perſumption in reaſon, that thoſe who live in it come nearer that which our Baptiſme profeſſeth, by the means thereof, then others can doe. And this anſwer ſerves, comparing private perſons, with private perſons, in the one and in the other eſtate. But comparing private perſons in this eſtate, with publick perſons in the Church, which are the Clergy; whoſe profeſſion doth, [Page] and ought to diſingage them of thoſe obligations to the world, which I al­leg [...] for the preſumption, why the Laity having opportunity doe not attaine the reaſon of charity, in the intent of their actions; I acknowledge their eſtate is of it ſelf ſimple & abſolutely the ſtate of perfection in the Chu▪ though mor [...] difficult to diſcharge, then that of Mona. life, whatſoever perfection it pretend­eth. For, the profeſſion thereof, being the ſolemn dedicating & conſecrating of a mans ſelfe to God, for and in the miniſtry and ſervice of his Church, contai­neth in it ſelfe, and ought to expreſſe unto the world, the diſclaiming of all ma­ner of ingagements, inconſiſtent with it, ſo far as the foundation of the Church alloweth. That limitation I except, becauſe I have provided elſe where, that the foundation of the Church preſuppoſeth civil governement, for an ordi­nance of God; and therefore, no quality ſtanding by the foundation of the Church can exempt any man from the ſervice of his Country. So, the privi­ledges of the clergy it is granted, ſtand by the civill Lawes of Chriſtian pow­ers; though obl [...]ged as not to perſecute for Chriſtianity, ſo, not to hinder Chriſtians from dedicating themſelves to the ſervice of the Church; Who up­on thoſe termes, being ſo dedicated, can not be ſubject to thoſe ſervices of their Country, which all are neceſſarily ſubject to, upon any pretence to diſcontinue their attendance upon the ſervice of the Church. But, this exception being made, for the reſt, that ingagement to the Church, which the undertaking of holy Orders conſtituteth, remaines abſolute; ſuppoſing a diſpoſition and re­ſolution, in him that undertakes the eſtate, to behave himſelfe with that ſim­plicity, innocence▪ humility, charitableneſſe, and ſobriety of judgement, in the midſt of the world, which he undertakes to converſe with, which Monaſticall life profeſſeth towards a mans ſelfe, and thoſe few from whom we cannot re­  [...]ire. This the conſtitution of the Church and the reaſon of it, this the exam­ples of the Apoſtles, and their companions, and ſubſtitutes, in the Scriptures of the▪ New Teſt▪ (as partly, of the Prophets and their diſciples under the Old) evidenceth no leſſe, then the Canons of the Church, or the cuſtomes thereof more anciently in being, then expreſſely inacted by any common decree of it. Whereupon it followes, by vertue of the premiſes, that the ſtate of Mona­ſticall life, is of its owne nature ſubordinate to the ſtate of the Clargy, tending as a meanes, by private exerciſe, to fit men to the diſcharge of themſelves to­wards the world, which the Clergy obligeth every man to converſe with, in that manner which Monaſticall life profeſſeth. Of this there is ſufficient evi­dence, by thoſe many examples that are extant, in the records of the ancient Church, of ſuch as have been taken from Monaſticall life, to be promoted to the ſervice of the Church. Which courſe expreſſing no diſpenſation in the profeſſion of Monaſticall life, formerly made neceſſary, intimateth a reaſonable ground for th [...]s conſt [...]uction; That the Church allowing men to diſpoſe of themſelves to the exerciſe of monaſticall life intended not to part with that inte­reſt which it hath in every particular Chriſtian, to oblige thoſe to the ſervice thereof, by promoting them to Holy Orders, whomſoever ſhe findeth fitteſt for it. And that, the allowance of Monaſticall life, is in order to this intent and purpoſe. A thing ſtill more viſible, by all thoſe inſtitutions and foundations whereby Monaſt [...]ties have been made and accounted ſeminaries of the Church, and the Clergy of it.
This being ſaid▪ you ſee how great aqueſtion remaines, whether the Clergy be bound to the continence of ſingle life or not to wit, Biſhops, Prieſts, & Deacons▪ For the Deacons office hath indeed beene divided into ſeverall orders of infe­rior Clergy, ſub▪ deacons readers, dore▪ keepers, waiters, and that for the ne­ceſſity of the Church in that eſtate which was before Conſtantine; So that the conſ [...]u [...]ion of them cannot be imputed to any corruption that might follow up­on the temporall proſperity of the Church. But of theſe inferior Orders there is no queſtion. For, as concerning Deacons you have a Canon of the Council at Aricyra, (the Canons whereof were afterwards part of the Canons of the whole Church) allowing them, not to marry being Deacons, but to be made Deacons being marryed. And an other of the councill▪ of Elvira in Spaine, (ancienter then the Councill of Nicaea▪ injoyning upon Biſhops, Presbyters, Deacons and [Page] Sub-deacones to abſtaire from their wives, under paine of their Clergy. At the council of Nicaea, it was in debate to doe the ſame, and the Council was moved by Paphnutius a Biſhop of great merit in Egypt, himſelfe alwaies a ſin­gle man, to reſt in the rule preſently in force; which was; preferring thoſe, who being ſingle, ſhould looſe their miniſtries if they maried to all decrees of the Clergey eſpecially Prieſts and Biſhops, to make uſe never the leſſe of thoſe, who were married or profeſſed an intent of marryage, when there was ground by the reſt of their qualities, of confidence in them, for the diſcharge of their office. For this; as it agrees with the Canon of Ancyra, and the forme of it, ſo it aſſ­ures us that the Council of Elvira could not have taken in hand to impoſe ſo great a burthen, had not the precedent practice of the Church, by unwritten cuſtome, before the Canon, diſpoſed the Church to receive it. And there­fore, I will in this point, which hath beene the ſubject of many volumes, and, in which it would be endleſſe to examine the Canons the precedents, the au­thorities that concerne it, diſcharge my ſelfe chiefly upon Epiphanius, whoſe words in the LIX. Haereſy of the Novatians, are theſe,  [...]. Moreover neither doth the Church admit him that is the husband of one wife, yet living and get­ting Children, Deacon or Prieſt or Biſhop or ſub deacon: Vnleſſe he abſtain from that one, or is become a Widower: Eſpecially where the Canons of the Church are exact. But you will by all meanes ſay to me, that in ſome places, Prieſts, Deacons and Sub-deacons doe ſtill get children. That is, not by the Canon, but by the ſlack diſpoſition of mens minds, ſometimes, and for plenties ſake, when men fit to miniſter are not found. In the concluſion of his worke alſo, he reckons this for one of the Lawes of the whole Church, without mentioning this exception. Now if you goe to ſeeke for any rule in writing, to bind the whole Church to this, before Epi­phanius his time, you will finde none, But a cuſtome you will finde in force which is more then all the Law of the world in writing, whereby it will ap­peare that the indeavour of the Church was, to be ſerved with ſingle men; but, when the beſt qualified were not ſuch to balke the rule, for the appearance of that common good in balkeing it, for which the rule it ſelfe was made. And ſo the reſolution of this pointe atteſteth, firſt, the Corporation of the Church; when, for the good of the body, it preſrcibes it ſelfe rules, what ſort of perſons to make uſe of, for the exerciſe of thoſe offices, in the communion where­of the ſurety of it ſtandeth. Then, it eminently atteſts the ſuperiority of the Bip▪ and his Clergy in every of thoſe Churches, whereof the whole conſiſteth; Vnleſſe men be ſo wilfully ſenſeleſſe, as to attribute the wiſdome which ſuch diſpenſati­ons required, to the raſhneſſe of anymultitude. Laſt of all,  [...]it atteſts the regular pre-eminence of the Church of Rome over the reſt of the Weſterne Churches; by the interpoſition whereof, viſible in thoſe times, when it had no help from the ſecular power to make it irregular and infinite, ſo great a burthen became ſo far owned.
Firſt then, I muſt free the Church from the heavy charge, of bringing in the doctrine of deviles, foretold by S. Paul, in prohibiting mariage, 1 Tim. IV. 1, 3. which I ſhall doe the more ſlightly becauſe I have had oportunity elſe where to ſhow, that he ſpeakes of the Hereſies on foot in the times of the Apoſtles, which made maryage the ordinance of thoſe powers which made the world, which their doctrine diſtinguiſhed from the true ſoveraine God. For, what hath the rule of the Church to doe with any ſuch ſuppoſition as this?  [...] [Page]  [...]. So Epipha. proſecutes his purpoſe. For the Church alwaies aiming at the moſt fitting, as well ordered by the H. Gh, decreed to indeavour that the ſervice be performed without diſtraction from God, and ſpirituall neceſſities effected with all the moſt charitable conſcience; I meane that it is fit, in regard of ſuddaine mini­stries and neceſſities, that the Prieſts, the Deacons & the Biſhops wait upon God. For, if the Holy Apoſtle command thoſe of the Laity, ſaying; that they may attend upon Prayer for a time; 1. Cor. VII. 5. How much more commandeth he the Prieſt the ſame? Now I meane with out diſtraction, that he may waite upon the Prieſt-hood, which is performed in ſpirituall neceſſities, according to God. Here you have no mention for incapacity of the Prieſt hood, or any ſervice which it injoyneth, by maryage, or any thing to diſparage the eſtate in the ſenſe of Gods Church. But here you have S. Jeromes argument, if S. Paul require the uſe of wedlock to be fo [...]borne for extraordinary devotions, then hath the Church reaſon, to indeavour, that they whoſe ordinary devotions ought to be extraordinary in compariſon of the people, be ſuch as forbeare it alwaies. Eſpecially in regard of thoſe offices of the Church, the occaſions whereof may fall out at any time, and ſudaine, Truely, were there nothing to doe, but to preach twice a week, there could no ſuch fall out. Nor can I ſhow you better evidence then this, that that order is not the order of Gods Church, Againe, Epiphanius in the premiſes, chargeth the Novatians with ignorance, in not per­mitting the Laity to marry ſecond wives; (which their Fathers the Monta­niſts are evidently chargeable with) Not conſidering that the Clergy were intended for the creame of Chriſtians, not in knowledg, or language, but in Chriſtianity. Therefore he that had been baptized in danger of death, not afore, and he that had done publike penance, was not admitted; No more was he that had marryed a ſecond wife, which, when all is ſaid, is S. Pauls meaning, 1. Tim. III. 2. For, he that had more wives, then one, was no Chriſtian, and therefore in no capacity for the Clergy, who was not to com­municate with the Church. And, they who think S. Chryſoſtome in Epiſt. ad Titum hom. II. expounds him, of thoſe who being parted by divorce, ſhould mary a ſecond wife; muſt ſay whether afore baptiſme or after; For that al­ters the caſe. For, though it was a doubt in S. Jeromes time, whether he that had marryed one afore baptiſme another after were under this incapacity or not; But after baptiſme, it is not to be thought that the Church had ſo little reſpect of our Lords Lawes, as to admit adulterers though not as to the Roman Lawes, yet as to Gods. Athenagoras calls it  [...] faſhionable adultery, in regard to the world. For, as to the Church, adultery it was alwaies, but ne­ver faſhionable. Wherefore, S. Chryſoſtomes argument is to this purpoſe;  [...]; How ſhould he governe well, the Church, that kept no good will for her that was gon? For, a man is not chargeble for not keeping affection for her whom he puts away, when ſhe is gon; but well and good, for her that is dead. And if he ſay that S. Paul hereby pun ſhes  [...], the incontinent; and that the caſe hath  [...] many blames it is plain, that civill people have alwaies had them in eſteeme above others, that have ſtaid at their firſt marryage. And therefore, though no civill Law forbid it as S. Chryſoſtome obſerveth, nor Chriſtianity, yet is it no marvell▪ if the lawes of the Church, which the Apoſtles hereby in­acted, ſet a marke upon it, which civility diſeſteemeth. See Grotius his annotati­ons on the place and Luke II. 36. If we conſider, that the widowes which the Church maintayned were to be ſuch, 1. Tim. V. 9. then, that it hath al­waies been an incapacity by the Canons of the Church; we ſhall not need ſeek any other beginning for it. S. Chryſoſtome in 1 ad Tim. Hom X▪ though the co­py be not cleare, ſaies plaine enough, that the Apoſtles exacted no more then this; ſignifying what the Canons at that time, did require. For, I doe not pretend that the Apoſtles themſelves, either injoyned: themſelves ſingle life, or gave over theire wives, when they went about their office; Though nothing can appeares to the contrary, the many examples of Biſhops and Prieſts, that [Page] gave over the uſe of wedlock from the time of their miniſtry with the conſent of their wives, giving appearance, that they thought, the Apoſtles had done the ſame. It is enough, that their inſtructions were a ground for the Church to proceed in it, and a ſtep towards it. That courſe which the Councill of Nicaea confirmed, by reſting content with it, ſeemeth agreeable, both with juſtice, and that holineſſe to which the Church pretendeth.
But, before I come to that, I muſt not forget the ſecond reaſon moving the Church to indeavour it, to wit, the diſpenſing of the Church goods according to the intent for which they are dedicated to God, in being eſtated upon it. For, by the ground hereof, ſetled in the firſt book, it evidently appeareth, that the Clergy are not proprietaries in the fruits of them; But, have onely full right to maintaine themſelves upon them, with that moderation and abſtinence, in their private expence, which continuall attendance upon Gods ſervice▪ involved in their profeſſion, neceſſarily inferteth. Otherwiſe it is manifeſt, that they are truſted by Chriſtian people, with the diſpenſing of their oblations and conſe­crations to the maintenance of the poore; part of the originall conſideration upon which they were eſtated upon the Church. Nor can any civill Law, providing contribution of the people for the neceſſary ſubſiſtence of the poore of every pariſh, ever extinguiſh this obligation, ſo long as the Church is a Church, and ſtands upon its owne title. That hoſpitality to which Church goods are, and alwaies have been accounted liable, conſiſting, not in ſecular intertainment, which bringeth on ambition of worldly expence, and coſtly ſu­perfluities; But, in providing for the poore and ſtrangers, and diſtreſſed, whether at home or abrode; the intent whereof redounds to the account of him that provideth the meanes, and therefore the execution thereof, to his account that diſpenſeth the ſame. For, if the intent of the Church, and all the Lawes of it demonſtrate, that the Clergy are to be the firſt fruits of Chriſtia­nity; then doth the renouncing of the world, which all Chriſtians by their Baptiſme profeſſe, in the firſt place take hold of them. But, that the injoy­ing of ſuperfluities in the world is utterly inconſiſtent with. Therefore, the profeſſion of the Clergy neceſſarily limiteth their right in Church goods, to a ſpare and moderate maintenance; the truſt which is upon them, by intent of pious conſecrations, expreſſed in the originall cuſtome and practice of the Church, taking place in point of conſcience, where their owne neceſſities ceaſe. Now, it is indeed become evident, by corruption prevailing in the Church, that ſingle men, becoming truſted with Church goods, can abuſe them ſo well to their owne riot, or to the inriching of their relations, that maried men could have don no more. But that never came to paſſe, til, chiefly by the coming of the world into the Church, thoſe maners and cuſtomes, in which the eminen­cy of the clergy above the people did and ought to conſiſt, ſuffered ſhipwrack in the multitude of offenders; after they had beene maintained a great while, by the eminent abſtinence of Prelates and inferiour Clergy, able, for authority and meanes, to have produced bad examples. Whether common reaſon is tyed to judge it more probable, that the moderation and abſtinence which the Clergy profeſſeth ſhould prevaile and take effect, they living ſingle or maried; that I ſuppoſe onely comes in conſideration, when the diſpute is, what courſe the Law of the Church ſhould take. And therefore, the profeſſion of that continence, which ſingle life requireth grounding a reaſonable preſumption of eminence in Chriſtianity, above thoſe that are marryed, there was all the rea­ſon in the world, why the Church ſhould indeavour to put the governement thereof into ſuch hands, by preferring them before others. On the other ſide, as all truth in morall and humane maters, is liable to many exceptions; it can­not be denyed, that more abſtinence, from riot and from riches both, more at­tendance upon the ſervice of God is found ſome times, in thoſe that live mar­ryed, then in thoſe that live ſingle. In which conſideration, it may well ſeem harde, to conclude all them that are marryed unſerviceable for the Church. The moderation therefore of the Eaſterne Church ſeemeth to proceed upon a very conſiderable Ground; not excluding marryed perſons from a capacity of [Page] Holy orders, but excluding perſons ordayned from any capacity of mariage. For, thoſe who were promoted to the Clergy being ſingle, & knowing that they were not allowed mariage, what can they pretend, why they ſhould hold their eſtate, not performing the condition of it? As for the promoting of thoſe who are already maried, it is the triall of their converſation in wedlock, that may ground a preſumption, as well for that conſcience, which their fidelity in diſ­penſing the goods of the Church, as for that diligence, in ſetting aſide the im­portunities of marriage, which their attendance upon the ſervice of the Church requireth. It was therefore to be wiſhed, that the Weſterne Church, had uſed the limitation, which the Nicene councill, by reſting contented with, confirmed; to admit of perſons maryed before orders, preferring before them thoſe that are ſingle. But it muſt be granted, that, as well in the Weſt as in the Eaſt, though the aime was to perfer ſingle life, yet here and there, now and then, thoſe that were maryed were not excluded. It is not to be thought that one Spaniſh councill, which had no effect at all without the bounds of it, could as eaſily be reduced to effect in practice, as couched in writing. Eſpecially, the Generall councill of Nicaea having waived the motion of inacting the ſame. But, this demonſtrates the credite of the Church of Rome, in the Weſterne Church, at that time that the Reſcripts of Syricius & Innocent, Popes, are found the firſt acts, to inforce the ſame which that Spaniſh council had inacted. For, the African and other Weſterne Canons, that inj [...]ine the ſame, are, for time, after Syricius. Whereby it appeareth, though they doe not uſe that exception which the councill of Nicca had ſuppoſed, yet, that the rule of ſingle life for the Clergy was ſo troden under foot, that it was found requiſite to ſeeke meanes, by the Synods of ſeverall parts, and by the concu [...]rence of the See of Rome to bring it into force. For, let no m [...]n think that thoſe Canons took effect ſo ſoon as they were made, which were made on purpoſe to reſtraine the mari­ages of the Clergy; Who, for the moſt part, had, from the beginning lived ſingle, but, neither before nor after could be totally reſtrained from mary­age.
It would be too large a worke in this place, to repeate, either the particu­lar Canons which were made, and the diſcourſes of the Fathers to inforce them, on the one ſide; or on the other ſide, the ſaying of the Fathers and other re­cords, in point of fact, whereby the in execution of them doth appeare. Thoſe that would be ſatisfied in it may ſee what the Arch-Biſhop of Spalato hath collected, and find Epiph. his ſaying ſtill take place, during the flouriſhing time of the Church But all this while you heare nothing of any vowe annex­ed to the undertakeing of Holy Orders, by vertue whereof, maryage contracted under them ſhould become voide. For, the vowe of ſingle life, being an act that diſpoſeth of a man, and his eſtate in this world, to a totall change of his courſes, if he mean to obſerve it, what reaſon can admit any ground for preſuming of it, when it is not expreſſed? And the cuſtom of the Eaſtern Church, reduceth the pe­nalty thereof unto the ceaſing of [...] that miniſtry, & by conſequence, of that main­tenance, which the order intitleth to; which is not the penalty of breaking a vowe. But the effects of theſe rules and indeavours of the Weſtern Church was never ſuch, as to exclude the Clergy from marryage; how much ſoever they might exclude maryed perſons from the H. orders. When Greg. the ſeventh un­dertook to bring them under a total reſtraint from maryage, it is manifeſt, that, other maner of meanes were imployed, to make that reſtraint forcible, then the conſtitution of the Church indowes it with. For, that was the time when the Church undertooke to diſpoſe of Crownes and ſcepters, and to extend the ſpi­rituall power thereof, to the utmoſt of temporall effects. And therefore it is to be granted, that, by ſuch meanes indeed, it might and did come to effect; But in point of fact onely, not in point of right, as being a rigor, which, the practice of all parts was ſufficient proteſtation, that the Church, in that eſtate, was not able to undergoe. For, the horrible and abominable effects thereof have beene ſo viſibl [...], that it is not poſſible, the cauſe of them ſhould ſeeme the production of that reaſon, which the being of any law requireth, and ſuppoſeth▪ [Page] Nor can the See of Rome juſtly be admitted, to charge that no bounds have been obſerved in releaſing of it; which, it cannot be denyed, that the ancient Church, in all places did obſerve. For, I truely, for my part, have granted that even Lawes given by the Apoſtles, for the better governement of the Church, though written in the ſcriptures, may be diſpenſed in by the Church, when the preſent conſtitution of things ſhall make it appear to the Governours thereof that the obſervation of that rule which ſerved for that ſtate in which it was preſcribed,  [...]ends to the conſiderable & viſible harme of the Church, in the preſent ſtate of it. And therefore, I will not take upon me to ſay, that the ſtate of bigamy which S. Paul, I have ſhowed, maketh an impediment to ſome Orders, can by no means be diſpenſed with. But the See of Rome, which diſpenſeth with it as of courſe, paying the ordinary fees, I conceive, cannot in juſtice charge the releaſing of the rule of ſingle life to all the Clergy, though, in ſome meaſure, a Law of the whole Church. And how many Canons of the whole Church, beſides, are there, which muſt be trampled under foot, by bringing that unlimited power into effect, which now it exerciſeth? I could therefore earneſtly wiſh▪ for mine owne parte, that ſome reſervation had beene uſed, in the releaſing of it; that the reſpect due to ſingle life, by our common Chriſtianity▪ might have remained viſible to Chriſtian people, by the priviledge of it in the Church. Nor doe I thinke my ſelfe bound, by being of the reformation, to maintaine the acts by which it ſtands, upon other termes. But this I ſay that when the extremity of one party occaſions the other to fall into the oppoſite ex­treme, neither party ſeemes clearely excuſable of the fault which the other commits, in betaking it ſelfe to the oppoſite extreme. And then I ſay further, that, when ſecular force was applyed to impoſe a burthen, which the experience of more in corrupt times had ſhowed, that they could not bear, the iſſue muſt needs be, the treading down of Chriſtianity, for maintaining of the  [...]edge that ſhould ſenſe it; And therefore, the proceedings being voide, in all reaſon of Law, it is no marvaile if that moderation, which the argeement of both ſides might have preſerved, could not take place.
I am yet indebted to thoſe of the congregations, in a ſhort account of the right of the people in Church maters. I have acknowledged, that, during the time of the Apoſtles, they were preſent at ordinations, at inflicting of pe­nance, at Councils; that the reſolution of maters in debate paſſed under their knowledg; that their conſent concurred to put them in force. But, I have alſo maintayned that the unity of the Church is the ſoveraine Law, to which, all other Lawes, though never ſo much inacted by the Apoſtles, never ſo evi­denty couched in the ſcriptures, are neceſſarily ſubordinate; as tending onely to maintaine unity, by maintaining order, in the exerciſe of thoſe offices, for communion wherein the Church ſubſiſteth. That, in order hereto, every Church is a body (tending to conſtitute one body of all Churches) conſiſting of all Chriſtians contayned in one city and the territory of it; howſoever cities and their territories may be diſtinguiſhed; as, ſome times, meerely upon this account, and to this intent and purpoſe, they have been diſtinguiſhed. And by this means I have preſcribed, that the conſent of the people of each Church was never requiſite in this conſideration, becauſe they uſually meet together for the ſervice of God;  [...]ut, as part of the people of that Church, who were to be acquainted with proceedings concerning their Church, that they might have reaſon to reſt ſatisfied in the ſame. I have provided in due place, that Lawes expreſſely provided by the Apoſtles, and recorded in the ſcriptures, for that ſtate of the Church, which they ſaw, may and ought to be ſuperſeded by the Church in caſe they prove uſeleſſe to that purpoſe, for which they were provided, by that change which ſucceeds in the ſtate of the Church. For, how ſhould the ſoveraign Law of unity take place, how ſhould the Church conti­nue one and the ſame body, from the firſt to the ſecond coming of Chriſt, otherwiſe? Now, this intereſt of the people, in maters concerning their Church, though related in the ſcriptures▪ and known, by them, in point of fact, to have had the force of law during the time of the Apoſtles, and acco [...]ingly [Page] in the primative Church of the ages next the Apoſtles; yet, cannot be ſaid to be any where commanded, in point of right, for a Law of God, to take place in all ages. I muſt therefore preſcribe upon this account, and doe preſcribe; That when the world is come into the Church, and the whole people of Eng­land, for example, have declared themſelves Chriſtians, it cannot be any more for the unity of the Church, that the conſent of the people be required to the validity of thoſe acts, which concerne the community of their reſpective Churches. For then would it be no leſſe unpoſſible, to conſtitute one Church of all Churches, then it is for all Independents, to conſtitute a Body that may be called the Church, of all their congregations, each whereof they call a Church. And therefore, there is no cauſe why they ſhould demand, the ſame regard to be had to each one of the people, when all the people of a City, and the bounds thereof concur to conſtitute the Church of a City; and when the chiefe part of Chriſtians within the boundes of a City, aſſembling at once for the ſervice of God, might alſo be acquainted with the proceedings of maters concerning their Church. But, all this while, I am not ſo ſimple as to grant, that the conſent of the people, then required to the validity of things done in the Church, did conſiſt in plurality of votes; having eaſily huffed out that ridiculous imagination, that S. Paul and Barnabas created Elders by votes of the people, teſtified by lifting up their hands; the action of  [...] being attributed to themſelves▪ not to the people. But, the conſent of the people, I meane, in body, as the people, that is, a quality diſtinct from the Clergy in the Church, as their ſuperiours and guides, in maters concerning the community of it. For, is there any example in the Scripture, that ever they went to the poll, or counted noſes, in paſſing of maters concerning the Church, which the people were acquainted with? Is there any ſuch example in all the practice of the primitive Church, in which it is acknowledged, the ſame courſe continu­ed as under the Apoſtles? Ordinations were held in preſence of the people, that, if there were cauſe, they, who knew every mans perſon might object a­gainſt thoſe who were in nomination; if not, they might conſent, by one vote of all that was called their ſuffrage. This being the maner, upon this occaſion they might & did ſometimes ſtep before their leaders, and demand ſuch as liked them beſt; But ſo, that, if they forgot themſelves, the Clergy was bound not to admit their demand. And, in caſe of a Biſhop, the neighbour Biſhops were bound by S. Pauls inſtructions to Timothy, not to lay hands on any for whom they could not anſwer. Tertullian teſtifieth, that, mater of excommu­nication was handled at the aſſemblies of the Church (that is, with the know­ledge of the people) as the caſe of the inceſtuous perſon at Corinth, in S. Paul, is. But, neither were all maters handled before the people, if the mater of S. Pauls communicating with the Jewes were handled▪ with the Elders, before the people were acquainted with it, Acts XXI. nor is it poſible to imagine, ſuppo­ſing a Church not to be a congregation, but, that which I have ſaid, that the people can have ſatisfaction in all maters of that nature, when all the world is come into the Church. As for Councils, it is a thing ridiculous to demand, becauſe the people concurred to the reſolution of that at Jeruſalem Acts XV. therefore, that the acts of Councils ſhould paſſe the people. For, when the Church of Jeruſalem and the whole Church were both the ſame thing, it was no marvaile that the people was to be ſatisfied, in the concluſion of it. And, by the forme of holding the Spaniſh Counciles, which you have at the begining of the Councils,  [...]t appeares, that there was proviſion made for the people, to aſſiſt, and ſee what was done at▪ their Councils. But, ſo unreaſonable is it to demand, that the people conſent to the acts of Councils, that it is manifeſt, that there can be no ſuch thing as a Councill, according to the ſuppoſition of the congregations And therefore, in the acts of Counciles, which are the Lawes whereby the Church is to be ruled, the people can have no further ſa­tisfaction, then to ſee them openly debated, under the knowledge of the peo­ple. Indeed, the intereſt of Soveraigne powers in Church maters, (which I allow, not onely in order to the publicke peace, but as they are members of [Page] the Catholicke Church, and ſo, truſted with the protection of all that is Ca­tholicke) in behalf of the people, gives them that power over the acts of Coun­ciles, which by and by I ſhal declare. Which, though grounded upon another ac­count, and belonging to them in an other quality, then that which the con­ſtitution of the Church createth; is notwithſtanding, provided by God, to ſecure his people of their Chriſtianity, together with the unity of the Church. But, the ſuffrage of the people of every Church, that is, their acknowledgment, that they know no exception againſt the perſons in nomination for Biſhops, or other orders of the Church; as it agreeth with the proceedings of the Apoſtles and primative Church, ſo muſt it needs be a moſt powerfull meanes, to maintaine, that ſtrict bond of love and reverence, between the Clergy and the people, in the recovery whereof the unity of the Church conſiſteth. And ſup­poſing publick penance retrived, without which, it is in vaine to pretend Re­formation in the Church, there can be no ſtronger meanes to maintaine Chri­ſtianity in effect, then the ſatisfaction of the people, though not in the meaſure of penance to be injoyned, yet in the performing of it. Alwaies provided, that this intereſt of the people be grounded upon no other preſumption, that any man is the child of God, or in the ſtate of Grace, and indowed with Gods ſpirit; then that which the law of the Church, whereby he injoyes com­munion which the Church, createth. For, this preſumption muſt needs be ſtronger concerning the Clergy, by their eſtate, then it can be concerning the people; Becauſe, by their eſtate, they are to be the choice of the people. And though, as all morall qualities are ſubject to many exceptions, ſome of the people may be better Chriſtians then ſome of the Clergy; yet a legall preſump­tion, that any of them is ſo, muſt needs be deſtructive to the Unity of the Church.
But, no diſorder in religion can be ſo great, as to juſtifie the obdurate re­ſolution of the Church of Rome, to withdraw the ſcriptures from the people. There is nothing more manifeſt, then, that the lamentable diſtractions which we are under have proceeded from the preſumption of particular Chriſtians, up on their underſtanding in the ſcriptures, proceeding to think their quality capable of reforming the Church. Onely thoſe, that can have joy of ſo much miſchief to our common Chriſtianity, can thinke otherwiſe. But, I am not therefore induced to thinke our Chriſtianity any other then▪ the Chriſtianity of thoſe, whom our Lord, whom S. Paul, and other Apoſtles and Prophets exhort, and incourage to the ſtudy of the ſcriptures; Whom, S. Chryſoſtome, and o­thers of the Fathers ſo earneſtly deale with, to make it their buſineſſe. All the offenſe conſiſts in this, that private Chriſtians▪ obſerve not the bounds of that which is Catholike, when they come to read the ſcriptures. For, if they be not content to confine the ſenſe of all they read, within that rule of faith, in which the whole Church agreeth, becauſe they underſtand not how they ſtand together; If they thinke the Lawes of the whole Church can command things contrary to that, which God by ſcripture commandeth; It is no marvaile they ſhould proceed, to make that which they think they ſee in the Scripures, though indeed they ſee it not, a Law to the Church. For, they think it is Gods will that ties them to it, But, if the Church be the Church, as I have ſhowed it is, then was the Scripture never given private Chriſtians, to make them Judges, what all Chriſtians are bound to believe, what the Church is to injoine the Church, for the condition of communion with the Church. If any man object the inconvenience, that it appeareth not, who or where that Church is, and ſo, we are confined to thoſe boundes that cannot appeare; This inconvenince is the cleareſt evidence, that I can produce for the Catho­like Church. For, unleſſe we grant this inconvenience to come by Gods inſti­tution and appointment, we muſt confeſſe the unity of the Church to be Gods appointment, becauſe the diſſolution thereof produceth this inconvenience. For, were the unity of the Church in being, I could eaſily ſend any man to the Catholike Church, by ſending him, to his owne Church; Which, by holding communion with the whole Church, muſt needs ſtand diſtinguiſhed from thoſe [Page] which hold it not, though under the name of Churches. And, he who re­ſorts to the Church for reſolution in the Scriptures, ſuppoſes, that he is not to break from the Church for that, wherein the whole Church is not agreed. Now that the unity of the Church is broken in pieces, it remaines no more vi­ſible to common ſenſe, what it is wherein the whole Church agrees, as the con­dition for comunion with it. But, the meanes to make it appear againe, having diſappeared, through diſunion in the Church, is that diſcourſe of reaſon which proceeds upon ſuppoſition of viſible unity, eſtabliſhed by God in the Church. And the meanes to make it appear againe to common ſenſe, is the reſtoring of that unity in the Church, by the interruption whereof it diſappeareth. Then ſhall the edification of particular Chriſtians, in our common Chriſtianity, pro­ceed without interruption by meanes of the Scriptures; every one ſuppoſing, that his edification in the common Chriſtianity dependeth not upon the know­ledge of thoſe things, wherein the Church agreeth not, but of thoſe things wherein it agreeth. In the mean time it remaineth, that offenſes proceed to be infinite, and endleſſe, becauſe men, giving no bounds to their ſtudies in the Scriptures, imagine the edification of the Church to conſiſt in that, wherein themſelves, not regarding the conſent of the Church, have placed their own edi­fication in the Scriptures.

CHAP. XXXII. How great the Power of the Church, and the effect of it is. The right of judging the cauſes of Chriſtians c [...]aſeth, when it is protected by the State. An Ob­jection; If Eccl [...]ſiaſticall Power were from God, Secular Power could not limit the uſe of it. Ground for the Intereſt of the State in Church matters. The in­conſequence of the argument. The concurrence of both Intereſts to the Law of the Church. The Intereſt of the State in the indowment of the Church. Con­currence of both in matrimoniall cauſes, and Ordinations. Temporall penalties upon Excommunication from the State. No Soveraigne ſubject to the greater Excommunication, but to the leſſe. The Rights of the Jewes State and of Chri­ſtian Powers, in Religion, partly the ſame, partly not. The infinite Power of the Pope not founded upon acts of Epiſcopacy, but upon the Secular Powers of Chriſtendome.
AND now I may make good that which might ſeem an exceſſive word when I ſaid it, that the Power which I demand for the Church, is no more, then the ſubſiſtence of every Corporation, conſtituted by Soveraine Power, re­quireth; Onely that it ſtands by Gods Law, theſe by mans. For, what Cor­poration ſubſiſteth without publick perſons, to governe or to execute thoſe things wherein it communicateth? without any power to limit that which the Lawes of the foundation determine not? to admit and to ſhut out whom the foundation thereof qualifieth? without a ſtock to defray the charge of thoſe offices, for communion wherein it ſubſiſteth? That which renders the power of the Church conſiderable even in the Church, that is, by the originall con­ſtitution of it, is the extent thereof, compriſing all Chriſtians. For by that meanes, in what quality a man is owned by his own Church in the ſame he is owned by all Chriſtians, ſuppoſing the unity of the Church, to take place and prevaile. That which renders it conſiderable in the world, is the profeſſing of Chriſtianity by the Soveraine Powers of the World; that is, of thoſe States which Chriſtendome containeth. For, ſuppoſing that which hath been made to appear, that the Church, being a Society formed by the act whereby God conſtituteth it, diſſolveth not into the ſtate, when, by profeſſing Chriſti­anity, it becoms obliged to protect the Church; The rights and Powers there­of, and the qualities of perſons miniſtring the ſame, neceſſarily remaine diſtinct [Page] from thoſe, which, the State wherein it ſubſiſteth, either involveth or produceth: And the Protection of the ſtate ſignifieth further, that allowance, or that maintenance of the rights, that concurre to the acts thereof, which a Chriſti­an State needs muſt afford that Chriſtianity which it profeſſeth. The Power of miniſtering the immediate inſtruments of Grace, the Sacraments of Baptiſme and the Euchariſt; The power of the Keyes, in exacting that profeſſion which qualifieth for them, the meanes ſubordinate to the miniſtring of them; The power of ſolemnizing thoſe Offices with the Prayers of the Church, which the Promiſe of Grace, implied in the foundation of the Church, attendeth; all theſe make the act of the Church meerly miniſteriall, the bleſſing that atten­deth, the meer effect of Gods grace, onely limited to the communion of his Church. When the Church determineth the times, the places, the perſons, the occaſions, the formes, the circumſtances, the maner of celebrating any of thoſe offices, which qualify for Communion in the ſervice of God with the Church; of thoſe which provide for the celebration thereof; of thoſe where­in it conſiſteth; the acts whereby it determineth that which God hath not de­termined, done within the Sphere of Gods Law, oblige all to conformity by Gods Law; as the acts of Corporations oblige the members, by the act of the State upon which they ſtand. Not as if this conformity were the worſhip of God, but that wich prepareth and maketh way for it. The Lawes of the Apo­ſtles, though recorded in Scripture, are neceſſarily, by the ſubject matter of them, of this nature. Therefore I maintaine them ſubject to change, upon the ſame account, as the Lawes of all viſible Corporations are neceſſarily ſubject to change. He that ſhould think the obſerving of them pleaſing to God for the thing which they injoyne and determine, not for that act of Gods ſervice, the circumſtance whereof they limit; might commit ſuperſtition in obſerving the Lawes given by the Apoſtles, as well as by the Church. There may be ground for a preſumption, in reaſon, that there is ſuperſtition in doing that, which for the nature and kind of it, may lawfully be done; when there is ſo much buſineſſe about the circumſtance, that there is no appearance to reaſon, how it can ſtand, and be done, in order to the principall which it pretendeth. For example; Pilgrimage to the holy Land, hath in it a pretenſe of extraordi­nary devotion, to which a man ſequeſtreth his time, from his attendance upon this world, and the advantages of it. But if in effect, the exerciſe of devotion appear not the principall, is there not ground in reaſon, for a conſtruction, that a man hopes to bribe God, with his bodily exerciſe, to grant thoſe effects of Grace, which he cannot be obliged to, but by the condition which the Goſpel importeth? This is ſuperſtition, and will-worſhip in the badde ſenſe, or, the vaine worſhip of God, by doctrines delivered by men, which our Lord and the Prophet Eſay charge the Jewes with; When a man ſtands upon the circumſtances tending to limit the order and uniformity of that worſhip of God in Spirit and Truth, wherein Chriſtianity conſiſteth, as if the obſer­vation of them were the ſubſtance of it. And yet, that uniformity which the Lawes of the Church procure, ſo neceſſary to the maintenance of Gods ſervice, for which it ſtandeth, that there is no leſſe ſuperſtition, in ſtand­ing upon the not doing of them; Which cannot be ſtood upon, ſo farre be­yond the ſphere of their kind and nature, without appearance of an ima­gination, that a man becomes acceptable to God by refuſing them. But, to proceed to violate the unity of the Church upon ſuch a cauſe, is nothing elſe, then, to place the worſhip of God as much in committing ſacriledge, as in ab­horring of Idols. This being the utmoſt of what the Church is able to do, by the originall conſtitution thereof, it will not be prejudiciall to that ſervice of God which Chriſtianity injoyneth, that the acts thereof ſhould take hold upon the conſcience; Becauſe it is eaſily underſtood, by that interruption of Gods ſervice, which the diſorders of this time have made viſible, how every Chriſtian, is bound in conſcience to concurre to that uniformity, which, as it procureth the ſervice of God, ſo is procured by the Lawes of the Church. But this effect is inviſible, between God and the conſcieuce. The viſible effect of the originall [Page] power of the Church, is conſiderable in regard of the greatneſſe of that Body which is the whole Church, and ownes the act of every Church, done within the within the true ſphere, by giving effect to it. But it becomes conſiderable to the world, by that acceſſory force, which the protection of the Church by the power of the World (neceſſarily inſuing upon the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, ſo long as the acknowledgement of one Catholick Church is a part of it) ad­deth to the acts of the Church, by owning them for the acts of a Corporation which the State protecteth.
Before I come to limit this effect, I muſt acknowledge one part of the Church­right to have ceaſed, and become voide, by the coming of the world into the Church, and the converſion of the Romane Empire to the Faith; That is, the power of ending all ſutes between Chriſtians within the Church. Saint Paul is expreſſe in it; And the generality of our Saviours command; to reſort to the Church, if thy brother offend thee, can never be ſatisfied with any other ſenſe. The Synagogue had the ſame order, upon the ſame ground; to wit, that the offenſes that fall out among Gods people might not ſcandalize the Gentiles. Therefore Saint James, writing his Epiſtle to converted Jewes, ſuppoſeth that they exerciſed the ſame power of judging between Chriſtian and Chriſtian, as they did being Jewes, between Jew and Jew: And exhort them, thereupon, to uſe it like Chriſtians, James II. 1-13. for, this I have ſhewed to be his mean­ing in another place. And Saint Cypriane teaches Quirinus in the teſtimonies which he produces againſt the Jewes out of the Scripture III. 44. Fideles inter ſe diſceptantes non debere Gentilem Judicem experiri. In Epiſtola Pauli ad Corinth. I. Audet quiſquam veſtrum—That Chriſtians, being in debate among themſelves, are not to come to the triall of a heathen Judge. For, in the firſt Epi­ſtle of Paul to the Corinthians you have; dare any of you—. In the Conſtituti­ons of the Apoſtles II. 45, 46, 47. this authority is moſt truly attributed to the Church, by deſcribing the manner of proceeding in it. Nor will any man of reaſon queſtion, that the author of them, though not ſo ancient as the title under which he goes, underſtood the ſtate of the Church before Conſtantine. There he ſhowes, that the Church, in the uſe of this power, aimed at the precept of our Lord, to be reconciled to our brethren before we offer ſacrifice to God Mat. V. 23, 24. For, though the offering of beaſts in ſacrifice to God be cea­ſed, yet the reaſon of the precept holds in the Euchariſt, and the offering of thoſe oblations, out of which it was conſecrated for Chriſtians. To this pur­poſe he preſcribeth, that Conſiſtories be held on the Munday, to ſee what dif­ferences were on foot in the Church, that they might have the week before them to ſet them to right, that ſo they might offer at the Euchariſt, on the Lords day, with a clear conſcience. For, at the Euchariſt they were to ſalute one ano­ther with a kiſſe of peace, and the deacon cried aloude;  [...]; Let no man have any thing againſt any man, let no man give the kiſſe of peace diſſembling. All evidences for the practice of the Church. That which Gratiane hath alledged out of the Epiſtle of Clemens to James of Jeru­ſalem Cauſa XI. Quaeſt. I. Cap. XXXII. is found alſo in the life of Saint Peter out of the book of the Popes lives, which you have in the Counciles; though, in that Copy of it which hath ſince been publiſhed under the name of Anaſtaſius, it appeareth not. The words are theſe in the Epiſtle. Si qui ex fratribus negotia habent, inter ſe, apud cognitores ſeculi non judicentur; Sed apud Presbyter [...]s Eccleſiae, quicquid illud eſt definitur. If any of the brethren have ſuits, among themſelves, let them not be judged before judges of the World; But whatſoever it is, let it be judged before the Prieſts of the Church. The life of Saint Peter ſaith thus; Hic Petrus B. Clementem Epiſcopum conſecravit, cui & Cathedram vel Eccleſiam, omnem diſponendam commiſit, dicens; Sicut mihi gubernandi tradita eſt a Domino meo Jeſu Chriſto poteſtas, ligandi ſ [...]lvendique, ita & ego tibi committo, ut ordines diſpoſitores diverſarum cauſarum, per quos actus non Eccleſiaſtici profligentur, & tu minime curis ſeculi deditus repe­ri [...], ſed ſolummodo orationi, & praedicationi, ad populum vacare ſtude. This Peter conſecrated B. Clement Biſhop, and committed to him the ſee, or, the whole[Page]Church, to be ordered, ſaying; As the power of governing, or, binding and loo­ſing was delivered me by my Lord Jeſus Chriſt, ſo do I alſo depute thee, to ordain thoſe that may diſpoſe of divers cauſes, by whom, actions that are not of the Church may be diſpatched, ſo that thou be not found addicted to ſecular cares, but onely ſtudy to attend upon prayer, and preaching to the people. I know the firſt is for­ged, and the ſecond of little credit. And, he that writ the Epiſtle might in­tend to create an authority, againſt trying the Clergy in ſecular Courts, which could not be the ſubject of any thing that Clement might write. But both au­thors write what they might know, in their time, to have fitted the Apoſtles time. There is nothing more ſuitable to that eſtate which the Apoſtles ſignify, then that Clemens ſhould appoint, who ſhould attend upon the diſpatching of ſuits between his people, that he might attend upon the principall of his Office. For, that all reſorted not then to the Church, it is ridiculous to imagine. It is enough that there is no inſtance extant, of any ſuit between Chriſtians tried before Gentiles, before Conſtantin [...]. And this is the reaſon why Conſtantine, undertaking the protection of Chriſtianity, made the Law that is yet extant in the Code of Theodoſius de Epiſcopali Audientia I. that any man might ap­peale to the Biſhop, in any cauſe, before ſentence. Is there any appearance that ſo vaſt a priviledge would ever have been either demanded or granted, had not the matter of it been in uſe, by the Conſtitution of the Church among Chriſti­ans? Therefore it was no marvaile that it was limited afterwards (for it made the Church judge in all cauſes, in which one party would appeal to it) as it ap­peares by Juſtinians Law and other conſtitutions afore Juſtiniane. For, when the Empire was become Chriſtiane, the reaſon of our Lords and his Apoſtles Order was expired. In the mean time, the referring of cauſes to the Biſhop▪ upon appeale, was but to referre the cauſes of Chriſtians to the Biſhop which belonged to his knowledge afore. And, when all were Chriſtians, to demand that all ſhould reſort to the Biſhop, had been to diſſolve the Civile Govern­ment, which the Church ſuppoſeth. The cauſes that were afterward heard by Biſhops, of the trouble whereof Saint Auguſtine complaines, and which Saint Peter had cauſe to provide, that Clemens ſhould not be oppreſſed with, reſort­ed to them either as arbitrators, by conſent of parties, or as Judges delegated by the ſecular power, in cauſes limited by their acts.
And now is the time to anſwer the objection againſt the being of the Church, and the Protection which is drawn from thoſe bounds, which, the power of excommunicating, challenged by the Church, hath been and is con­fined to, by all Chriſtiane ſtates. Though, having made the queſtion generall, I find it requiſite to extend alſo the anſwer to thoſe other points, wherein I have ſaid, the right of the Church is ſeen, and upon which the ſociety thereof is founded, no leſſe then upon the power of excommunicating. And then the argument will be to this effect; That, ſeeing no Chriſtian can deny, that the Lawes, the Ordinations, the Cenſures of the Church are lawfully prohibit­ed to take effect by the ſecular Powers of Chriſtian States, therefore the right of doing thoſe acts ſtands not by Gods Law, but by the ſufferance and appoint­ment of the ſame ſecular Powers, chuſing whom they pleaſe to execute their own rights by. And beſides this conſequence, another will riſe, that this is the ſenſe of all Chriſtendome, (to wit, where Chriſtians are governed by Chriſtians) that there is no ſuch thing as any power of the Church by Gods Law; becauſe all Chriſtendome agrees, Soveraignes in doing, ſubjects in admit­ting, that it is limitable by the Secular, which cannot limit Gods Law but its own. This being the force of that objection, which is ſo largly purſued, in the firſt book de Synedriis cap. X. my anſwer is; That, having ſhowed how the decrees of the Apoſtles themſelves, as for the mater of them, are limitable and determinable by the Church, to ſuch circumſtances, as may make them uſefull to the Church, for another ſtate then that for which they were firſt made; I am to grant, that the Lawes alſo, and other acts of the Church, may be limited by the ſecular power, as for the execution and exerciſe of them. For, as the Society of the Church, and all the acts thereof, done in virtue of Gods Charter, [Page] by which it ſtands, ſuppoſing Chriſtianity; ſo Chriſtianity ſuppoſeth common­wealths; that is to ſay, the government of this world, in and by thoſe Soveraign­ties, which ſubſiſted when Chriſtianity came into the world, or may lawfully come to ſubſiſt afterwards. For, not to diſpute for the preſent, whether civill Governement ſubſiſt by the law of God, or by humane conſent; ſeeing it can­not be ſaid to ſubſiſt by the ſame act, (that is, by the ſame declaration of Gods will) by which the Church, that is Chriſtianity, ſubſiſteth; it is manifeſt, that the title by which, the Church ſtandeth muſt not be inconſiſtent with that title by which civill governement deriveth it ſelf from the will of God: And therefore, that they may and muſt ſuppoſe one an other. Who ever challenges to the Church a power in all civil cauſes, and over all perſons, to ordaine, and by force of their armes to execute, what the Church (that is, thoſe that have right to conclude the Church) ſhall thinke the conſideration of Chriſtianity ſhall require; he, I grant, erecteth a Power deſtructive to the civill gov [...]nement; Which, to ſtand tyed to execute a decree, that may be contrary to the decree of thoſe that governe, is neceſſarily inconſiſtent with But, that which I ſay is this; That the Church hath power to determine all maters, the determination whereof is requiſite to mainetain the communion of Chriſtians in the ſervice of God, and to oblige Chriſtians to ſtand to that determination, under pain of for­feiting that communion: But no power to give execution to them by force of armes, which the Soverain power of every ſtate onely moveth. (Suppoſing for the preſent that no armes can be moved, but originally from the ſoveraign, nor any thing executed by any force, which is not ultimately reſolved into the pow­er of the ſword, which the Soveraige beareth, as known to common ſenſe▪ And by conſequence I ſay, that the Soveraign power having right to make the acts of the Church Lawes of the ſtate, by declaring to, concur to the execution of them by the force which it moveth; muſt needs have right to judge whether they be ſuch as Chriſtian powers ought, or may concur to execute, and accor­dingly limit the exerciſe of them.
But, thereby I intend not to grant, that Chriſtian powers may not exceed their bounds of right, in oppoſing and ſuppreſſing the effects o [...] thoſe acts, which may be duely don by the Church; nor to diſpute this point upon ſuppo­ſition, that the particulars, related in that X. Chapter I de Synedriis, ought to have the eſteem of precedents, as things well done, and within the limits of ſecular power in Church maters. For, I have already granted, that the pow­er of the Church, (that is to ſay, of thoſe that pretend it on behalfe of the Church,) hath ſo far tranſgreſſed the bounds, as to ſuffer the temporall power of the Church, in ordine▪ ad ſpiritualia, to be diſputed and held▪ being really deſtructive to all civill Governement, and to act too many things, not to be juſtified but upon ſuſpition of it. And therefore, I think I demand but reaſon, when I take leave  [...]o ſuppoſe, that ſover [...]gne powers are ſubject to erre, as all men are, eſpecially in ſo▪ nice a point as is their owne intereſt in Church mat­te [...]s; And that theſe Errors may have proceeded to the hinderance of Chriſtiani­ty, even by ſuch acts as were intended ▪to have the force of ſtanding Lawes.
But, what hath been well or ill done in this kind, is not my buſineſſe here to diſpute. That which I have to doe now is, in generall, to determine, in what conſideration the civill power, (which the Church of England granteth to be ſoveraign in all cauſes and over all perſons both Eccleſiaſtical & Civill in the do­minions thereof) giveth the acts of the Church, the force of the Lawes of the ſtate. Which I have already expreſſed to be two-fold: As ſoveraigne, to ſuppreſſe whatſoever may ſeeme to importe an attempt upon the right of it; wh [...]ch, ſubſiſting without the Church, i [...] to be maintained againſt all incroch­ment of whomſoever may claime in behalfe of the Church; And as Chriſti­ans, becauſe civill pow [...]r being preſuppoſed to the being of the Church (which ſtandeth upon ſuppoſition of the truth of Chriſtianity) the ſword of Chriſti­ans ſt [...]nd obliged to protect the Church againſt all pretenſes. For, ſeing the ſociety of the Church is a part of Chriſtianity, as hath been ſhowed; of nece­ſſity it followeth, that Chriſtian powe [...]s ſtand obliged by their Chriſtianitie, both to protect thoſe that are lawfully poſſeſſed of right in the behalfe of the [Page] Church of their dominions, in the exerciſe of it; and alſo to reſtraine them, when their acts, (whether expreſſely attempted or maintained by uſe of long time) prove prejudiciall to that common Chriſtianity, which the being of the church preſuppoſeth But as this neceſſarily preſuppoſeth that thoſe that claim on behalf of the Church may proceed to actions ſo prejudiciall to the ſtate, as may deſerve to be puniſhed or reſtrained by civill & temporal penalties of all degrees; So wil it neceſſarily infer, that civill powers may proceed to exceſſes (not onely in their particular actions, but alſo in violating and oppreſſing the Church) that the Church may be obliged to proceede againſt them, by cutting them off from the communion of the Church; ſo that, therein ſubjects do ſtand, obliged, not to obey them, in violating and oppreſſing the Church, and to abſtaine from com­municating with them in the myſteries of Chriſtianity, continuing neverthe­leſſe obliged to them in all the offices, which the maintenance of the ſtate, which Chriſtianity preſuppoſeth, will require at the hands of good ſub­jects.
This being ſaid, I will ſummon the common ſenſe of Chriſtendom to give ſentence of the truth, or likeneſſe to truth of this argument; All Chriſtian Prin­ces and States doe limit the uſe of Eccleſiaſticall power within their owne do­minions; Therefore they doe not believe any ſuch thing as a Church, or any power derived from any Law of God, by which it ſtandeth. For, it is ma­nifeſt, that the powers from whoſe acts this argument is drawne are ſuch, as hold communion with the Church of Rome, and acknowledg the Pope in be­half of it. As manifeſt it is, that the Pope not onely challengeth to be head of the Church, in Church maters but maintaineth Friers & Canoniſts to chalenge for him Soveraigne power, in civill cauſes, over all perſons, in order to Chriſtianity. To ſay then that by, the acts, which they limite the uſe of Eccleſiaſtical power by they pretend, that there is no Power in the Church, but what they give it; is to ſay, that by thoſe acts they contradict themſelves, and proclaime their own pro­feſſing themſelves Sons of the Church, not onely to be without cauſe, but to ſignifie nothing, as words without ſenſe; Which, with what modeſty it can be affirmed in the face of Chriſtendome, I leave to Chriſtendome to judge. Onely I will here ſummon the liberties of the Gallicane Church, as they are digeſted by that worthy Advocate of Paris P. Pithaeus to give ſentence in this cauſe, being a peece much appealed to by the Father of this argument, as that which deſerves to be accounted of prime conſequence in the buſineſſe. I deſire thoſe that will take the pains to looke into them, to tell me whether they find not theſe two to be the firſt two points of them; That the King of France is Soveraigne in his own dominions; and, that he is Protector of the Canons, Liberties and priviledges of the Church. And then, I deſire them to imploy the common underſtanding of men, to pronounce, whether theſe be not the ſame points of ſecular intereſt in Church maters, which I have advanced; Name­ly, as Soveraigne, to have no competitor in the right of the Crowne; and as Chriſtian, to be borne Protector of the Catholicke and Apoſtolick Faith, and of the Church and of the Lawes of it, which have no being but upon ſup­poſition of that faith, whereof one part is the beliefe of the Catholike Church. Onely I ſhall take notice, that they proteſt, that they are called Liberties and not Priviledges, on purpoſe to ſignifie, that they are no exceptions to the com­mon right of all Soverainities in Church maters, but eſſentiall points of it; Which they call the liberties of the French Church, in particular, becauſe the Kings of France, they thinke, have maintained them better, then other Prin­ces of Chriſtendome have done. In conſequence of this collection of Pithaeus beſids the proofs of them in two great volums, we have of late a commentary of Petrus Puteanus upon theſe Liberties, as they are digeſted by Pithaeus; the buſi­neſſe whereof is, firſt to make good, that they are of more unqueſtionable right in France, then they have been and are practiced alſo by other Princes and ſtates of Chriſtendome; which is anſwer enough to this whole argument, as it ſtands upon the authority of Chriſtendome, expeſſed by the acts of it. Nevertheleſſe, I ſhall further alledge in this cauſe, the collection which Frier Paul of the order [Page] delli Servi, hath made of the articles, accorded betweene the Pope and the ſtate of Ʋenice, concerning the Inquiſition, & the bounds of ſecular Power in the cognizance of thoſe cauſes, wherein that court may pretend concurrence of Juriſdiction with it. I will not undertake to ſay, that the ſtate of Ʋenice, maintaining the Inquiſition, upon ſuch termes as this collection or Capitular declareth, doth maintaine thoſe perſons in the uſe of Eccleſiaſticall power, to whom, by the common right of the whole Church it belongeth. Neither will I maintaine that whatſoever thoſe articles diſtinguiſh, and allow the Inquiſi­tion, is by virtue of the common right of the whole Church. For, who can ty him to expreſſe every where, what is by Eccleſiaſticall right, and what of ſecular privilege, by free act of t [...]e ſtate beſtowed upon the Church; as all ſtates that would be held Chriſtians, have alwaies done? This I ſay, that he that ſhall take the paines to look into it, ſhall finde the bounds of ſecular and Eccleſiaſtical power ſo expreſſely diſtinguiſhed, upon the reaſons which I have aleged, that it ſhall be too late to ſay, that they who acknowledge a Church, and certaine rights, by Gods Lawe belonging to the foundation of it, doe contradict themſelves, when they do limit the exerciſe of thoſe rights; Being ready further to maintaine, that they doe nothing but right, when they li­mit the exerciſe of them according to the reaſons which I have advan­ced.
As for the Leviathan, who hath made himſelfe ſo merry, with compaſing a ſtate Chriſtian, in which the Eccleſiaſticall power is diſtinct from the ſecular, with the governement of Oberon and Queene Mabbe and theire Pugs in the land of Fairies; If he ſpeake of a ſtate framed according to the opinion of thoſe, that make the Pope ſoveraigne in all cauſes, and over all perſons, in or­der to Chriſtianity, I grant he hath reaſon: For there is not, nor can be any ſuch ſtate; and it would be indeed a kingdome of confuſion and darkeneſſe. Nay, where the Church it ſelfe is Soveraigne, as in the Popes dominions, ſhow the difference of the grounds, upon which ſeverall rights and powers are held and exerciſed, will be, in ſome points, though not in all, no leſſe viſible then elſe where. But, if he intend by conſequence to ſay the ſame of all Chriſtian ſtates, that acknowledg an Eccleſiaſticall power derived from the Law of God, and not from the ſecular; then, I remit to thoſe, that ſhall have peruſed the practice of Chriſtendome, but in thoſe ſhort peeces that I have named, whether they believe thoſe ſtates, which ſo governe themſelves, to be the land of Fai­ries, or his wits, that writ ſuch things, to have beene troubled with Fai­ries.
And now in particular, to ſay, what the maintenance of the Church in giving Lawes to the Church requires; (that is to ſay in determining thoſe maters, the determination whereof becomes neceſſary for the maintenance of unity in the Communion of the Church) It is eaſy to deduce from the premiſes, that every Chriſtian is under two obligations. One, to the Church, which, as a Chriſtian, he is bound to communicate with; The other, as belonging to that ſtate of Government, which he believeth to be lawfully ſetled in his country. By the act of thoſe, whom he believes to have right, to oblige reſpectively theſe two ſocieties (which, if we ſpeake onely of that part of the Church which is in one ſoverainty conſiſt of the ſame perſons, if they be all of the ſame Church) eve­ry Chriſtian is reſpectively obliged. For, by the premiſes it remaines mani­feſt, that it is the act of the Church, to determine the mater of Eccleſiaſticall Law, and give it force to oblige the reſpective part thereof, under paine of for­ſeiting the communion of the Church; But, the act of the ſtate, either, not to hinder this effect, when and where Chriſtianity is onely tollerated, as a cor­poration which it alloweth; Or to make them Lawes of the ſtate, when and where the whole ſtate is of the ſame Church, as a corporation conſiſting of the ſame perſons as the ſtate. That this is from the beginning the ſenſe of Chriſtendom, eaſily appeares, ſuppoſing that which I have ſhowed by the pre­miſes; that the Canons of the Church were not firſt in force, and limited to the termes which we have in writing as the acts of generall or particular [Page] Councils, from the date of thoſe Councils; But, by unwritten cuſtome, de­rived from the Orders given out by the Apoſtles and their ſucceſſors, unto the Churches of their founding; and by the intercourſe of all Churches with the authority of the Clergy and conſent of the people in each, ſetled over the whole. This, for the time that the Church was a corporation, ſometimes perſecuted, ſometimes tolerated by the Empire; during which time, it were ri­diculous to queſtion whether Councils were held or not; But nevertheleſſe, impoſſible to derive the cuſtomes of the Church from their acts. After Con­ſtantine, the protection of Chriſtianity was become ſo firme a law of the Empire, that Julian, though abſolute Soveraigne▪ and miſerably deſirous to roote it out, could not have his will of it, during his ſhort reigne. And, though generall Councils were called onely by the Emperors for the reaſons aforeſaid, and parti­cular councils might be called, as oft as they pleaſed; yet the Canon of Nicaea, which provides for the holding of them twice a yeare, ſhowes the acts of them to be all the acts of the Church, though with allowance of that ſtate. And, what prejudice to any ſtate in all this? That God ſhould have provided a Corporation for the Church, to determine all maters determinable concerning that wherein the communion thereof conſiſteth; Providing the ſtate o [...] a right & Power, as Soveraigne, to ſuppreſſe whatſoever prejudiceth the peace or weale of the ſtate; (no way prejudiciall to Chriſtianity, becauſe there is nothing in Chriſtianity prejudiciall to any ſtate) And, as Chriſtian, to ſee the perſons truſted on behalfe of the Church obſerve the due bounds, as well of their au­thority, as, of the mater of their acts, wherein it is limited, either by the word of God or by greater authority within the Church. He that lookes upon the French, the Spaniſh, the Engliſh, the Germane Councils, will find ſufficient marks, as well of the ratification of ſecular power, as of the determination of the Church. Thus far the buſineſſe is cleare. For, if the Reſcripts of the Popes in the Weſt which are extant after Syricius, if the Canonicall Epiſtiles of ſome great Biſhops in the Eaſt, and afterwards, the reſcripts of the Patri­arches of Conſtantinople make up the Canon Law, by which they were reſpect­ively governed; the allowance of the ſtate is evident enough, where the au­thority of the Church onely acteth. But, there are in the Roman Lawes abun­dance of acts, eſpecially of the Emperours after Juſtinian, which give a forme, and not onely force to the ordering of Church maters; which is indeed to give Law to the Church, obliging the Church to execute the ſame. And there is a moſt eminent inſtance in France, when Charles VII. tooke occaſion upon diſſenſion between the Pope and the Councile of Baſil, by a convocation of his Nobles and Clergy, to give a forme to the exerciſe of Eccleſiaſticall Law within his dominions, by an act called the Pragmatick ſanction, which tooke place in that kingom  [...]ill the Concordates between Francis the I. and Leo X. Pope. And that with ſuch approbation, as ſeemes to carry the face of a proteſtation of the whole Church and kingdome, againſt the ſaid concordates. Here is indeed, wherewith to juſtifie an extraordinary courſe of proceeding, when preſent diſ­order required an expedient. And the diſorder in Church maters, which ſome alledge for the occaſion▪ whereupon Charles the Great cauſed the French Capi­tular to be made, tends to the ſame purpoſe. Nor doe I deny, the acts of the Eaſterne Emperors or other ſoverains, may be beneficiall to the Church, by the inexecution of the proper Lawes of the Church, and the difficulty of provi­ding new that may be availeable. But, to provide with all, that they may be more prejudiciall, in the example of ſuperſeding the authority of the Church, then beneficiall, in the providing againſt preſent abuſes. I have given you an inſtance, in mariages upon divorce▪ and, for the conſequence of it, I claime, that no ſuch acts be taken for precedents, but ſtand liable to examination upon the principles premiſed; though poſſibly, uſefull for the time, and obliging the Church to uſe them, for the common good. Neither is it enough, to prove that God hath not inſtituted both theſe intereſts, in Church maters; that both may erre, and abuſe their power; & oppoſe one another, that it may become queſtio­nable what the one or the other of theſe powers may or ought to do & which of [Page] thoſe that belong to both are to follow. For anſwer, I hold it enough for me, reſting in the generall afore eſtabliſhed, to ſay; That there is appearance of reaſon, that ſecular Powers, knowing how much it concerns, both the intereſt of their eſtates, and the ſalvation of their own ſoules, that the Church under them be maintained in unity; will not interrupt the Church in the uſe of that right, which, duely limited, can adde nothing to their ſoveraignties, if they ſhould ſeize it into their hands, nor take any thing from them, being maintain­ed in their hands, who, by Gods law are to hold it. As for the Church, and thoſe that claime under the Church, what appearance is there that they ſhould attempt upon their Soveraigne, but diſorder in State, upon difference of claime and title, which what Law preventeth? For, as for that one inſtance of the Biſhops of Rome, and the occaſion of their exempting themſelves from the alle­giance of the Empire, I am to ſpeak anon. So that the quiet of Chriſtendome, as for this point, will require no more, but that the common underſtanding of men be conducted to diſcover theſe bounds in all publick actions; publick per­ſons believing, that it is for the publick intereſſe, as indeed it is, to obſerve them in their proceedings. If that cannot be obtained, it is vaine to demand, why God hath given a Law, which, by the partialities of the world, may become uſeleſſe, and not ſerve to direct particular mens proceedings with quiet; much more to argue, that there is no ſuch Law, becauſe it does not. For we know, both, that God gives no Lawes, but to them to whom he gives free choice to obſerve them or not; And alſo, that he hath given the Goſpel and Chriſtianity upon condition of bearing Chriſts Croſſe, whereof, the vexations, which the partialities framed upon occaſion of this Law, doe produce, is a part.
Now, the indowment of the Church, being part of the ſubject of of Eccleſi­aſticall Law, it will be requiſite here to ſay, how it is, and how it is not exempt from ſecular right. Seeing then that all Chriſtian ſtates and kingdomes, ac­knowledging the Church a Corporation founded by God, and to be maintain­ed by the firſt-fruits and oblations of Chriſtians goods, have not thought it fit to leave this maintainance to the daily wil of Chriſtians, but to make good that which they have veſted in the Church, for a ſtanding indowment, by pro­tection of Law; it is manifeſt, that they have left themſelves no particular right in that, which either themſelves have conſecrated, or allowed their ſubjects to conſecrate to the uſe of the Church. But it doth not follow from hence, that they have abandoned and diſclaimed that common right, which every Com­mon wealth hath in all goods of particular perſons, for the maintenance and defence of the Publick, in the neceſſities of it. Whereby it ſeemeth, that, be the gift of Eccleſiaſticall goods never ſo large or ſo abſolute, for the form which private mens gifts go in, the Soveraigne, by making them good, doth not abandon the right of publicke aide in them: And therefore, that the Com­mon wealth may, notwithſtanding, ſerve themſelves of taxes impoſed on Church goods. Likewiſe, ſeeing the uſe of Church goods is declared, by all records of the Church, as well as by the Scriptures, to tend to the maintain­ance of the poor, which is included in the intent of maintaining Gods ſervice in the Church; it followes, that, if Church goods be uſed otherwiſe, by thoſe that are not proprietors, but truſtees for the poor, it is in the ſecular power to re­duce and reſtore the uſe of them, according to the original intent of the Church. But, to ſeize them into the hands of the ſecular power, (as if the Corporation of the Church could be diſſolved by mans Law which is founded by Gods) to be imployed to the advantage of the ſeizers of them, is an attempt of ſacrilege, up­on Gods goods firſt, and, by conſequence upon Gods Law, by which the Church ſtandeth. For, the indowment of the Church may be invaded by Secular pow­er, upon the Title of publick aide, but extended beyond any bound of it, that reaſon or common ſenſe can allow: And this is ſacriledge, though conſiſtent with an opinion that they are the Churches. For it is no new thing, for men to tranſgreſſe their profeſſion by their actions. But it may alſo be invaded, out of an opinion, that they are onely publick goods, and not Gods; And that [Page] opinion ſuppoſeth, that there is no ſuch thing as a Corporation of the Church founded by God, which hitherto Chriſtians, by their Creed, do profeſſe to be­lieve. And therefore this is a ſacrilege of an higher nature, tending to root out all difference of good and bad according to Chriſtianity, that is grounded upon the conſtitution of the Church. Seeing then, that all Chriſtian Kingdoms and ſtates have thought themſeves tied, to inable the Church, by their Laws, to tranſ­mit thoſe eſtates to poſterity, which either Soveraigns or private Chriſtians have upon ſuppoſition of Gods Law, indowed it with; (for how ſhould all Chriſti­ans agree to do that, which no Law of Chriſtianity obliged them to do?) it will be of no force to argue, from any limitations which Chriſtian States may have bounded the right of Tithes with, that they did not believe the Church to be a Corporation, inabled by God to hold an eſtate beſtowed upon it, but one­ly to be made ſuch a one by their priviledges. For, as it appeares by the premi­miſes, that thoſe limitations may be according to Gods Law; So, whether they be ſo or not, it is to be judged by the grounds upon which I proceed here. And this is the caſe of the right of Patronage, reſerved over Churches to thoſe that firſt indowed them, by conſent of the Church, in remembrance of their merit. For, as it may be ſo limited, as to be no prejudice to the Church, and to Chriſtianity; So, that it is every where ſo limited, I do not find my ſelf tied to maintaine.
Of the concurrent intereſts of Church and State in marriage, or matrimonial cauſes, I cannot ſay much here. Suppoſing the premiſes upon which I main­taine it, I can undertake, thereupon, to evidence the weakneſſe of this preſum­ption; That thoſe Chriſtian powers, which take upon them to limit the exer­ciſe of Eccleſiaſticall power in matrimoniall cauſes, do not believe any Eccleſi­aſticall power in them, as of divine right; that is to ſay, any Corporation of the Church indowed by God, with power to allow or diſallow the marriages of Chriſtians. Suppoſe then, that our Lord Chriſt hath introduced a new Law among Chriſtians, of the marriage of one with one, and that indiſſoluble, ſaving upon breach of wedlock. Suppoſe that which I proved afore, that the Lawes of Moſes are not Lawes to the Church, but arguments evidencing the Lawes of the Church, by the correſpondence betweene it and the Synagogue. And therefore; Granting, that thoſe degrees, in which marriage was pro­hibited Jewes by the Leviticall Law, are not licenſed for marriage among Chri­ſtians; That it doth not follow, that no further degrees are prohibited in the Church. Suppoſe further, from common ſenſe and experience of the world, that, upon any new Law, there will ariſe a multitude of new caſes, to be decid­ed, either by particular juriſdiction, or by a generall Law; And the power of deciding the ſame veſted in that Corporation, which firſt received the Law. Suppoſe againe that marriage, though among Chriſtians limited to a mutuall intereſt in one anothers bodies, for the preventing of concupiſcence, is notwith­ſtanding a civile contract, ſuppoſing the ſame freedome from error or force in the perſons that contract, that is requiſite to the validity of all civil contracts: And further that it may concerne the State to limit the qualities, of perſons that may contract it, ſo that, not being contracted within thoſe bounds, which the State ſhall limit, it ſhall be either unlawfull or voide; It will follow then upon theſe ſuppoſitions, that Civile Powers may create lawfull impediments of mar­riage, as of civile contracts; But nevertheleſſe, that the uſe of marriage is not to be deemed Lawfull, untill the allowance of the Church give them aſſurance, that the limitations given by our Lord, and his Apoſtles, to the marriages of Chriſtians, and the determinations, which thereupon have proceded from the Lawfull power of the Church, are not violated by the ſame. Neither is it a­vailable to ſay, as ſome have pretended to ſay, that this right of the Church falls to the State, when it profeſſeth Chriſtianity, and the maintainance thereof, all parties being members or ſubjects of it; No more then, that the ſociety of the Church ceaſeth, and is ſwallowed up in the Common-wealth, when the Sove­raigne becomes Chriſtiane. Indeed among Gentiles, whoſe Religion, being contrived by the devill and his miniſters, was admitted by civile Powers, as an [Page] expedient to keep their people in obedience; Among Jewes, whoſe religion. given by God as a condition of maintaining them in the Land of Promiſe, pre­tended expreſly no more, then the civile good of one people; it is no marvaile, that the determination of all things queſtionable concerning mariage, ſhould laſt­ly reſort to the civil Powers, whoſe diciſion might ſecure the People of that good which the Law tendered, if they ſhould practice the Law of mariage according to their determinations. But Chriſtianity being tendered to all nations, for their e­verlaſting happineſs, & one Society of the Church founded of all that ſhould re­ceive it of all nations; and the limitations peculiar to Chriſtianity occaſioning many things to become queſtionable, & many times neceſſary to be determined for Chriſtians, the right of determining them can no more be thought an eſcheat to the civil power, then the Church to the Common-wealth. If then the Laws of all Chriſtian Kingdoms and States have allowed the Lawes of the Church thus much force and intereſt in maters of marriage; (how much more ſoever they may have allowed, then here is demanded) It will be in vaine to argue. from any Lawes of Chriſtian States, limiting the freedome of marriage, or the exer­ciſe of Eccleſiaſticall power in matrimoniall cauſes, that they do not believe the Church to be, by Gods Law, a ſociety, the allowance whereof, upon the pre­miſed conſiderations, becomes requiſite to the lawfull uſe of marriage among Chriſtians. For, ſeeing both the Church and the State are ſubject to miſtake the boundes of their concurrent intereſts, in matrimoniall cauſes; And there­fore, that there may be cauſe for the State, by the force which it is indowed with, to barre the abuſe of Eccleſiaſticall Power in the ſame, or that the State may do it without cauſe; It is ridiculous to inferre, that they who limit the exerciſe of Eccleſiaſticall Power doe not believe the Church, or any lawfull Power of it in ſuch cauſes, independent upon their owne.
The ſame is to be ſaid, touching the Ordaining of Perſons to exerciſe the Power and right of the Church, and to miniſter the offices of Chriſtianity to Chriſtian People. No man will refuſe civile powers the right of maintainig the publick peace, and their eſtates, by making all ſuch acts ineffectuall, through the force which they poſſeſſe, as may be done to the diſturbance of it. No man will refuſe them as Chriſtian, the intereſt of protecting the Church, a­gainſt all ſuch acts as may prove prejudiciall to the common faith, or do rio­late the common right of the Church, according to which ſuch Ordinations are to proceed. But having proved, that thoſe Ordinations are made, and to be made, by virtue of that Power which the Apoſtles have left in the Church, and which our Lord gave the Apoſtles, As it hath been cleared, what intereſt in this power, their acts will allow to thoſe ſeverall qualities, which they have ſet­led in the Church; So it remaines manifeſt, that thoſe who have the intereſt cannot otherwiſe be hindred by ſecular force in the exerciſe of it, then by the violation of that Law of God, whereby the ſociety of the Church, and thoſe rights whereupon it is founded, ſubſiſteth. Not as if I did imagine, that this right hath been violated, ſo often as Chriſtian Princes or States have nominated perſons to be ordained, which they, for the publick peace and good of the Church, and to hinder diſorderly proceeding in the Church, have thought fit to name. For we have eminent examples, even in the happy times of the Church, of Ordinations thus made, to the incomparable benefit of the Church. And why ſhould not the reaſons premiſed be thought ſufficient to juſtify ſuch proceedings? But becauſe it is alledged by ſome, even that mean no harm to the Church, that the right of all parties devolveth to the State, by the profeſſi­on of Chriſtianity. Which plea if it were good, there would be no reaſon why the Church, and all the right of it ſhould not he thought to accrue to the State, by declaring it ſelf Chriſtian. Here I will remember one of the moſt emi­nent actions that ever was done in Europe, againſt the right of the Church, which is, the Concordates between Francis I. King of France, and Leo X. Pope. The Pragmatick Sanction of Charles VII. had maintained the right of the Church in that dominion, againſt divers perogatives pretended by Popes; but it main­tained the Church alſo in the election of Prelates, which that Prince had a de­ſire to ſeize into his hands. Hereupon an agreement paſſes, the King to make [Page] good the prerogatives pretended by the Pope, the Pope to accept and to main­taine the Nominations of Prelates, which the King ſhould make. Which Con­cordates, with what difficulty, and after how many proteſtations and Remon­ſtrances of the Clergy, of the univerſity of Paris, and Soveraigne courts of the Kingdome, they were accepted; I leave to them that will take the paines, to peruſe the relation thereof, hiſtorically deduced by Petrus Puteanus, to judge. Not forgetting what Thuanus, one of the Principall miniſters of that kingdome, as prime Preſident of the Parliament at Paris, hath ſaid to poſterity, in the firſt book of his Hiſtories. That ſo great a Prince, after having diſſolved the courſe of Eccleſiaſticall Elections introduced into the Church by the Apoſtles, never proſpered in any of his greateſt undertakings. And if, in the contention be­tweene the Emperors and the Popes, about Inveſtitures, the caſe truly ſtated will evidence, that the common right of the Church was trodden under foot, as well as that of the Soveraigne; I report my ſelf to the conſcience of any man that can judge, whether it be reaſon to inferre; that the proceeding of Chri­ſtendome acknowledges no ſuch thing as a Church, rather then to conclude, that the particulars, whether well or ill done, (which is not my buſineſſe here) are to be tried by the reaſons premiſed.
Now for the Power of Excommunication, whereupon the force of all acts of the Church depends, every man knowes, that, ſince Conſtantine received Chriſtianity, he, and after him, all Chriſtian Princes and States, do ne­ceſſarily pretend the advancement of it, by temporal penalties, and priviledges of their indulgence. Among which, one is that puniſhment, which in other States, as well as in England, a man incurres by being Excommunicate. He that would challenge the power of doing this for the Church, from the origi­nall right of it, muſt tranſgreſſe the principles premiſed; whereby it may ap­peare, that the Church is not able to do any thing, of it ſelfe, that requireth ſecular force, or tendeth to alter any mans ſecular eſtate in the Common­wealth. Neither is there any more evident character of that uſurpation, which the Popes, in behalfe of the Church, have been chargeable with, then the in­forcing of their acts with temporall penalties. But all ſuch attempts natu­rally reſolve into the higheſt, whereby ſome Popes have pretended, that by the ſentence of Excommunication, ſubjects are abſolved of the allegiance they owe their Princes, and ſtand free, and may ſtand obliged, to take up armes againſt them as they ſhall diſect. Which is ſo farre from ſtanding with any pretenſe of mine, that I profeſſe further to believe, that no Soveraigne is liable to the utmoſt excommunication, called the greater excommunication among Divines and Canoniſts, though limited and defined by them, upon ſundry and divers ſup­poſitions of their own which I intend not hereby, either to admit or to diſpute, becauſe it is enough for my turne, that we agree in this; that the precept of avoi­ding the Excommunicate is limitable, upon ſuch conſiderations, as the conſti­tution and being of the Church preſuppoſeth. As the Apoſtle, when he or­ders the Corinthians not ſo much as to eat with one that profeſſeth Chriſti­anity, and yet lives in the ſinnes he nameth 1 Cor. V. 11. meaneth the ſame that he expreſſeth and ſignifieth, by avoiding an Heretick Titus III. 10. & S. John, by not bidding him God ſpeed, and our Lord, by holding him as a Heathen man or a Publicane. But, he that ſhall conſider the vaſt diffe­rence between the State of Chriſtianity, under the Apoſtles, and, when the Empire, and now ſeverall Soveraignties profeſſe it; (remembring, that Chri­ſtianity diſolves not but maintaines civil Government, and every mans eſtate in it) muſt ſee this to be one of thoſe Lawes, which, without limitation, become uſeleſſe to the maintenance of the Church, and therefore muſt neceſſarily be limited, that it may be ſerviceable. The ordinary limitation of it by that verſe of the Caſuiſts, is well enough known; Ʋtile, lex, humile, res ignorata, neceſſe. But, he that will obſerve ſhall find, that all theſe Exceptions to the generall rule of avoiding the Excommunicate are grounded upon that one title of the neceſſity of this world, and the ſubſiſtence thereof, which the being of the Church preſuppoſeth. A man converſeth with the excommunicate for his [Page] profit, to recover a debt; This is the neceſſity of his eſtate, of which he owes God an account, in behalfe of his obligations. A man or wife converſes with wife or husband excommunicate, for the bond of mariage. This is that neceſſity, which that law, preſuppoſed to the foundation of the Church, createth. Superiours and inferiours converſe with one an other excommunicate. This is the neceſſity of their eſtate, which Chriſtianity maintayneth. Other neceſſities are warrantable under the generall title of neceſſity. The neceſſity of violence or feare, why ſhould it not have a place here, as well as that of ignorance; onely that both are generall, juſtifying all, and not onely this kind of actions? The neceſſity of giving and getting good counſaile, or almes, is all reducible to the ſame head.
Wherefore, all theſe conſiderations reſolve themſelves into that generall ground which I tender; that Chriſtianity ſuppoſes the lawfull ſtate of the world, according to the reaſon of civill Government, and altereth no mans conditi­on in it, of it ſelfe, but maintaineth every man in that eſtate in which it findeth him, (as S. Paul argueth at large 1. Corin. VII, 17-24.) being ſuch as Chri­ſtianity alloweth. By reaſon whereof, the avoiding of the excomunicate, (eaſily to be viſibly performed by Chriſtians among themſelves, when their con­verſation was among many times more men that were not Chriſtians) becomes, without limitation, impoſſible to be obſerved of them that live onely with Chriſtians. How feaſible that obligation is as the Caſuiſts now make it, I leave it to them to maintaine, or how feaſible it may be made. This I ſay, that all theſe reaſons conccurre, to oblige all Chriſtian ſubjects, not to forbeare the converſation of their Soveraignes. The civill Laws of every ſtate, the ad­vantage which the ſtate of all ſubjects doth or may require from the ſoveraign, the in [...]eriority wherein they are, and the neceſſity which all theſe reaſons pro­duce. For, neither can Chriſtianity pretend to diſolve the Law of the land: Nor can juſtice goe forwards without converſation of the ſubject with the ſove­raigne: And Chriſtianity obligeth ſuperiours and inferiors to maintaine the relations in which it overtaketh them: And finally, the neceſſity of theſe reaſons createth an exception, even to the Law of the Church communion, though ſetled by our Lord and his Apoſtles. And this, as much as to ſay, that the greater Excommunication taketh no place againſt Soveraignes. And this po­ſition is ſo far from being new in England, that in my nonage, it was diſputed at Cambridge upon an eminent occaſion, at the reception of the Arch­biſhop of Spalato, by an expreſſe order of King James of excellent memory, as I conceive I am well informed; and thereby ſatisfied, that I maintaine hereby no novelty in the Church of England. But, thoſe that diſtinguiſh not this from the act of S. Ambroſe, in refuſing the communion to the great Theodo­ſius, upon a horrible murther done by his expreſſe commandement, may doe well to conſider, either with what conſcience they cenſure ſuch a Prelate in what they underſtand not, or why they condemne the whole Church, whereof all Chriſtians are or ought to be members. For, how can the Church refuſe any Chriſtian the communion, if it refuſe not the ſame to all Chriſtians, even the ſoveraigne in that caſe wherein the condition of all is one and the ſame? And hereby alſo wee may ſee, what was the opinion of the learned Prince, King James, concerning this action of S. Ambroſe, whatſoever may have been ſaid; Who, had he made queſtion of the leſſe excommunication, conſiſting in excluding from the Euchariſt, would never have cauſed it to be diſputed, that the greater hath no place againſt Soveraigne.
As concerning the Juriſdiction of the Church in the cauſes of Chriſtians if the queſtion be made, whether or no it now continue, that common wealths profeſſe Chriſtianity; the argument ſeemeth peremptory, that it doth not con­tinue, becauſe then, of neceſſity, all civill powers ſhould reſolve into the Power of the Church; becauſe all Juriſdiction, by conſequence to this priviledge, muſt needs reſolve into the juriſdiction of the Church, all cauſes being the cau­ſes of Chriſtians, and reſorting therefore to the juriſdiction of the Church, and therefore no uſe of ſecular Courts, but the power of the ſword muſt become [Page] ſubordinate to execute the ſentence of the Church. And therefore, ſeeing that, on the otherſide, the reaſon why S. Paul forbids them to goe to ſute before ſecular courts is this; becauſe they were the Courts of Infidels, and that the ſcandals of Chriſtians were by that meanes publiſhed before unbe­lievers (which, it is evident was the reaſon, why this courſe was thought abomi­nable even among the Jewes) it is manifeſt, that the juriſdiction of the Church, in maters that ariſe not upon the conſtitution of the Church, though inforced by S. Paul and our Lord, ceaſeth, together with the title and cauſe of it, when ſecular Powers profeſſe Chriſtianity. Which notwithſtanding, it is a thing well known, that the line of Charles the Great, in the Weſt, revived thoſe privileges which Conſtantine had granted the Church, as his act alſo is repea [...]ed in their Ca­pitulares VI. 281. which Gratiane alſo hath recorded XI. Quaeſt. cap. Quicun (que) From which beginning many ſorts of cauſes, eſpecialy ſuch as charity ſeemed to have moſt intereſt in (which the Clergy were thought fitteſt to manage) have continued to be ſentenced by the Eccleſiaſtical Court in all Chriſtian dominions; Notwithſtanding that they riſe not upon the conſtitution of the Church, nor doe originally be long to it to ſentence. And all this, not diſtinguiſhing theſe ſeverall titles, hath been uſually underſtood by the name of Eccleſiaſtical Juriſdiction, or, the ju [...]iſdiction of the Church. Neither is there any doubt to be made, that, not onely France, in their appeales from the abuſe of Eccle­ſiaſticall juriſdiction, (which are there warranted of courſe) but alſo all Chriſtian ſtates (as England in their premunires and injunctions) have al­waies provided to redreſſe the wrong that might be don by the abuſe thereof. Nor doe I doubt that Spaine it ſelfe hath made uſe of ſuch courſes; as may ap­peare, not onely  [...]y great volumes upon that ſubject, by Salgado de Somoza and Jeronymo de Cevallos whom I have not ſeene, but more lively by the let­ters of Cardinall de Oſſat, where there is ſo much men [...]ion of the differences between the See of Rome and the miniſters of that Crowne in Italy, about the juriſdiction of the Church. But will all this ſerve for an argument, that there is no ſuch thing as a Church, no ſuch juriſdiction as that of the Church, in the opinion of Chriſtendome, but that which ſtands by the act of Chriſtian powers, becauſe they all pretend to limit the abuſe of it? When as the very name of Ec­cleſiaſticall Juriſdiction, in the title of thoſe books, & thoſe actions, is ſufficient demonſtration that they acknowledge and ſuppoſe a right to juriſdiction in the Church, which they pretend ſo to limit, as neither the Church, nor the reſt of their ſubjects to have cauſe to complaine of wrong, by the abuſe of it; Whe­ther they attaine their pretence or no remaining to be diſputed, upon the principles hitherto advanced, by any man that ſhall have cauſe to enter into a­ny treaty of the particulars.
Neither is the publiſhing of Eraſtus his booke againſt Excommunication at London to be drawne into the like conſequence, that thoſe who allowed or pro­cured it allowed the ſubſtance of that he maintaineth, ſo long as a ſufficient rea­ſon is to be rendred for it otherwiſe. For, at ſuch time as the Presbyterian pre­tenſes were ſo hot under Queen Elizabeth, it is no marvaile, if it was thought to ſhow England, how they prevailed at home. Firſt, becauſe he hath advan­ced ſuch arguments as are really effectuall againſt them, which are not yet▪ nor ever will be anſwered by them, though void of the poſitive truth, which ought to take place in ſtead of their miſtakes. And beſides, becauſe, at ſuch time as Popes did what them liſted in England, it would have been to the purpoſe to ſhow the Engliſh, how Macchiavell obſerves that they were hampred at home. And, for the like reaſon, when the Geneva platforme was cried up with ſuch zeale here, it was not amiſſe to ſhow the world how it was eſteemed under their own noſes, in the Cantons and the Palatinat. And here I cannot forbeare to take notice of the publiſhing of Grotius his book de Jure ſummarum poteſtatum in ſa­cris, after his death, becauſe, that alſo is drawn into conſequence. For, it is well enough knowne, that at his being in E [...]gland, before the Synod at Dort, he left it with two great learned prelates of the Church of England, Lanctlot Lord Biſhop of Wincheſter, and Iohn Lord Biſhop of Norwich, to [Page] peruſe. And that, both of them agreeing in an advice that it ſhould not be pub­liſhed, he conſtantly obſerved the ſame till he was dead. So that, though the writing of it was his act, yet the publiſhing was not; But the act of thoſe that would have it appeare, that his younger works doe not perfectly a­gree with the ſenſe of his riper yeares. He that, in the preface to his Anno­tations on the Goſpels, ſhall reade him diſclaiming whatſoever the conſent of the Church ſhall be found to refuſe, will never believe that he admitted no Corporation of the Church, without which no conſent thereof could have been obſerved. And therefore, may well allow him to change his opinion, without giving the world expreſſe account of it. I will adde hereupon one conſideration out of the letter of late learned Hales of Eton Colledge, from the Synod at Dort, to the Engliſh Embaſſador at the Hague; For Grotius was then, every man knowes, one that adhered to the Holland Remonſtrants. He ſpeaketh of denying them the copie of a decree of the ſtates, read them in the Synod December 11. This at the firſt, ſeemed to me ſomewhat hard, but when I conſidered, that thoſe were the men, which, heretofore, in prejudice of the Church, ſo extreamely flattered the civill magiſtrate, I could not but think this uſage a fit reward for ſuch a ſervice; And that, by a juſt judgement of God, themſelves bad the firſt experience of thoſe inconveniencies, which naturally ariſe out of their doctrine in this behalfe.
It remaines onelly, as concerning this point, that I give account of the arti­cle of the Church of England, which acknowledgeth the King Supreme Go­vernour in all cauſes and over all perſons as well Eccleſiaſticall as Civill, to this effect, as having all that Right in maters of Religion, which the pious Kings of Gods ancient people, & Chriſtian Emperors and Princes, have alwaies exerciſed in the Church. And the account that I am to give is, what the meaning of this collective, which hath been exerciſed by the Kings of Judah and Chriſtian Princes, muſt be. For, I have ſhowed, that it is not to be granted, that Chriſtian Princes may doe that in Chriſtianity, which the Kings of  [...]ſrael did under the Law. Be­cauſe the Law was given to one people, for a condition of the Land of promiſe; the Goſpell to all Nations, for the condition of everlaſting happineſſe. It is therefore conſequently to be ſaid; That, in as much as the reaſon and ground, upon which the right, which thoſe Kings are found to exerciſe under the Law, holds the ſame under the Goſpell, ſo far, that power, which the Church of England aſcribes to the King in Church maters, is the ſame which thoſe Kings are found to exerciſe in the ſcriptures: But, wherein the reaſon holds not the ſame, inſomuch it is neceſſary to diſtinguiſh, and acknowledge a difference. It ſeemes to me; that, when the Law refers the determination of all things que­ſtionable concerning the Law, in the laſt reſort, to the Prieſts and Levits and to the Judge that ſhall be in thoſe daies at Jeruſalem, or the place which God ſhould chooſe Deut. XVIII. 8-12. the reaſon, why it ſpeaks indefinitely of Prieſt and Judge, is; becauſe it intended to include the ſoveraigne, whether High Prieſt, (who, from after the Captivity, untill the coming of Herod, was chiefe of the people) or Chief Judge; whether thoſe that are ſo called (who as I ſaid afore, were manifeſtly ſoveraignes) or after them the Kings; ſo that by this Law, nothing could be determined without the King, either by him­ſelfe or by ſubordinate Judges. And the reaſon is evident. For, the penalty of tranſgreſſing this law being death, otherwiſe, we muſt allow inferior Judges the power of the ſword, without the authority of the Soveraigne. And there­fore wee ſee, that, afterwards, the good King Jehoſaphat manifeſtly gives com­miſſion to theſe Judges at Jeruſalem as well as to their inferiours, when he reſtores them to the exerciſe of theire office according to law, upon what occa­ſion ſoever it may ſeeme to have been interrupted 2. Chron. XVII. 7, 8. 9. XIX. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 And hereupon the Pſalme ſaith CXXII. 5. There is the ſeat of judgement, even the ſeat of the houſe of David. But the Leviathan here­upon argues; That, as Solomon conſecrated the Temple by his own prayers, ſo Chriſtian Princes may, in their owne perſon, conſecrate Churches, and not one­ly that, but ordaine, and celebrate the Euchariſt, and Preach, and do all thi [...]gs [Page] themſelves, which their ſubjects may doe, who are but their miniſters. The anſwer to which is, firſt; That herein he contradicts his own poſition, that, by the ſcriptures (that is, by Gods Law) the right of deſigning perſons to be Ordained, and of doing other things of like nature, belonges to the people of every Church; But, the office of ſolemnizing the ordination by impoſition of hands, and, in like maner, of executing other acts of like nature, to the miniſters of thoſe Churches, ſucceeding the Apoſtles. Secon [...]ly, that he is not able to ſhow a reaſon why the great Turk ſhould not, by conſequence, be able to conſecrate Euchariſt, Preach, and do any office, wherein Chriſtianity obligeth his Chriſtian ſubjects to communicate, and they accordingly ſtand bound to receive them at his hands. For he challenges not this right for the Soveraigne, as Chriſtian, but as Soveraigne. And therefore a Chriſtian Soveraign can no more do that, which every Chriſtian his ſubject cannot do of this nature, then a Soveraign that is not a Chriſtian. Laſtly, that the conſequence is not true, nor can be proved, for the reaſon aforeſaid, which if it were not, all that he inferreth, though never ſo groſſe, would follow.
Indeed, there were, as I obſerved, three eſtates eſtabliſhed by the Law in that people. The Prieſts, the Judges, and the Prophets. And, becauſe eſtabliſhed by the Law, therefore ſucceſſive. The Prieſts by birth, yet a Corporation by Law, as by Law indowed with the rights of their Tribe. Therefore, when it comes to ſettle their courſes and miniſteries in the Temple. I have obſerved in my booke of the rights of the Church, p. 230. that this is not done by David alone, but with the aſſiſtance of the principall of that Tribe. For the Judges, there is no reaſon why we ſhould not believe the Tradition of the Jewes, that they were all qualified, to fit in any of their Courts, by impoſition of the hands of ſome that had received the ſame from Moſes and his Judges; Though this quality made them onely capable of being Judges, to which they were ſtill a­ctually to be choſen, by the King or by the Court. So that, when the Talmu­diſts relate, that King David ordained XXXM. on one day, they underſtand, that he did not this as King, but as qualified to ordaine; though as King, he might actually make Judges. But being zealous of the Law, as they deſcribe him ſpending his time about the niceties of it, and having his guard of Cerethites and Pelethites (whom they underſtand to be Doctors all, or Scholars of the Law) they conſequently make us believe, that he meant to ſtore the nation wi [...]h perſons qualified to be Judges. As for the ſucceſſion of the prophets, tha depended meerely upon Gods free Grace; though a courſe of learning and diſcipline was, without queſtion, founded by Moſes and maintained by his ſuc­ceſſors, to make them fit, by ſuch education, for the Grace. And theſe, being the Schools of the prophets in the Scriptures, when the ſpirit of propheſy failed, became the ſchools of Scribes, & Doctors, and learners of the Law, out of whom Judges came. As Prophets then had their authority immediately from God, ſo were they the forerunners of our Saviour Chriſt and his Apoſtles, as our Saviour ſhoweth, when he ſaith Mat. XXIII. 34. Behold I ſend unto you Pro­phets, and Scribes, and wiſemen, and of them ye ſhall kill and crucifie, and of them you ſhall ſcourge in your Synagogues, and perſecute from city to city. For, God having appointed them, by the Law of Deut. XVIII. 18-22 to have recourſe alſo to the prophets, which he ſhould raiſe, untill the Meſſias ſhould come, in whom, S. Steven challengeth, that Law to be fulfiled Acts VII. 37. if Prophets preaching by Gods commiſſion, diſpleaſed evill rulers▪ they eaſily found pre­tences to quarel the evidence of their commiſſion, and to put them to death as falſe prophets; which was that which they did to our Saviour Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and thoſe who preached Chriſt afterwards. Theſe then, having commiſſion from God alone, had in them, as I ſhowed afore▪ the qualities, both of Prieſts, in offering to God that ſervice in ſpirit & truth which Chriſtian­ity pretendeth, and of judges, in determining that which ſhould become queſti­onable in the Church. And, as the Kings of Iſrael were bound by Gods Lawes, to maintaine all thoſe qualities, in the execution of their office; So, [Page] the Church being founded, and having ſubſiſted three hundred years, by this power of the Apoſtles; Conſtantin [...], and all Chriſtian Princes aſter him, finding  [...] in that eſtate, become obliged, by Gods Law, to maintaine the Church where­of they became members by profeſſing Chriſtianity; in that eſtate and quality wherein they become member of it. And upon theſe termes have the Kings of England, and all other Chriſtian Princes, the ſame rights in Church matters, which the godly Kings of Iſrael, and Chriſtian Emperors are found to have ex­erciſed. Whereof, it ſhall be enough here to give the moſt eminent inſtance, that can be alledged, in the Hereſy of Arius, and all the factions that were canvaſed in the Church, to reſtore it, being once ſuppreſſed by the Synode of Nicaea. Which one act of the Church, though the whole power of the Empire, in two Emperors, Conſtantius and Valius (though perhaps with far different intents) laboured to make voide, yet they never tooke upon them to do it immediately of themſelves, but by meanes of Synods which they might work to their intent, or by the meanes of perſons appoſted by them, to have the power of the chief Churches. And therefore, whereas that Synode, as it was an act of the Empire, was eaſily recalled by the breath of either of thoſe Emperors; as it was an act of the Church, it prevailed over all their intenti­ons, and by the prevailing of it we continue untainted with the hereſy of Ari­us. The reaſon, becauſe the right of the Church was ſo notorious to all Chri­ſtians, that thoſe Emperors that did not profeſſe Chriſtianity, when they did not perſecute it, made good the acts of it; As it is to be ſeen in that eminent ex­ample of Aureliane which I will repeate againe, becauſe it is ſtill alledged to argue▪ that Paulus Samoſatenus was excommunicated by the ſecular power of Aureliane. But when it ſhall appear by Euſebius, that the Councile of Anti­ochia, having created a new Biſhop, and adjudged the poſſeſſion of the Biſh­ops Palace to him, which Paulus Samoſatenus defended by force; and the Em­peror, being appealed to by the parties for execution, adjudged the poſſeſſion to him whom the Biſhop of Rome and Italy ſhould account lawfull Biſhop. I ſuppoſe I ſhall not need many words, to ſhow any reaſonable man, the very termes which I hold, in this ſentence; to wit, that the matter of it was deter­mined by the Church, the force and execution of it came from the Power of the Empire.
I had purpoſed here to examine ſome of thoſe inſtances produced in the firſt book de Synedriis cap. X. ſome paſſages of Church Writers alledged in the Oxford Doctors Paraenefis, to prove the Eccleſiaſticall power meerely the effect of the ſecular becauſe limitable by it. But having debated thus farre, the bounds between Gods Law and the Lawes of the Church, and found the Law of the Church to be nothing but the limitation of Gods Law, the force where­of comes from Gods generall Law in founding the Church; I find not the leaſt cauſe to diſtruſt him that admitteth it, as one to be turned aſide with pretenſes of ſo vaſt conſequence upon ſuch ſlight appearances. I ſhall therefore thus turn him looſe to apply the generall ground upon which I proceed, to the par­ticulars that may be alledged out of the ancient Church. Onely one I muſt not leave behinde me, the conteſt between the Emperors and the Popes about the Inveſt [...]ures of Churches, as carrying in it the meanes of changing the Regular Power of the Pope, which I owne, into the pretenſe of that infinite power which infallibility ſpeaketh. Yet is it not my purpoſe to ſtate the caſe in debate▪ becauſe it would require the examining of many records in point of fact, not advancing the diſcovery of the right a whit more then ſuppoſing it ſtated. For, ſuppoſing the inveſtiture of a Church to ſignifie a right of contra­dicting an Election, or to ſignify a right of delivering poſſeſſion▪ no man, admitting the premiſes, can deny, that all Princes and States that are Chriſti­ane have  [...] them a right to do both, though the terme of Inveſtiture ſeem pro­perly to ſignify onely the latter, as ſignifying the ceremony of inveſting ſome man in the rights of his Church. For if the Church be protected in the rights of it by the Lawes of the Land (as upon the premiſes it cannot be denied, that upon the States acknowledging the Church as founded by God it ought to be, [Page] and muſt needs be protected) all the reaſon in the World will require, that the ſecular power be inabled to except againſt any mans perſon, as prejudicall to the State, and to render no account of ſuch exception to any man, as having no ſuperiour in that truſt, to whom to render it. But, if under the title of In­veſtiture, the right of electing and conſecrationg, originally reſident in the Cler­gy and People of each Church, and the Biſhops of the Province, be ſeized into the hands of the ſecular power, by the force thereof conſtraining each party to do their own parts in admitting the nomination thereof, whether allowing it or not; whatſoever trouble any Soveraigne procure, in ſuch a cauſe, is mee [...] wrong, and in a wrong cauſe; The foundation of the Church ſetling the rights that concurre to the doing of it, upon the qualities which it ſelf createth. But this is not therefore to ſay, that the Pope, or all the Church, hath any right to depoſe ſuch a Prince, or to move warre againſt ſuch a State, by what meanes ſoever it may be done; Becauſe that is the effect of temporall power that is ſo­veraigne, which the Church hath not in point of right, but uſurpeth in point of fact, by ſo doing. He that can injoyn another man either to eject a Prince or de­ſtroy a State, upon what terms ſoever he may diſpoſe of it, when that is done, as he ſhall make the tenures of this world to depend upon Chriſtianity, ſo he makes himſelf Soveraigne in the world, that ownes him in the doing it, upon the ſame title of Chriſtianity. So the Popes had certainly a wrong cauſe in ſtirring warre, which they had no title to do. The Emperors, whether they had a right or a wrong cauſe (which God would puniſh, by ſuffering the Popes to move warre without a title) the ſtate of the caſe muſt judge, though for the moſt part, in warres, both parties are in the wrong, inſiſting upon that which they have no right to inſiſt upon, for the termes of peace.
Let us conſider what brought the Popes to this height of really and actually claiming temporall power over Soveraignties, (that is to be Soveraigne over Soveraignes) by moving warre to deſtroy Princes and States. I will ſuppoſe here the defection of the Italian forces from the Emperour Leo Iſaurus, for ejecting all images out of Churches; and that he, in repriſall for it, ſeized the poſſeſſions of the Church of Rome in his dominions, and tranſlated the juriſ­diction Eccleſiaſticall, through the ſame, upon his Church of Conſtantinople. For, in repriſall for this, Pepin, whoſe uſurpation of the Crown of France, Pope Zachary had allowed, at the requeſt of Pope Steven, conſtraining the L [...]mbards, to render, or to forbear thoſe parts of the Empire, which the Emperors at Con­ſtantinople were not able to maintaine any more againſt them; beſtowed them upon the Church of Rome, under his own protection, as the caſe ſufficiently ſhewes; eſpecially, admitting the Charter of Ludovieus Pius his Grandchilde, to be but the confirmation of his Fathers and Grandfathers acts, ſaving the difference of that title under which they were done. For, the Charter of Ludo­vicus Pius in Sigonins de Regno Italiae IV. manifeſtly reſerving the Soveraignty to himſelf and his ſucceſſors, remits both the fruits and the adminiſtration of them to the Church, charging himſelfe to protect it in the ſame. Which burthen we muſt needs underſtand that Pepin, by his grant, did undertake, ſee­ing that in point of fact, the Church could neither undertake to hold them a­gainſt the Lombard [...], nor againſt the Empire, (which, till this act, it acknowledg­ed Soveraigne) whatſoever in point of right it might do. The act of Charles the Great, coming between theſe two, upon the ruine of the Lombards, that is, his own Soveraignty, in reaſon, muſt needs ſeem to have given the forme to the act of his ſon. The power of this line decaying in Italy, and, thoſe who had attempted to ſucceed it, failing, it is no marvaile, if, among the States of Italy, that contracted with the Germanes to inveſt them in the ſame Soveraignty which Charles the Great and his line, as Kings of Lombardy by conqueſt, (or, as declared Emperor by the City of Rome, the Head whereof was then the Pope, whatſoever that declaration might ſignify) the Pope, in behalf of the City and Church of Rome appeared moſt conſiderable. While the Germanes, through their ſtrength at home, were able to make good that protection which they un­dertook, by the loyalty of them that injoyed it, things muſt, by conſequence, [Page] continue in this eſtate. But, when the removing of the Germane power from the line of Charles the great, had done the operation, of rendring them who ſuc­ceeded obnoxious at home, to them by whoſe faction they obtained it, there was no great likelyhood, that the obedience of ſtrangers, and Italians, accuſtom­ed to changing of maſters, ſhould continue. This was the time, that Gregory VII Pope, and his ſucceſſors took, when the power of the Emperours, in diſpoſing the Churches of Germany, by the right of inveſtiture, (whatſoever in point of right it ſignified) muſt needs render their intereſt envious, as well at home as at Rome, whatſoever occaſions of diſcontent beſides an Elective Crowne might produce. For, Charles the great, as our William of Malmsbury noteth, had heaped wealth and power upon the Churches, by which he planted Chriſtiani­ty in Germany, as placing a greater confidence of Loyalty in them, then in any eſtate of his ſubjects beſides. And, the example of that credit which the uſurpa­tion of Pepin had received by the allowance of the Pope, ſeemed to juſtify any in­ſurrection, either of Italians or Germanes, to which the Pope was a party. For, as to the iſſue of thoſe Warres, though the Pope got no more then reducing the adverſe party to compoſition; becauſe he could not pretend any dominion for his Church, by conquering; yet muſt it needs turn to the advantage of his authority, that had the greateſt ſtroke in moving that warre which others made. This is the ſtory; the morall whereof became the theme for thoſe, that undertook to preach the Popes temporall power over Soveraignties. For, ſucceſſe, to them that conſult not with their Chriſtianity, is a plauſible argu­ment of right. But the Intereſt of the Pope in Soveraignties having ſwelled ſo farre beyond the whole capacity of the Church, the bad conſequence of ne­ceſſity followes, that his originall power in the Church muſt needs ſwell ſo farre beyond the bounds, as, of regular, to become infinite. I will not now contend, that the ſubjects of the Empire in Italy fell away from it, becauſe they thought themſelves free of their allegiance, by the excommunicating of the Em­peror Leo Iſaurus. There is reaſon enough to think, that the See of Rome cried up the worſhip of images, contrary to the moderation of Saint Gregory ſome hundred years afore, out of hope to advance their own power, by impairing the rights of their Soveraigne. But I charge no more then they pretend. And there is appearance for another plea, which is, want of protection from the Em­pire, at ſuch time as recourſe was had to the protection of the French. But the vexation of the Germane Emperours manifeſtly pretended the temporall effect of the Popes excommunication in diſſolving the bond of allegiance, wherein the temporal power of the Pope conſiſteth. The effect of which being ſuch as it was, it is the leſſe marvaile, that the reſt of the Soveraignities of Chriſtendome have entered into capitulations with the Pope, (ſuch as the Concordates which I ſpoke of afore with France) whereby, to ſecure the government of their peo­ple in peace on that ſide, they make the Popes pretenſe of power without bounds in Eccleſiaſticall matters of law to their reſpective Dominions and Territories.
It is ſtrange to him that conſiders without prejudice, how they who imagine the Pope to be Antichriſt, could make their pretenſe popular, that Epiſcopacy is the ſupport of Antichriſt▪ For, his unlimitted power in Church maters is but the regular power of all Churches united in one. It is plainly made up for the See of Rome, of feathers plucked from every Church. So that, if Epiſcopacy be the ſupport of Antichriſt, then do their rights maintaine his uſurpation, by whom they are deſtroyed. Did the Soveraignities of Chriſtendome maintaine the Churches of their reſpective dominions, in that right which the regu [...]ar conſtitution of the Church ſettleth upon them, (and that is it which the pro­tection of the Church ſignifyeth) it would ſoon appeare, that he is Antichriſt, if Antichriſt he be to their prejudice and diſadvantage. The See of Rome, having got a decree at the Councile of Trent, ſcornes any termes but abſolute ſubmiſſion to it. But the end of ſuch an inteſtine warre by conqueſt, as it would be extreamly miſchievous, bearing all down before the pretenſe of in­fallibility, which muſt then prevaile; So, findes hinderances, anſwerable to the [Page] advantages, which the diſunion of the adverſe party miniſtreth. The animoſi­ties of Potentates that adhere to it have made it viſible, that▪ their intereſt con­ſiſts in hindering the reunion of the Reformation to the Church of Rome. And the pretenſe of diſſolving allegiance by the ſentence of excommunication is be­come no way conſiderable by the ſubſiſtence of them who regard it not. Nor, is the advantage which the favour thereof lends the armes of thoſe Princes, who tye themſelves the moſt ſtrictly to the intereſts of it, any more conſidera­ble. Whether or no it be time for them to bethink themſelves, that it were better for them to injoy the unqueſtionable title of a true Church, and of the chief▪ Church of Chriſtendome, which it is abſolutely neceſſary for all Churches to hold communion with, the common Chriſtianity being ſecured; then catch­ing at the diſpoſing of all mens Chriſtianity, without rendring any account to the Church, (which how dangerous for their own ſalvation is it?) to hang the, unity of the Church meerly upon the intereſt of the World (which, how pre­judiciall is it to the ſalvation of Gods people?) not upon the intereſt of Chriſti­anity; themſelves muſt judge. This I am ſure; If Chriſtian Powers main­taine their due right and title of Protectors of Gods Church, it is the regular conſtitution thereof which they muſt maintaine. The exemption of Monaſti­call Orders and Univerſities from the juriſdiction of their Ordinaries, under whom they ſtand, and the Synods to which they reſort; the reſervation of caſes, diſpenſations in Canons, proviſions of Churches, and the reſt of thoſe chanels, by which power as well as wealth is drained from all Churches to Rome, muſt needs be ſtopped up, at leaſt for the greateſt part, if Chriſtian Soveraigns did protect the Church of their dominions in the right of ending cauſes, that concern not the whole Church, at home. This were ſuch a ground of confi­dence between Soveraignes and the Clergy of their dominions, that it would be very hard to imagine any intereſt conſiderable to ingage againſt that intereſt by the prejudicing whereof neither of them could expect any advantage. And this confidence the meanes to reſtore and to maintain that intercourſe and cor­reſpondence between the Churches of ſeverall Soveraignties, by which when all Churches (at leaſt as many as eaſily outweighed the reſt) were under the Romane Empire, the Unity of the Church was maintained without that recourſe to temporall power which made it infinite. Nor would there remaine any juſt ground of jealouſie between the Pope and the Councile. The calling of a generall Councile, I yeilded to the Empire, during the time that it contained the whole Church. Now that it is broken into ſeverall Soveraignties, and the Pope and Church of Rome ſubject to none of them, but ſoveraigne of conſide­rable dominions; how ſhould it not depend on him, with the conſent of the Soveraignties whereof Chriſtendome conſiſteth? How ſhould not the con­ſent of their Churches be involved in the ſame? Indeed if by that originall in­tercourſe the Churches underſtood one another, there could ariſe no cauſe to complaine, that any vote ſhould be unduely obtained, when it ſhould be known afore, that it could have no further effect then the voluntary conſent of thoſe who receive it, which the free carriage of the debate muſt produce. What prejudice the See of Rome could imagine to any regular pre­eminence that it may challenge, by ſuch proceeding as this it would be difficult to evidence. As for the prejudice that matters in difference may create to the common Chriſtianity which are at preſent the pretenſes, why this moderation cannot ſeeme rightfull and neceſſary when the parties are ſufficiently wearied with proſecuting the extreamities which they pretend, then will it appear, though too late for the preſerving of the common Chriſtianity, that the pre­ſervation of the common Chriſtianity doth indeed conſiſt in abating the ex­treme pretenſes on both ſides. I have ſhowed my opinion, at leaſt in groſſe, how and to what point they ought to be abated; And I ſhall impute it to the common Chriſtianity whatſoever offence I procure my ſelfe by ſhowing it.


The end of the Third Book.
Laus Deo.



A CONCLUSION To all CHRISTIAN READERS.
[Page]
BY the premiſes, though I muſt not take upon me to determine that which the whole Church never did, nor never will, undertake to declare; what is neceſſary to be believed for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, as the meanes without which it is not to be had; what is neceſſary to the ſalvation one­ly of thoſe, who become obliged by their parti­cular eſtate; Yet, I conceive my ſelf inabled to maintaine, that, onely thoſe things which concern a Chriſtian as a Chriſtian are neceſſary to be known for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians: Thoſe things which con­cern a Chriſtian as a member of a Church, becoming neceſſary to that ſalvation of every member of the Church, according as the obligation which the Communion of the Church createth, taketh place, by vir­tue of his particular eſtate in the Church. For, it is not the ſame ob­ligation that takes hold on the young and the old, on the ignorant and the wiſe, on thoſe that have liberall education, and thoſe that live by their hands, on Superiors and Inferiors, on the Clergy and the People; But the profeſſion of that Chriſtianity which our Lord Chriſt delivered to his Apoſtles to preach, when he gave them au­thority to found his Church, being the condition, without undergo­ing whereof, no man was to be admitted a member of the Church, by being baptized a Chriſtian; as it is ſuppoſed to the being of the Church, ſo muſt it, of neceſſity, containe whatſoever the ſalvation of all Chriſtians requireth. What a mans particular eſtate will re­quire him to know, that, by his knowledge he may be inabled to diſcharge the obligation of it, becomes neceſſary to his ſalvation, by virtue of that particular eſtate. But, whatſoever obligation the acts and decrees of the Church can create, is neceſſarily of this na­ture; taking hold upon every eſtate, as it ſtands bound to be ſatiſ­fied, that they injoyne nothing to be believed or done, that is not neceſſarily, either dependent upon, or conſiſtent with that, which the neceſſity of ſalvation requireth all to profeſſe.
It is therefore neceſſary for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians to be­lieve, that there is one true God, who made all things, with all man­kind, having immortall ſoules, and all Angels, to indure for everlaſt­ing. [Page] That, governing all things by his perfect Providence, (which ſuppoſes the maintenance of them in acting according to their ſeve­rall natures) he ſhall, at the end of the world, which he hath deter­mined, bring the actions of all men and angels to judgement, and aſ­ſigne them their reſpective eſtate for everlaſting, as it ſhall appear, their actions have deſerved, according to his Law. For, all this, it was neceſſary to the ſalvation of all thoſe that were ſaved under the Law, to believe; and therefore, it is all preſuppoſed to that where­in Chriſtianity properly conſiſteth. The people of God therefore held it, when our Lord came, neither had he any thing to reforme them in ſaving that pernicious opinion which the Phariſees had per­verted it with, that the Law of Moſes, whether Civile or Ceremo­niall, was the Law by which that people was to be ſaved or dam­ned. The incongruity whereof was ſo groſſe, that the Sadduces, on the contraryſide, took advantage thereupon, to deny the World to come. The corruptions therefore, which theſe Sects had brought in, being cleared; The Faith of Gods ancient people remaines, thus far, the Faith of his Church; If any queſtion may remaine, concern­ing the end of the World, whether or no, neceſſary then expreſſely to be believed, it is not conſiderable here. But further, in regard the coming of Chriſt, which brought Chriſtianity, muſt be maintained neceſſary to the ſalvation of all; It is neceſſary to ſalvation to be­lieve, that, our firſt parents being ſeduced from the obedience of God, by apoſtate Angels, neither themſelves, nor their poſterity would have been able of themſelves, to recover that amity with God here, which might bring them to happineſſe in the world to come. That therefore God, by his Word, diverſly miniſtred before and under the Law, indeavored to reconcile mankinde to himſelfe a­gaine; But with ſo little ſucceſſe, (the greateſt part thereof being ſwallowed up in Idolatry; and, of his own people, the greater part being carried away with the hope of ſalvation, by outwardly keep­ing Moſes Law) that at length it appeared requiſite, that the Word of God ſhould become incarnate by the holy Ghoſt, of the Virgine Mary; And by his obedience to God, in preaching the termes of recon­cilement with God, to his People, and ſuffering death at their hands for ſo doing, ſhould voide the intereſt which God had allowed the apoſtate Angels in mankind, whom they had caſt down; And by riſing againe, and going up to the right hand of God, ſhould give the holy Ghoſt (the fullneſſe whereof dwelt in his manhood, as planted in the Word incarnate) both to reduce them to Chriſtianity, and to inable them to perſevere in it; Undertaking to give, whomſo­ever ſhall profeſſe Chriſtianity by being baptized into the Church, and live according to it, remiſſion of ſinnes here, and everlaſting life in the world to come, in conſideration of the obedience of Chriſt, provided by him for that purpoſe. For, by his ſecond coming, raiſing all from death to life, he that was judged here afore, ſhall then judge the world, and, rendring them that have diſobeyed God everlaſting puniſhment, ſhall render everlaſting happineſſe to them, whoſe bo­dies, the holy Ghoſt that dwelt in them here raiſeth.
This is that precious pearle, and that hid treaſure, this is that grain of muſtard ſeed, that leaven, which being purchaſed at the [Page] price of all we have, and ſowed in the heart, and layd up in the paſt of our thoughts, makes all our actions fruitfull, to the riches of everlaſting happineſſe. This is that little ſpot of truth, for the main­taining whereof, ſo many bloudy fields of Controverſies in Religion are and have been fought, by ſoules that periſh, by maintaining diviſion in the Church, to the prejudice, if not the loſſe, of that truth for which they fight; As the country alwaies ſuffers, by the warre that is made for it.
All this while, it is to be remembred, that Baptiſme tieth, not onely to profeſſe this faith unto death, but, to live according to Chriſtianity. Whether it be by virtue of Moſes Law, cleared by our Lord of the falſe gloſſes of the Scribes and Phariſees, or by the New Law of Chriſt, clearing the ſpiritual intent of the Old, it is not neceſſary to ſalvation for a Chriſtian to know; For, Irenaeus, briefly diſtinguiſhing mater of Faith from mater of Knowledge in the Scri­ptures, 1. 2, 4. makes all that, which concerns the reaſon of the dif­ference in Gods proceeding under the Law and the Goſpel, to be ma­ter of abundant knowledge, not of neceſſary faith. But, it is neceſ­ſary for the ſalvation of a Chriſtian to know, that, by being a Chri­ſtian, he undertakes to ſuppreſſe, mortify, and prevent, as far as in him lies, even the firſt motions of concupiſcence, whether in the luſts of the fleſh, or the luſt of the eyes, or the pride of life; as our Lord in the Goſpel hath clearly laid forth, howſoever the Law have expreſſed or intimated the ſame. And this is that warre with the devil the world and the fleſh, for the keeping of Gods command­ments, which our Baptiſme undertaketh. For, there is no differ­ence, in things to be done, concerning a private Chriſtian as a private Chriſtian, that ſeems to be any conſiderable ground of diviſion in the Church. The ſubſtance of our common Chriſtianity in that part, ſeems to remain without diſpute. In things that are to be believed, it were well if it could be ſaid ſo truly, that there is no part of the rule of Faith in diſpute. In the meane time, the ſubſtance of Chri­ſtianity, containing whatſoever it is neceſſary for the ſalvation of all Chriſtians to know, whether in matter of Faith, or of maners, (whereof, to ſpeak properly, the rule of Faith ſignifieth onely the firſt part) conſiſteth onely in that which concerns a particular Chriſtian, as ſuch, whether to be believed or to be done.
But, what then ſhall the beliefe of one holy Catholicke and Apoſtolicke Church, in our Creed, ſignify? Onely, that there are Chriſtians in the world? Shall a Chriſtian be ſaved by believing that which all Chri­ſtians ſee? that there is a company of men that call themſelves Chri­ſtians? Or, ſhall it therefore be neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians, to know, that God hath founded the whole body of the Church, conſiſting of all Churches, for a Society and Corporation ſubſiſting by his Law? ſhall it concern the ſalvation of ſimple Chri­ſtians, to underſtand the nature of Corporations, and to know, how viſible communion in Chriſtian Offices makes the Church ſuch a one; believing that this comes by Gods appointment? I do not imagine any ſuch thing. Indeed, whoſoever allowes no ground of differ­ence, between true Chriſtians on the one ſide, and hereticks and ſchiſmaticks on the other ſide, cannot admit the belief of one Catho­licke [Page] Church, for an article of his Creed. For, had there never been hereſie or ſchiſme, the communion of all Chriſtians with all Chri­ſtians going forwards without interruption; the Church had been no leſſe Catholicke, then now, that it is called Catholicke, to diſtin­guiſh it from hereſies and ſchiſmes, which prevailed ſometimes in ſome places, but never ſpread, nor laſted with the Church. But, had there been no profeſſion qualifying for communion with the Church; Had there been no power in the Church, to limit the Or­der and circumſtance of Communion in the Offices of Chriſtianity; it could never have been viſible, whom a Chriſtian was to communi­cate with, profeſſing himſelf bound, by believing one Catholicke Church, to communicate with it. Becauſe by this meanes it was vi­ſible, and becauſe, being viſible, an obligation was acknowledged, of communicating with it, the profeſſion of this obligation was to be part of the common Chriſtianity, which the Creed was to ſignify. But, when it is no more viſible whom a Chriſtian is to communicate with, by reaſon of diviſion in the Church; what is it then that re­ſolves, whom a Chriſtian is to communicate with? That is, indeed, the queſtion which this whole buſineſſe intends to reſolve. For, the Reformation having occaſioned diviſion in the Church, the parties are both viſible, but, which is the true Church, remaines inviſible, ſo long as it remaines in deſpute. For, though it be not inviſible to that reaſon which proceeds aright, upon due principles, yet, that is not required of all Chriſtians that would be ſaved; And therefore, if it be not viſible to the common reaſon of all men, it is inviſible. This I alledge to no further purpoſe, then to ſhow, how much all parties ſtand obliged to procure the reunion of the Church; as anſwerable for the ſoules that may miſcarry, by chuſing amiſſe in that, which Gods ordinance makes viſible, but mens diſorder inviſible, to common ſenſe. For, the more difficult the way of ſalvation proves by this meanes, the more ſhall all eſtates ſtand obliged to clear it.
Let us then ſee, wherein the difficulty of the choice conſiſteth; let us ſee, what ſatisfaction the parties tender common ſenſe, that ſalvation is to be had, by leaving of them. The Word and the Sacra­ments are the markes of the true Church. So ſay the Doctors of the Reformation, ſo ſay, perhaps, their confeſſions of Faith. It were too long to diſpute that. But, how are theſe markes diſtin­ctive? For, I ſuppoſe, they pretend not to make known the Re­formed Churches to conſtitute the true Church, in oppoſition to the Church of Rome, by markes common to both? And, will any com­mon ſenſe allow, that the Church of Rome will grant, that they have not the word of God, or the Sacraments? which they allow the Reformed to have? If you adde, the pure preaching of the Word, and the pure miniſtring of the Sacraments, you advance not a foot. For, is common ſenſe able to judge, that the Reformed way is pure, that of the Church of Rome impure? It judgeth, that they who call it ſo think ſo; Whether it be ſo or not, it muſt come under diſpute. And, appealing to the Scriptures, it appeareth, that common ſenſe is not judge in the meaning and conſequence of them, upon which the reſolution depends. It is therefore manifeſt, that the preaching of [Page] the word, and the miniſtring of the Sacraments is no mark of the Church, unleſſe you ſay ſomething more, to limit the ground upon which they may be no leſſe. What limitation I would adde, is plain by the premiſes. The preaching of that Word, and that mi­niſtring of the Sacraments, which the Tradition of the whole Church confineth the ſenſe of the Scriptures to intend, is the onely mark of the Church that can be viſible. For, I ſuppoſe, preaching twice a Sunday is not, if a man be left free to preach what he will, onely profeſſing to beleeve the Bible (which, what Hereſy diſown­eth?) and to make what he thinks good of it. And yet, how is the generality of people provided for otherwiſe, unleſſe it be, be­cauſe they have preachers, that are counted godly men by thoſe, whom, what warrants to be godly men themſelves? In the mean time is it not evident, that Preachers and people are overſpread with a damnable hereſy of Antinomians and Enthuſiaſts, former­ly, when Puritanes were not divided from the Church of England, called Etoniſts and Grindeltons, according to ſeverall Countries? Theſe believe, ſo to be ſaved by the free Grace of God, by which our Lord died for the Elect, that by the revelation thereof, which is juſtifying Faith, all their ſinnes, paſt, preſent, and to come, are re­mitted; So that, to repent of ſinne, or to contend againſt it, is the renouncing of Gods free Grace, and ſaving Faith. How much might be alledged to ſhow, how all is now overſpread with it? The Book called Animadverſions upon a Petition out of Wales ſhall ſerve to ſpeak the ſenſe of them who call themſelves the godly party, as ſpeak­ing to them in Body. Thus it ſpeaks pag. 36. Look through your vail of duties, profeſſion and ordinances, and try your heart, with what ſpi­rit of love, obedience and truth you are in your work: And whether will you ſtand to this judgement? Or rather, that God ſhould judge you accord­ing to grace, to the name and nature of Chriſt written upon you, and in you? Sure, the great Judge will thus judge us at laſt, by his great judgement, or laſt judgement; Not by the outward converſation, nor inward intention, but finally, by his eternall Election, according to the Book of Life. This juſt afore, he calleth, the ſeed of Chriſt and his righteouſneſſe, in a Chriſtian. And pag. 38. When we are inraged, we let fly at mens principles, being not ſatisfied to rebuke mens actions, opinions, and workes, but would be avenged of their Principles too; As if we would kill them at the very hart, pull them up by the Rootes, and leave them in an uncurable condition, rotten in their Prin­ciples.—But Principles ly deeper then the heart, and are indeed Chriſt, who is the Principle and beginning of all things; who, though heart fail, and fleſh faile, yet he abides the root of all. Shall he pretend to be a Chriſti­an that profeſſes this? Shall any pretend to be a Church, that ſpue it not out? Let heaven and earth judge, whether poor ſoules are otherwiſe to be ſecured of the Word, then by two ſermons a Sunday; when the ſenſe of the Godly is claimed to conſiſt in a poſition ſo per­emptorily deſtructive to ſalvation, as this. It will be ſaid, perhaps, that now, the Miniſters of the Congregations have ſubſcribed the confeſſion of the Aſſembly. But alas the covering is too ſhort. When a Biſhop in the Catholick Church, ſubſcribed a Councile, there was juſt preſumption that no man under his authority could be ſeduced from the Faith ſubſcribed; Becauſe no man communi­cated [Page] with the Catholick Church, but by communicating with him that had ſubſcribed it. Who ſhall warrant that the godly who have this ſenſe, not liable to any authority in the Church, ſhall ſtand to the ſubſcriptions of thoſe Miniſters? or to the authority of the Aſſembly, pretended by the Presbyteries? If they would declare themſelves tied ſo to do, who ſhall warrant, that there is not a ſalvo, for it, in the Confeſſion which they ſubſcribe? If there were not, why ſhould any difficulty be made to ſpue out that poſition which is the ſeed of it; That juſtifying Faith conſiſteth in believing that a man is of the number of the Elect, for whom Chriſt died, excluding others? Why that which is the fruit of it; That they who tranſgreſſe the Covenant of Baptiſme, come not under the ſtate of ſin and damnation, come not from under the ſtate of Grace? Why, but, becauſe a back-door muſt be left for them, that draw the true concluſion from their own premiſes; reſerving themſelves the liberty to deny the concluſion, admitting the premiſes? It is not then a confeſſion of faith that will make the Word that is preached a mark of the Church, without ſome mark viſible to common ſenſe warranting that confeſſion of Faith.
As for the Sacraments, no Church no Sacraments. If they ſup­poſe that ground upon which, that intent to which the whole Church hath uſed them, there is no further cauſe of diviſion in the Church; (for that ſecures the rule of Faith) If not, they are no Sacra­ments, but by equivocation of words; they are ſacriledges, in profan­ing Gods Ordinances. The Sacrament of Baptiſme, becauſe the ne­ceſſary meanes of ſalvation, is admitted for good, when miniſtred by thoſe who are not of the Church; but alwaies void of the effect of grace; To which it reviveth, ſo ſoone as the true Faith is profeſſed in the unity of the Church. If a Sacrament be a viſible ſigne of in­viſible grace, that baptiſme is no baptiſme, which ſignifieth the grace it ſhould effect, but indeed effecteth not. Such is that Baptiſme which is uſed, to ſeale a Covenant of Grace, without the condition of Chriſtianity; a Covenant that is not the Covenant of two par­ties, but the promiſe of one. Whence comes the humor of rebap­tizing, but to be diſcharged of that Chriſtianity, which the baptiſme of the Church of England exacteth? Why do they refuſe Baptiſme in New England, to all that refuſe to enter into the Covenant of Congregations? How comes it more neceſſary to ſalvation, to be of a Congregation, then to be Baptized, and made a Chriſtian? Is it not becauſe it is thought, that ſalvation is to be had, without that profeſſion of Chriſtianity, which the Sacrament of Baptiſme ſealeth? That it is not to be had without renouncing it? Upon theſe termes, thoſe that are denied Baptiſme by the Congregations, becauſe they are not of the Congregations, are denied ſalvation as much as in them lies; but not indeed and in truth. For, the ne­ceſſity of baptiſme ſuppoſing a profeſſion of the Catholicke Church, they periſh not by refuſing it, who will not have it by renouncing the Catholicke Church; that is, by covenanting themſelves into Congregations. They that are ſo affected muſt know, that they have authority of themſelves, to baptize to effect, which no Congre­gation in New England is able to do. If the Sacrament of the Eu­chariſt [Page] ſeale that Covenant of Grace, which conditioneth not for Chriſtianity, it is no ſacrament but by equivocation of words. Where that conditionall is doubtfull, or voide, there is no ſecurity for poor ſoules that they receive the Sacrament of the Euchariſt. They who depart from the Church that they may miniſter the Sacraments on ſuch grounds, and to ſuch effects, as the Church allowes not, in­curre the nullities, and ſacriledges, which, departing from the Church inferreth.
But if, beſide the Faith of the Church, the authority of the Church be ſuppoſed to the effect of the Sacraments; how ſhall the Sacra­ments be Sacraments though miniſtred upon profeſſion of the true Faith, where no authority of the Church can be pretended for the miniſtring of them; Or, where it can onely be pretended, but is in­deed uſurped and void? Poſterity will never forget, that, there are in a Land inhabited by Chriſtians called England, Country Pariſhes, in which, the Sacraments have not been mini­ſtred, for ſo many years, as the order of the Church of England hath been ſuperſeded, by the late warre. If the Word and Sacraments be the marks of the Church; what pretenſe for a Church, where, there is indeed a pretenſe of the Word (though no preſumption that it is Gods) but of Sacraments, not ſo much as a pretenſe? What hath the reſt of England deſerved of the Congregations, or of the Presby­teries, that they ſhould be left deſtitute of the meanes of ſalvation, becauſe they cannot ſee reaſon to be of Congregations, or Presbyte­ries? Lay men preach, and Lay men go to Church to hear them preach, becauſe they cannot preach themſelves at home to their fa­milies. The horror of profaning the Sacraments of the Church by Sacriledge, is yet alive, to make them tremble ſtill, at uſurping to ce­lebrate the Sacrament of the Euchariſt. But, will thoſe Lay men that preach anſwer for the Lay mens ſoules to whom they preach, that they have ſufficient means of ſalvation, by hearing them preach; being of no Church, that might anſwer, that it is Gods Word which they preach; miniſtring no Sacraments, for a mark of the Church? Is it poſſible a Chriſtian ſhould hold himſelf able to preach, who holds not himſelf able to baptize? Or, is it the appetite of devouring con­ſecrated goods, that inſnares men to preach; who, when it comes to baptizing, had rather let innocent ſoules periſh then own the autho­rity of the Church, which inables every Chriſtian to baptize, in caſe of neceſſity, becauſe they know, they uſurp the office of preaching, without authority from the Church? It is I that have ſaid, that a Lay man may be authorized to preach by the Church? And I be­lieve ſtill, I ſaid true in it. But ſhall I therefore anſwer for him that preacheth without authority from the Church? Should he preach by authority from the Church, there were preſumption for his hear­ers, that it is the Word of God, which the Church authorizeth. When he preacheth without authority from the Church, ſhall he not anſwer for the ſoules, whom he warrants ſalvation by his preach­ing, without Church, or Word, or Sacraments? But theſe are not the Godly. Thoſe that know themſelves ſuch, are thereby authorized to retire themſelves into Congregations, that they may injoy the purity of the Ordinances. It is then mens Godlineſſe that inables [Page] them to forſake the Church, and betake themſelves into Congrega­tions. And indeed, I know an Oxford Doctor, who, to prove him­ſelfe no Schiſmaticke for it, hath alledged, that he can be no Schiſ­matick, becauſe, he knowes himſelf to be Godly, and to have Gods Spirit. I deny not that he hath alledged other reaſons why he is no Schiſmaticke; the ground whereof I conſidered afore. But what Quaker could not have alledged the Spirit of God as well as he? And did not he who pretends himſelf Chriſt, alledge reaſons for it as well as pretend the Spirit? A nice miſtake it is, to imagine that a Chriſti­an is to accept the Scriptures for the Word of God, becauſe the Spirit of God aſſures him that ſo they are. For of a truth, untill the Spirit of God move him to be a Chriſtian, he accepteth them not for ſuch. When it doth, he is moved ſo to accept them by the Spirit of God, as by the effective cauſe; But for reaſons, which though contained in the Scriptures, yet were they not viſibly true before a man can accept the Scriptures for the Word of God, he could never ſo accept them by Gods Spirit; Unleſſe we can imagine, the virtue of Gods Spirit not to depend upon the preaching of his Goſpel; which, I ſuppoſe, onely Enthuſiaſts do imagine. Nor doth the Spirit of God diſtinguiſh to any Chriſtian the Apochrypha from Canonicall Scripture, but by ſuch meanes, as may make the difference viſible. No more doth it aſſure him that he is a good Chriſtian, but upon the knowledge of ſuch reſolutions, and actions, wherein Chriſtianity conſiſteth. If it be requiſite, to make a man no Schiſmatick, that it be not his own fault, that he is not of the Catholicke Church; If he perſwade himſelfe upon unſufficient reaſons, that there is no ſuch thing by Gods Law, as the viſible body of a Catholick Church; Juſt it is with God, to leave ſuch a one, to thinke it Gods Spirit that aſſures him a godly man, being a Schiſmatick. It is not therefore ſuppoſition of inviſible godlineſſe, that can priviledge men to with­draw themſelves from the Church, into Congregations; ſup­poſing ſuch a thing as a Catholicke Church. The purity being in­viſible, but the barre to it, ſeparation from Gods Church, viſible; the Ordinances for which they ſeparate, will remaine their own Ordi­nances, not Gods.
The Presbyterians, ſometimes pleade their Ordination in the Church of England, for the authority by which they ordaine others againſt the Church of England, to doe that, which they received authority from the Church of England to doe, provided that, ac­cording to the order of it. A thing ſo ridiculouſly ſenſeleſſe, that common reaſon refuſeth it. Can any State, any ſociety, doe an act, b [...] virtue whereof, there ſhall be right and authority to deſtroy it? Can the Ordination of the Church of England, proceeding upon ſuppoſition of a ſolemne promiſe, before God and his Church, to execute the miniſtery a man receiveth, according to the Order of it, inable him to doe that, which he was never ordained to doe? Shall he, by failing of his promiſe, by the act of that power which ſuppoſed his promiſe, receive authority to deſtroy it? Then let a man obtaine the kingdome of heaven by tranſgreſſing that Chri­ſtianity, by the undertaking whereof he obtained right to it. They are therefore meere Congregations, voluntarily conſtituted, by the [Page] will of thoſe, all whoſe acts, even in the ſphere of their miniſtery once received, are become voide, by theire failing of that promiſe, in conſideration whereof they were promoted to it. Voide I ſay, not of the crime of Sacrilege towards God, which the uſurpation of Core conſtituteth, but of the effect of Grace, towardes his people. For, the like voluntary combining of them into Preſ­byteries and Synodes, createth but the ſame equivocation of wordes, when they are called Churches, to ſignify that which is viſible by their uſurpation, in point of fact, not that which is inviſi­ble, by their authority, in point of right. For want of this authority, whatſoever is done by virtue of that uſurpation being voide before God; I will not examine whether the forme, wherein they execute the Offices of the Church which they thinke fit to exerciſe, agree with the ground and intent of the Church, or not. On­ly, I charge a peculiar nullity in their conſecrating the Euchariſt, by neglecting the Prayer, for making the elements the body and blood of Chriſt, without which, the Church never thought it could conſe­crate the Euchariſt. Whether, having departed from the Church, Presbyteries and Congregations ſcorne to learne any part of their duty from the Church, leaſt that might ſeeme to weaken the ground of their departure; Or, whether they intend, that the elements remaine meere ſignes, to ſtrengthen mens faith, that they are of the number of the elect; which they are, before they be conſecrated, as much as afterwards; The want of Conſecra­tion rendering it no Sacrament that is miniſtred, the mini­ſtring of it upon a ground deſtructive to Chriſtianity, renders it much more.
On the other ſide, the ſucceſſion of Paſtors from the Apoſtles, or thoſe who received their authority from the Apoſtles, is taken for a ſufficient preſumption, on behalfe of the Church of Rome, that it is Catholick. But, I have ſhowed, that the Tradition of Faith, and the authority of the Scriptures which containe it, is more an­cient then the being of the Church, and preſuppoſed to the ſame, as a condition upon which it ſtandeth. That the authority of the A­poſtles, and the Powers left by them, in and with the Church, the one is originally the effective cauſe, the other immediately, the Law by which it ſubſiſteth, and in which the government thereof conſiſteth. That the Church hath Power in Lawes of leſſe conſe­quence, though given the Church by the Apoſtles, though recorded by the Scriptures; where that change which ſucceeds in the ſtate of Chriſtendome, renders them uſeleſſe to preſerve the unity of the Church, preſuppoſing the Faith, in order to the publick ſervice of God. But, neither can the Church have power in the faith, to add, to take away, to change any thing, in that profeſſion of Chriſtiani­ty, wherein the ſalvation of all Chriſtians conſiſteth, and which the being of the Church preſuppoſeth; Nor in that act of the Apoſtles authority, whereby, the unity of the Church was founded and ſet­led; Nor in that ſervice of God for which it was provided. There is therefore ſomething elſe requiſite, to evidence the Church of Rome to be the true Church, excluſive to the Reformation, then the viſi­ble ſucceſſion of Paſtors; though that, by the premiſes, be one of [Page] the Laws, that concurre to make every Church a Catholicke Church. The Faith upon which, the powers conſtituted by the Apoſtles, in which, the forme of government, by which, the ſervice of God, for which, it ſubſiſteth. If theſe be not maintained, according to the Scriptures, interpreted by the originall and Catholicke Tradition of the Church, it is in vaine to alledge the perſonall ſucceſſion of Paſtors, (though that be one ingredient in the government of it, without which, neither could the Faith be preſerved, nor the ſervice of God maintained; though with it they might poſſibly faile of be­ing preſerved and maintained) for a mark of the true Church. The Preaching of that Word, and that Miniſtring of the Sacraments, (underſtanding by that particular, all the offices of Gods publicke ſervice in the Church) which the Tradition of the Whole limiteth the Scriptures, interpreted thereby, to teach, is the onely marke, as afore, to make the Church viſible. To come then to our caſe;
Is it therefore become warrantable to communicate with the Church of Rome, becauſe it is become unwarrantable to communi­cate with Presbyteries or Congregations? This is indeed, the reſt of the difficulty, which, it is the whole buſineſſe of this Book to re­ſolve. To which I muſt anſwer, that abſolutely, the caſe is as it was, though comparatively, much otherwiſe. For, if the State of Religion be the ſame at Rome, but in England farre worſe then it was, the condition, upon which communion with the Church of Rome is obtained, is never a whit more agreeable to Chriſtianity then afore; but it is become more pardonable▪ for him that ſees what he ought to avoide, not to ſee what he ought to follow. He that is admitted to communion with the Church of Rome, by the Bull of profeſſion of Faith, inacted by Pius IV. Pope, (not by the Councile of Trent) be­ſides many particulars there added to the Creed (which, whether true or falſe, according to the premiſes, he ſweares to as much as to his Creed) at length profeſſes to admit without doubting, whatſo­ever elſe the ſacred Canons, and generall Councils, eſpecially the Synode of Trent hath delivered, decreed, and declared; damning and rejecting as anathema, whatſoever the Church damneth and re­jecteth for hereſie, under anathema; But whether the whole Church, or the preſent Church, the oath limiteth not.
Here is no formall and expreſſe profeſſion, that a man believes the preſent Church to be Infallible. And therefore it was juſtly alledg­ed in the firſt Booke, that  [...]he Church hath never enjoyned the profeſ­ſing of it. But here is a juſt ground for a reaſonable Conſtruction, that it is hereby intended to be exacted; becauſe a man ſwears to ad­mit the acts of Counciles, as he does to admit his Creed, and the ho­ly Scriptures. Nor can there be a more effectuall challenge of that priviledge, then the uſe of it, in the decree of the Councile, that the Scriptures which we call Apocrypha, be admitted with the like reve­rence as the unqueſtionable Canonicall Scriptures, being all injoyned to be received, as all of one rancke; Which, before the decree, had never been injoyned to be received, but with that difference, which had alwaies been acknowledged in the Church. For this act, giving them the authority of prophetical Scripture, inſpired by God, which [Page] they had not afore; though it involve a nullity (becauſe that which was not inſpired by God to him that writ it, when he writ it, can never have the authority of inſpired by God, becauſe it can ne­ver become inſpired by God; Nor can become known that it was indeed inſpired by God, not having been ſo received from the begin­ing, without revelation anew to that purpoſe) yet uſurpeth Infalli­bility, becauſe it injoyneth that which no authority, but that which immediate revelation createth, can injoyne. Further the de­cree of the Councile concerning juſtification involving a miſtake, in the terme, and underſtanding by it the infuſion of grace, whereby, the righteouſneſſe that dwelleth in a Chriſtian, is formally and pro­perly that which ſettles him in the ſtate of righteous before God; not fundamentally and metonymically that which is required in him that is eſtated in the ſame by God, in conſideration of our Lord Chriſt; Though I maintaine, that this decree prejudiceth not the ſubſtance of Chriſtianity; Yet muſt it not be allowed to expreſſe the true reaſon by which it takes place. The Councile then tranſgreſ­ſeth the Power of the Church, in erecting a Poſition of the Schoole, (and that, in the proper ſenſe of the terms, not true) into an article of the Faith; But the Bull much more, in requiring to ſweare it. And whether or no, the decree of the Councile concerne the ſalvati­on of a ſingle Chriſtian, being under it; The ſwearing to it, which the Bull injoyneth, neceſſarily concerns the ſalvation of him, who, if he underſtand the buſineſſe, knowes it not to be true, if he under­ſtand it not, cannot ſweare it. But, that the ſatisfaction of Penance is not to aboliſh the guilt of eternall death, by changing the love of this world into the Love of God above all things; but to redeem the debt of temporall puniſhment, remaining when the ſinne is remit­ted by the Sacrament, (or, when it cannot be had, by the meer de­ſire of it) as it is decreed Seſſ. VI. cap. XIV. this is neceſſarily pre­judiciall to the Chriſtianity of thoſe, who muſt needs be induced by it, to think themſelves reſtored to Gods grace, without the meanes which his Goſpel requireth. For, be Penance never ſo much a Sa­crament, if the Church ſuppoſe the Goſpel, the applying of the Keyes thereof cannot abate that condition which the Goſpel requireth, but is imployed to effect it. Therefore abſolution proceeds, not but upon ſuppoſition, that the change of a mans diſpoſition is viſible, by the performing of his Penance. If the caſe of neceſſity create an ex­ception, which, the Church preſumeth that God diſpenſeth in, and therefore reconcileth all in the point of death, by giving them the Euchariſt; It is not becauſe there is ground of pardon in their being reconciled, but in the procuring of their being qualified for it, which muſt not have been preſumed upon otherwiſe. For, the pre­ſumption of pardon not lying in the act of reconcilement, by the power of the Keyes, but in the ground of it; upon the corrupt cu­ſtome, of abſolving firſt, and impoſing Penance to be performed after­wards, to decree this conſtruction, that it is not impoſed for remiſſi­on of ſinne, (as conditionally depending on it) but to pay the tem­porall puniſhment remaining when it is remitted; was to heape abu­ſes upon abuſes. For, hence is come the change of attrition into contrition by the ſentence of abſolution, in him, in whom, all the [Page] Penance that is in joyned pretends nothing elſe, then to effect it. So that, pardon being held forth upon undue grounds, the corruption of our nature muſt needs preſume upon it, when it is not effected. How then ſhall a man ſweare to admit this, without conſenting, and concurring, to the intangling of ſimple ſoules in the ſnares of their ſinnes? And this is therefore a point, wherein, the Chriſti­anity which the decree conſtituteth is neceſſarily defective; as not providing for that which the Goſpel maketh requiſite to the remiſſi­on of ſinne; but teaching to expect it, from the act of declaring it, by the Church, without ſuppoſing the ground, upon which the Goſ­pel tendreth it.
If the decree of Tranſubſtantiation could poſſibly be expounded, to ſignify onely the Sacramentall preſence of the body and bloud of Chriſt, which, I maintaine, the conſecration effecteth; what would that ſerve the turne, when it is further required, that we hold him anathem [...], that believes the ſubſtance of the elements to remaine? which, being ſo manifeſtly juſtifyed by the Scriptures, neither any Tradition of the Church, nor any reaſon, rendring the bodily pre­ſence of them inconſiſtent with the Sacramentall preſence of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, excludeth. Nor is it enough, that Chri­ſtian people frequent themſelves, and admit in others, the uſe and ef­fect of theſe offices, which the Councile of Florence firſt decreed to make up the ſeven Sacraments; unleſſe they ſweare to hold them for Sacraments, without diſtinguiſhing, either in that grace which the ceremony ſignifieth, or in the force whereby they concurre to the obtaining of it. Whereas the difference between our common Chri­ſtianity, and, that which the Church is able to contribute towards the effect of it, by any office which it is inabled to celebrate, ought to diſtinguiſh the grace of the holy Ghoſt, which Baptiſme and the Euchariſt, immediately beſtow, by virtue of the Covenant of Grace, which they inact and eſtabliſh; from that which any office of the Church, by Gods promiſe to hear the prayers thereof, is able to bring to paſſe. Further, ſeeing that, by the Scriptures, expounded accord­ing to the originall Tradition of the Church, the ſoules of thoſe that depart in grace are in an imperfect ſtate of happineſſe, till the gene­rall judgement, according to the ſtate in which they depart; Nei­ther can any prayers be made, to redeem ſoules out of Purgatory paines, to the ſight of God, (which the decree of the Councile of Flo­rence ſuppoſeth) upon thoſe termes, Nor any aſſurance be had, that the prayers which are made to the Saints do come to their know­ledge. And how then ſhall a good Chriſtian ſwear to believe, that Soules are helped out of Purgatory by the prayers of the living; or, that he is to pray to ſaints, of whom he can by no meanes be aſſured that they hear his prayers? Surely it cannot be imagined, that the communion of the Euchariſt in one kinde, the making of theſe pray­ers to Saints, which diſtinguiſh them not from God (deſiring of them thoſe things which onely God can give) the ſetting up of their images in Churches, to be worſhipped and prayed to, in the houſe of Gods ſervice, the worſhipping of images, as the objects of that worſhip, in reſpect of their principals, which is not the wor­ſhip of their principals, the ſerving of God in an unknown Language, [Page] the barring of Chriſtian people from the Scriptures, the maintaining of Maſſes where no body communicates, ſcarce any body aſſiſteth, the opinion of applying the virtue of Chriſts death by them, to thoſe who neither communicate nor aſſiſt them with their devotions, by virtue of the Sacriſice, the tendring of pardon for ſinne by Indulgen­ces, whereof there can be no effect but the releaſing of Penance in­joyned; Theſe and other cuſtomes of that Church, which have the force and effect of Law, (which written lawes many times never attaine) are ſo farre from being reaſonable meanes to advance the ſer­vice of God, that to live, under them, and to yield conformity to them, is a burthen unſufferable for a Chriſtian to undergo; to ap­prove them, by being reconciled to the Church that maintaines them, a ſcandal incurable, and irreparable. But to ſwear further, and to profeſſe, firmely to admit and imbrace them as contained with­in the title of conſtitutions, and obſervations of that Church, is a thing which, to me it ſeems ſtrange, that it ſhould ever be required of a Chriſtian. The effect of this Bull is of ſo high a nature, in regard of thoſe whom it concerns, that never any Generall Councile preten­ded to produce the like. That every man ſhould owne the Lawes of the Society wherein he lives, ſo farre, as to live in conformity with them, is a thing neceſſary to the ſubſiſtence of all communities. Nor is a private perſon chargeable with the faults of the Lawes un­der which he lives, untill it appeare, that, by the meanes of thoſe faults, he muſt faile of the end for which the community ſubſiſteth; That is, of ſalvation, by communicating with the Church of Rome. But, to make a private Chriſtian a party to the decrees and cuſtomes of the Church, (by ſwearing to admit and imbrace them all) becauſe he communicateth with it; is to make him an­ſwerable for that which he doeth not. He that would ſwear no more then he believes, nor believe more then he can ſee cauſe to be­lieve (being a private Chriſtian, and uncapable to comprehend what Lawes and cuſtomes are fit for ſo great a Body as the Church) muſt not ſwear to the Lawes of the Church, as good or fit (were there no charge againſt them) becauſe paſt his underſtanding; but reſt con­tent, by conforming to them, to hold communion with the Church. But, in ſtead of mending the leaſt of thoſe horrible abuſes, which the complaints of all parts of Chriſtendome evidence to be viſible, to exclude all that will not ſweare to them; is to bid them redeem the communion of the Church, by tranſgreſſing that Chriſtianity which it ought to preſuppoſe. Well may that power be called in­finite, that undertakes to do ſuch things as this. But how ſhould the meanes of ſalvation be thought to conſiſt in obeying it? Here is then a peremptory barre to communion with the Church of Rome; onely occaſioned by the Reformation, but fixed by the Church of Rome. That order which ſeverall parts of Chriſtendome had pro­vided for themſelves, under the title of Reformation, might have been but proviſionall, till a better underſtanding between the par­ties might have produced a tollerable agreement, (in order where­unto, a diſtance for a time had been the leſſe miſchievous) had not this proceeding cut off all hope of peace, but by conqueſt, that is, by yeilding all this. And therefore, this act being that which formed [Page] the Schiſme, the crime thereof is chiefly imputable to it. As there­fore I ſaide afore, that the Sacrament of Baptiſme, though the ne­ceſſary meanes of ſalvation, becomes a neceſſary barre to ſalvation, when it inacteth a profeſſion of renouncing, either any part of the Faith, or the unity of the Church; So here I ſay, that the com­munion of the Euchariſt, obtained by making a profeſſion, which the common Chriſtianity alloweth not a good Chriſtian to make, is no more the meanes of ſalvation to him who obtaineth it upon ſuch termes, how much ſoever a Chriſtian may ſtand obliged to hold communion with the Church. And this is the reaſon that makes the communion of the Church of Rome, abſolutely, no more warrantable then afore, now that it is become unwarrantable, to communicate with Presbyteries and Congregations.
But comparatively, an extremity, in reſpect to the contrary ex­tremity, holds the place of a meanes; Nor did I ever imagine, that the humor of reforming the Church, without ground or meaſure, may not proceed to that extremity, that it had been better to have left it unreformed, then to have neglected thoſe bounds, which the pretenſe of Reformation requireth. I ſay not that this is now come to paſſe, compariſons being odious; But this I ſay, that he who goes to reforme the Church, upon ſuppoſition that the Pope is An­ti-Chriſt, and the Papiſts therefore Idolaters, is much to take heed, that he miskenne not the ground for that meaſure, by which he is to reforme; And, taking that for Reformation, which is the furtheſt diſtant from the Church of Rome that is poſſible; Imagine, that the Pope may be Antichriſt, and the Papiſts Idolaters, for that which the Catholick Faith and Church alloweth. It is a marvaile to ſee, how much the zeale to have the Pope Antichriſt ſurpaſſes the evidence of the reaſons which it is proved with. For otherwiſe, it would eaſily appeare, that, as an Antipope is nothing but a pretended Pope, ſo Antichriſt is nothing elſe but a pretended Meſſias; He who pre­tends to be that which Chriſt is indeed, and to give ſalvation to Gods people. Our Lord foretells, of falſe Chriſts and falſe Prophets, Mat. XXIV. 24. Marke XIII. 22. and thoſe are the Preachers of new Sects, which pretended to be Chriſts, and which pretended not to be Chriſts. Simon Magus, and Menander, we know by Irenaeus and Epiphanius; Doſitheus, by Origen upon Matthew, pretended all of them to be the Meſſias, to the Samaritanes; who, as Schiſmaticall Jewes, expected the Meſſias as well as the Jewes. Saturninus and Baſilides were falſe prophets, but not Antichriſts; becauſe not pretending that themſelves were the Meſſias, but pretending, ſome of thoſe, where­of they made that fullneſſe of the Godhead which they preached to conſiſt, to be the Meſſias. Among the Jewes, all that ever took upon them to be the Meſſias, beſides our Lord Jeſus, are properly Anti­chriſts; Among whom, Barcochab under Adriane was eminent. But there is reaſon enough to reckon Manichaeus and Mahomet both of that ranck; As undertaking to be that, to their followers, which the Jewes expected of the Meſſias; to ſave them from their enemies, and to give them the world to come. For Manichaeus ſeems indeed to have given himſelf the Name of Menahem, ſignifying in the Ebrew, the ſame as Parucletus, in Greeke; becauſe he pretended to be aſſumed by the holy Ghoſt; as, not he, but Chriſtians, believe, that the Word [Page] of God aſſumed the manhood of Chriſt. But, when he writ himſelf Apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt, in the head of his Epiſtle called the foundation, which S. Auſtine writes againſt, it was not with an intent to acknowledge our Lord the true Chriſt, whoſe coming he made imaginary, and onely in appearance; but to ſeduce Chriſtians, (with a colourable pretenſe of the name of Chriſt, and ſome ends of the Goſpels, as you heard Epiphanius ſay) to take himſelf for that which Chriſt is indeed to Chriſtians. Saint Auſtine contra Epiſt. Fund. cap. VI. ſuſpecteth, that he intended to foiſt in himſelf to be worſhipped in ſtead of Chriſt, by thoſe whom he ſeduced from Chriſt; And ſhows you his reaſon for it there. But whether worſhipped or not; (for, it cannot be ſaid, that Mahomet pretended to be worſhipped for God, by his followers) though he could not be that which our Lord Chriſt is to Chriſtians, unleſſe he were worſhipped for God; yet he might be that which the Meſſias was expected to be to the Jewes, in ſaving them through this world, unto the world to come. Whether Chriſtians are to expect a greater Antichriſt then any of theſe, towards the end of the world, or not, is a thing no way clear by the Scriptures; And, the authority of the Fathers is no evidence, in a matter, which evidently belongs not to the Rule of Faith. It is not enough that Saint John ſaith, Ye know that the Antichriſt is com­ing,  [...], 1 John II. 28. for, how many thouſand articles are there that ſignify no ſuch eminence; and therefore, how ſhall it ap­peare to ſignify here any more then him that pretends to be the Chriſt? For it is evident that Saint John, both there, and 1 John IV. 3. ſpeakes of his own time. As for the Revelation, neither is it a­ny where ſaid, that it propheſieth any thing of Antichriſt; nor will it be proved, that it ſaith any thing of the Pope; Much of it, being a Propheſie, hath been expounded to all appearance of ſomething like the Pope, though with violence enough. All of it, without Propheſying what ſhall come to paſſe, could never be expounded to that purpoſe; and it is not ſtrange that ſo great a foundation ſhould be laid upon the event of an obſcure Scripture, (ſuch as all Prophe­ſies are) to be conjectured by that which we think we ſee come to paſſe? For, I referre to judgement, how much more appearance there is that it intendeth the vengeance of God upon the Pagan Empire of Rome, for perſecuting Chriſtianity; both in the Text and compo­ſure of the propheſie, and in the pretenſe of tendring and addreſſing it. Nor is there any thing more effectuall to prove the ſame, then the Idolatries, which it ſpecifies, that the Chriſtians chuſed rather to lay down their lives then commit. True it is, no man can war­rant, that by praying to Saints, for the ſame things that we pray to God for, and, by the worſhip of Images, Idolatry may not come in at the back door, to the Church of Rome, which Chriſtianity ſhuts out at the great Gate. But if it do, the difference will be viſible, be­tween that and the Idolatry of Pagans, that profeſſe variety of ima­ginary deities, by thoſe circumſtances, which, in the Apocalypſe, ex­preſly deſcribe, the Idolatries of the Heathen Empire of Rome. And therefore I am forced, utterly to diſcharge the Church of Rome of this imputation, and to reſolve, that the Pope can no more be Anti­chriſt, then he that holds by profeſſing our Lord to be the Chriſt, [Page] and to honour him for God, as the Chriſt is honoured by Chriſtians, can himſelf pretend to be the Chriſt.
Nay, though I ſincerely blame the impoſing of new articles upon the faith of Chriſtians, and that of poſitions, which I maintaine not to be true; yet I muſt, and do freely profeſſe, that I find no poſiti­neceſſary to ſalvation prohibited, none deſtructive to ſalvtion in­joyned to be believed by it. And therefore, muſt I neceſſarily ac­cept it for a true Church, as, in the Church of England I have al­waies known it accepted; ſeeing there can no queſtion be made, that it continueth the ſame viſible body, by the ſucceſſion of Paſtors, and Lawes, (the preſent cuſtomes in force, being viſibly, the corrupti­on of thoſe which the Church had from the beginning) that firſt was founded by the Apoſtles. For the Idolatries, which I grant to be poſſible, though not neceſſary, to be found in it, by the ignorance and carnall affections of particulars, not by command of the Church, or the Lawes of it; I do not admit to deſtroy the ſalvation of thoſe, who, living in the comunion thereof, are not guilty of the like. There remaines therefore, in the preſent Church of Rome, the profeſſion of all that truth, which it is neceſſary to the ſalvation of all Chriſtians to believe, either in point of faith or maners. Very much darkned indeed, by inhanſing of poſitions, either of a doubtful ſenſe, or abſolutely falſe, to the ranck and degree of matters of Faith. But much more over­whelmed and choaked, with a deal of rubbiſh opinions, traditions, cuſtomes, and ceremonies; (allowed indeed, but no way injoyned) which make that noiſe in the publick profeſſion, and create ſo much buſineſſe in the practice of Religion, among them, that it is a thing very difficult, for ſimple Chriſtians to diſcerne the pearl, the ſeed, and the leaven, of the Goſpel, buried in the earth and the dough of po­pular doctrines, and obſervations, ſo as to imbrace it, with that af­fection of faith and love, which the price of it requires. But if it be true as I ſaid afore, that no man is obliged to commit thoſe Idola­tries, that are poſſible to be committed, in that communion; it will not be impoſſible for a diſcerning Chriſtian, to paſſe through that multitude of doctrines, and obſervations, (the buſineſſe whereof being meerly circumſtantiall to Chriſtianity, allows not that zeale and affection to be exerciſed upon the principall as is ſpent upon the acceſſory) without ſuperſtition and will-worſhip, in placing the ſervice of God in the huske and not in the kernell; or promiſing himſelf the favour of God upon conſiderations impertinent to Chri­ſtianity. As for the halfe Sacrament, the ſervice in an unknown language, the barring the people from the Scrptures, and other Lawes, manifeſtly intercepting the meanes of ſalvatian, which God hath allowed his people by the Church; It ſeems very reaſonable to ſay, that the fault is not the fault of particular Chriſtians, who may, and perhaps do many times wiſh, that the matter were other­wiſe. But that the Church being a Society concluding all by the act of thoſe who conclude it, there is no cauſe to imagine, that God will impute to the guilt and damnation of thoſe who could not help it, that which they are ſufferes in, and not actors. Nay, tis much to be feared, that the authors themſelves of ſuch hard Lawes, and thoſe who maintaine them, will have a ſtrong plea for themſelves at the [Page] day of judgement, in the unreaſonableneſſe of their adverſaries; That, it is true, all reaſon required, that the meanes of ſalvation provided by God, ſhould be miniſtred by the Church. But, find­ing the pretenſe of Reformation without other ground, than that ſenſe of the Scriptures which every man may imagine; and there­fore without other bounds and meaſure, then that which imagina­tion (for which there are no bounds) fixeth; They thought it neceſſary ſo to carry matters, as never to acknowledge, that the Church ever erred in any decree or Law that it hath made; Leaſt the ſame error might be thought to take place in the ſubſtance of Chri­ſtianity, and the Reformation of the Church to conſiſt in the renoun­cing of it; Which we ſee come to paſſe, in the Hereſy of Socinus. And that, finding the Unity of the Church, which they were truſt­ed with, abſolurely neceſſary to the maintenance of the common Chriſtianity, whereby ſalvation is poſſible to be had, though more difficult, by denying thoſe helps to ſalvation, which, ſuch Lawes in­tercept; They thought themſelves tied, for the good of the whole, not to give way to Laws, tending ſo apparently to the ſalvation of particular Chriſtians.
On the other ſide, ſuppoſing the premiſes, there remaine no pre­tenſe, that either Congregations or Presbyteries can be Churches; as founded meerly upon humane uſurpation, which is Schiſme, not upon divine inſtitution which ordereth all Churches, to be fit to con­ſtitute one Church, which is the whole. I need not ſay that there can be no pretenſe for any authority viſibly convayed to them by thoſe which ſet them up, having it in themſelves before. I do not deny that a Chriſtian may attaine to a kind of morall aſſurance, concerning the ſincerity of another Chriſtian; That he is in the ſtate of Grace, and indowed with Gods Spirit. Not by any imediate dictate of the holy Ghoſt, to his own heart; which is not promiſed to that purpoſe. Not by any vehemence or ſuddenneſſe in the change which made him ſo, inabling him to deſigne the time, and place, and meanes, by which it came to paſſe, that it may appear the work of Gods Spirit, preventing and ſwallowing up all concurrence of his own free choice; For this, the change of the end and deſigne of a mans whole life, and the courſe of it, admits not. But by force of thoſe arguments and effects of it, viſible in his converſation, which, the prudence of a ſincere Chriſtian can impute to nothing elſe. But I deny therefore, that every true Chriſtian can, by the ordinary meanes which God allowes, be ſo aſſured of the ſincerity of other true Chriſtians, as thereby to be priviledged, to forſake the Church of God in which they live, as conſiſting of others as well as of ſuch, to retire themſelves into Congregations, in which they may ſerve God in that order, which the ſincerity of their Chriſtianity aſſureth them to containe the purity of Gods ordinances. For it is manifeſt, that the gift of Gods Spirit, requiſite to the ſalvation of all Chriſti­ans, is not promiſed to this effect, as to give them that diſcretion, which inables to value the conſequence of ſuch appearances. And if it were, and if all true Chriſtians could attaine aſſurance of all Chriſtians of whom the queſtion may be made, whether true Chri­ſtians or not; yet hath not God provided, that the trueſt and ſincer­eſt [Page] Chriſtians retire themſelves from communion with thoſe, of whom there is no reaſonable preſumption that they are ſuch, but are onely qualified members of the Church, by ſuch Lawes as may compriſe all the world, profeſſing Chriſtianity, in the communion of the Church. For, whatſoever our Lord hath foretold of the Church in the Goſpel, as of a net that catcheth both good and bad fiſh, as of a floore, containing chaffe as well as graine, as of a flock, contain­taining goates as well as ſheep (as the Arke contained as well un­clean beaſts as clean) neceſſarily falls upon the viſible Church; (and hath been ſo accepted by the Church, in the caſe of the Donatiſts) to aſſure us, that the good are not defiled by communion with the bad, but obliged to live in it, for the exerciſe of their charity and patience, in ſeeking their amendment. For ſeparation, upon pre­tenſe of ſatisfaction, in the Chriſtianity of ſome, to them who pro­feſſe not to have it of others, as it carrieth in it a neceſſary appearance of ſpirituall pride, in overſeeing all thoſe that concurre not in it; So, it ſets up a banner to the impoſture of hypocrites, and turns the pretenſe of ſincere Chriſtianity, to the juſtifying of, whatſoever it is, that a faction ſo conſtituted ſhall take for it; Not meaſuring mens perſons by the common Chriſtianity, but the common Chriſtianity, by that which appeares in the perſons of thoſe, who without due grounds, are ſuppoſed true Chriſtians, excluſively to others. The ground of Congregations being thus voide▪ the conſtitution of them muſt needs involve the ſacriledge of Schiſme in the work, and there­fore a nullity in the effects of it. The Baptiſme which they give, void of the effect of Grace. The Euchariſt, though conſecra­ted in the forme of the Church, (which, it is not to be doubted that the Novatians, Meletians, and Donatiſts held, becauſe they are not blamed in it; Nor do I doubt that Tertullians Montaniſts did the like, whatſoever abuſe might come in among them afterwards, by being ſeparated from the Church) void of the thing ſignified by it. The prayers of the Church void of that effect which the promiſe of hear­ing the prayers thereof importeth, whatſoever Offices, the Church exerciſeth and ſolemnizeth therewith.
How much more the conſtitution of Presbyteries, which, preten­ding no ſuch thing as ſeparating the clean from the unclean, admits to the communion, upon no further pretenſe of Reformation, then anſwering the Aſſemblies Catechiſme, at the demand of Triers, con­ſtituted by thoſe, who, contrary to that ſolemn promiſe, upon ſup­poſition whereof they were advanced to Orders in the Church of England, uſurpe the Power, not of their Biſhops, but of the whole Church, in preſcribing an order of Eccleſiaſticall communion, in all Offices of the Church, without warrant from it; Ordaining thoſe, who undertake to warrant the ſalvation of poor ſouls, as ſuffi­ciently provided for thereby, by becomming their Miniſters; to be their Miniſters. For, what pretenſe can colour this uſurpation, can obſcure the Sacriledge of Schiſme in the act, the nullity of Gods pro­miſes in the effect of it; when the difference conſiſts in reno [...]ncing that authority, which themſelves deny not to have been in poſſeſſi­on according to Gods Law, pretending further, ſo ſtrongly as they know, by virtue of it? In diſclaiming ſingle heads of Churches, [Page] and the Clergy that think themſelves bound to doe nothing without them, though limited, both by the Law of the Church, and the Law of the Land, And in ſetting up themſelves in their ſtead, to manage that authority, without the exerciſe whereof themſelves beleeve Chriſtianity cannot ſubſiſt, by Presbyteries and Synods. As if the tyranny of an Oligarchy were not more inſufferable, then the ty­ranny of a Monarch. Or, as if there were not preſumption of ty­rannizing, in thoſe, who find themſelves free from the bond of theſe Lawes, which fall to the ground with the authority that uſed them, to uſe the authority they uſurpe at their owne diſcretion; which is neceſſarily the law of all Government, that is not limited by lawes which it acknowledgeth. For if they alledge, that they provide us a confeſſion of Faith; (which is a ſtrange allegation, not alledging, either what we wanted before, or what we get by it) I ſhall quickly bring them to the triall, by demanding of them, to ſpue out that damnable Hereſy of Antinomians and Enthuſiaſts, in turning the Covenant of Baptiſme into an abſolute promiſe of life everlaſting, to them for whome Chriſt died, without conditioning, that they beleeve and live like Chriſtians. Which they can never doe, with­out contradicting themſelves, untill they make that Faith which onely juſtifieth to conſiſt in that loyalty, wherewith a man under­takes his Baptiſme, out of a choice, the freedome whereof excludes all predetermination of the will, though by that Grace which effectually brings it to paſſe. For this condition, making all aſſurance of ſalvation the fruit of juſtifying faith, not the act of it, (as if one could be aſſured of it, by beleeving that he is ſure of it▪) obligeth a man to his Chriſtianity, for that very reaſon, which firſt moves all men to be Chriſtians; to obtaine the promiſe which depends upon the per­forming of it. The ſubſtance therefore of Chriſtianity conſiſting in it, that baptiſme which inacteth it not, that Euchariſt which reſtoreth, and eſtabliſheth it not, is not Baptiſme or the Euchariſt, but by equi­vocation of words; which, ſo long as we are not ſecured of, how ſhould the word and Sacraments which ſuch eſtabliſhments hold forth be that word & thoſe Sacraments, which are the marks of Gods Church? And are they not revenged of the ſeven Sacraments, in the Church of Rome, beyond the meaſure of moderate defenſe, who, to renounce them for Sacraments, ſuppreſſe the offices which by them are ſolem­nized? If they allow the Baptiſme of Infants, and the Covenant of Baptiſme, what reaſon can they have to aboliſh the ſolemne pro­feſſion of it, at yeares of diſcretion; with the bleſſing of the Church, for the performance of that, to which their profeſſion obliges? What account will they give, either for not bleſſing Mar­riages, leaving private Chriſtians to contract without the authority of the Church; Or for bleſſing them, without being warranted by the Law of the Church, that they are ſuch as Chriſtianity al­loweth? Are they not moſt Chriſtianly revenged of extreme Unction, by providing no viſitation for the ſick? Of auricular confeſſion, by conſining the Keyes of the Church to the taking away, not of ſinne, from before God, but of ſcandall, from before the Church? Ordinations, I mervaile not that all are forced to maintaine; for, how ſhould altar be ſet up againſt altar, not providing who ſhould [Page] miniſter at it? As for the ceremonies and circumſtances of Gods ſervice, doth not ſuperſtitious ſtrictneſſe in aboliſhing them oblige reaſonable men to think, that they imagine themſelves noleſſe accep­table to God, for neglecting them, then the Papiſts for multiply­ing them, beyond that which the order of them to their end can re­quire? That the memories of the Saints ſhould be fit occaſions of ſer­ving God, (which, the Chriſtianity of the ancient Church made one of the powerfulleſt means to extinguiſh Hetheniſme) is now ſo abhorred, as if we had found out ſome other Chriſtianity, then that which it ſerved to introduce. That there ſhould be ſet times of Faſting, is ſo f [...]rre from the care of Reformers, as if there were no ſuch office of Chriſtianity to be exerciſed by Gods Church. In fine, what is become of the ſubſtance, while we talke of ceremony and cir­cumſtance? Whether Churches were provided, revenues founded, perſons conſecrated, to the intent, that the ſervice of God might daily and hourely ſound in them, by the Pſalmes of his praiſes, by the inſtruction of his word, by the prayers of his people, by the con­tinuall celebration of the Euchariſt? Or, that there ſhould be two Sermons a ſunday, with a prayer at the diſcretion of him that preaches, before and after it; Provided, nothing be done, to ſig­nify that humility of mind, that reverence of hart, that devotion of ſpirit, which the awfull majeſty of God is to be ſerved with; I report my ſelfe to the piety of Chriſtendome, from ſunne, to ſunne. This I ſee, (woe worth my ſinnes, that have made me live to ſee it!) an effectuall courſe is taken, that the Church dores be allwayes ſhut, and no ſerving God there, unleſſe ſome body preach. This is the ſumme of that which the premiſes inable me to allege, why I can have no part in the preſent reformation, ſo called. Beſides the utter want of all pretenſe for authority; the whole title and pre­tenſe upon which, and the end to which, an equitable mind might queſtion, whether ordinary authority, though of Gods inſtitution and appointment, may be ſuperſeded, in a caſe of extrarodinary ne­ceſſity, to reſtore the true Faith and ſervice of God (which, all au­thority of the Church preſuppoſeth for the ground, and propoſeth for the end of all communion with it) is found utterly wanting, up­on the beſt inquiry that I have been able to make. I am to ſeek for a point, any one point, wherein, I can juſtly grant, that the change is not for the worſe. Even that frequency of preaching, which was the outſide of the buſineſſe, even granting it to be by the Rule of true Faith; Yet hath the performance of it been ſo viſibly, ſo pittifully defective, that he muſt have a hard heart for our common Chriſti­anity, who can think, that there is wherewith to defend it from the ſcorn of unbelievers, had they nothing to do but to minde it.
I confeſſe, as afore, I allowed the Church of Rome ſome excuſe, from the unreaſonableneſſe of their adverſaries; So here, conſider­ing the horrible ſcandales given by that communion, in ſtanding ſo rigorouſly upon Lawes, ſo viſibly ruinous to the ſervice of God and the advancement of Chriſtianity, and the difficulty of finding that meane, in which the truth ſtands between the extreames; (as our Lord Chriſt between the theeves, ſaith Turtulliane) I doe not proceed, to give the ſalvation of poor ſoules for loſt, that are carried [Page] away with the pretenſe of Reformation, in the change that is made, even to hate and perſecute, by word, or by deed, thoſe who cannot allow it. For, as for the appearance of Hereſy, though the miſtake be dangerous to the ſoule, becauſe, if followed, it becomes the principle of thoſe actions, which, whoſo doeth ſhall not inherit the kingdome of God; Yet it may be ſo tenderly held, as not to extinguiſh other points of Chriſtianity, which neceſſarily contradict it. For, though indeed they do not ſtand with it, yet it is poſ­ſible, that thoſe who, through the difficulty of finding the truth, have ſwallowed a miſtake, may not proceed to act according to the conſequence of it, but of the reſt of that Chriſtianity, which they retaine and contradicteth it. For, as for the authority of the Church, (the neglect wherof creates that obſtinacy, in conſiderati­on whereof, hereſy is held heretically) the rigorouſneſſe of the Church of Rome, extending it beyond all bounds that our common Chriſtianity can allow, and neceſſitating well diſpoſed Chriſtians to waive it; what mervaile, if, the due bounds becoming in viſible to common ſenſe, by communion with the Church, the miſpriſion of Hereſy poſſeſſe them with the eſteeme of Chriſtianity? And the difficulty of avoiding the temptation create an excuſe to God, for them whoſe intentions are ſingle? As for the crime of ſchiſme, juſtly ſticking to them, who preſuming upon their underſtanding in the ſcriptures, by the ſcriptures alone, which God hath no where pro­miſed to aſſiſt, without uſing the helpes which he hath provided by his Church; though the ſacrilege thereof juſtly render void of effect, the ordinances of God, which are miniſtered by virtue of that uſurpation which it involveth, yet, there being abundance of ſoules, that may live and dye without knowing any better, much leſſe, that can ever be able to judge the beſt, upon true principles; why ſhould I not hope, that God, paſſing by the nullities which it createth, will make good the effect of his Grace to thoſe, who, with ſingleneſſe of heart, ſeek it in a wrong way, when, by his Law, he cannot be tied to concurre to the meanes? But, this reſolution, being the reſult of the premiſes, demonſtrateth how much reaſon the par­ties (that is, thoſe who create the parties by heading the diviſion) have, to look about them, leaſt they become guilty of the greateſt part of ſoules, which in reaſon muſt needs periſh, by the extremi­ties in which it conſiſteth. And, the repreſenting of the grounds thereof unto the parties, though it may ſeem an office unneceſſary for a private Chriſtian to undertake, yet, ſeemeth to me ſo free from all imputation of offenſe, in diſcharging of our common Chriſtiani­ty, and the obligation of it; that I am no leſſe willing to undergoe any offenſe which it may bring upon me, then I am to want the ad­vantages, which, allowing the preſent Reformation might give me.
In the mean time, I remaine obliged, not to repent me of the re­ſolution of my nonage, to remaine in the communion of the Church of England. There I find an authority viſibly derived from the act of the Apoſtles, by meanes of their ſucceſſors. Nor ought it to be of force to queſtion the validity thereof, that the Church of Rome, and the communion thereof, acknowledgeth not the Ordinations, [Page] and other Acts, which are done by virtue of it, as done without the conſent of the whole Church; which, it is true, did viſibly concurre to the authorizing of all acts done by the Clergy, as conſtituted by virtue of thoſe Lawes, which all did acknowledge, and under the profeſſion, of executing the offices of their ſeverall orders according to the ſame. For, the iſſue of that diſpute will be triable by the cauſe of limiting the exerciſe of them, to thoſe termes which the Re­formation thereof containeth, which if they prove ſuch, as the com­mon Chriſtianity, expreſſed in the Scriptures expounded by the ori­ginal practice of the whole Church, renders neceſſary to be maintain­ed, notwithſtanding the reſt of the Church agree not in them; the blame of ſeparation, that hath inſued thereupon, will not be charge­able upon them that retire themſelves to them, for the ſalvation of Chriſtian ſoules, but on them who refuſe all reaſonable compli­ance, in concurring to that which may ſeem any way tollerable. But, towards that triall, that which hath been ſaid muſt ſuffice. The ſubſtance of that Chriſtianity which all muſt be ſaved by, when all diſputes, and decrees, and contradictions are at an end, is more properly maintained in that ſimplicity which all that are concerned are capable of, by the terms of that Baptiſme which it miniſtreth, requiring the profeſſion of them, from all that are confirmed at years of diſcretion) then all the diſputes on both ſides, then all de­crees on the one ſide, all confeſſions of faith on the other ſide, have been able to deliver it. And I conceive, I have ſome ground to ſay ſo great a word, having been able, by limiting the term of juſtifying faith in the writings of the Apoſtles, according to the ſame, to re­ſolve, upon what termes, both ſides are to agree, if they will not ſet up the reſt of their diviſion upon ſomething which the truth of Chri­ſtianity juſtifieth not, on either ſide. For, by admitting Chriſti­anity (that is, the ſincere profeſſion thereof) to be the Faith which onely juſtifyeth, in the writings of the Apoſtles; whatſoever is in difference, as concerning the Covenant of Grace, is reſolved, without prejudicing either the neceſſity of Grace, to the undertaking, the performing, the accepting of it, for the reward; or the neceſſity of good works in conſideration for the ſame. The ſubſtance of Chri­anity, about which there is any difference, being thus ſecured, there remaines no queſtion concerning Baptiſme, and the Euchariſt, to the effect for which they are inſtituted, being miniſtred upon this ground, and the profeſſion of it, with the form which the Catholick Church requireth, to the conſecration of the Euchariſt. Nor doth the Church of England either make Sacraments, of the reſt of the ſeven, or aboliſh the Offices, becauſe the Church of Rome makes them Sacraments. Nor wanteth it an order, for the daily morn­ing and evening ſervice of God, for the celebration of Feſtivalls, and times of Faſting, for the obſervation of ceremonies, fit to create that devotion and reverence, which they ſignify to vulgar under­ſtandings in the ſervice of God. But, praying to Saints, and wor­ſhipping of Images, or of the Euchariſt, Prayers for the delivery of the dead out of Purgatory, the Communion in one kind, Maſſes without Communions, being additions to, or detractions from that ſimplicity of Gods ſervice, which the originall order of the Church [Page] delivereth, viſible to common reaſon, comparing the preſent order of the Church of Rome with the Scriptures, and primitive records of the Church; there is no cauſe to think that the Catholick Church is diſowned, by laying them aſide. It is true, it was an extraordi­nary act of Secular Power in Church maters, to inforce the change, without any conſent from the greater part of the Church. But if the matter of the change be the reſtoring of Lawes, which our common Chriſtianity, as well as the Primitive orders of the Church (of both which, Chriſtian Powers are borne Protectors) make requiſite; the ſecular power acteth within the ſphere of it, and the diviſion is not imputable to them that make the change, but to them that refuſe their concurrence to it. Well had it been, had that moſt pious and neceſſary deſire thereof, to reſtore publick Pe­nance, been ſeconded, by the zeal and compliance of all eſtates; and not ſtifled by the tares of Puritaniſme, growing up with the Refor­mation of it. For, as there can be no juſt pretenſe of Reformation, when the effect of it is not the frequentation of Gods publick ſer­vice, in that forme which it reſtoreth, but the ſuppreſſing of it in that form which it rejecteth; So, the communion of the Euchariſt being the chiefe office in which it conſiſteth; the aboliſhing of pri­vate Maſſes is an unſuſticient pretenſe for Reformation, where that proviſion, for the frequenting of the communion, is not made, which, the reſtoring of the order in force, before private Maſſes came in, re­quireth. Nor can any meane be imagined to maintaine continuall communion, with that purity of conſcience, which the holi­neſſe of Chriſtianity requireth, but the reſtoring of Penance. In fine, if any thing may have been defective, or amiſſe, in that order which the Church of England eſtabliſheth, it is but juſtice, to compare it in groſſe, with both extreames which it avoideth; and conſidering, that it is not in any private man, to make the body of the Church ſuch as th [...]y could wiſh, to ſerve God with; to reſt content, in that he is not obliged, to become a party to thoſe things which he ap­proves not; conforming himſelf to the order in force, in hope of that grace, which communion with the Church in the offices of Gods ſervice promiſeth.
For, conſider againe, what meanes of ſalvation all Chriſtians have, by communion with the Church of Rome. All are bound to be at Maſſe on every Feſtivall day, but, to ſay onely ſo many Paters, and ſo many Aves as belong to the hour. Not to aſſiſt with their devoti­ons, that which they underſtand not; much leſſe, to communicate. All are bound to communicate once a year at Eaſter, and before they do it, to ſay they are ſory for the ſinnes they confeſſe; undertaking the Penance which is injoyned, not for cleanſing the ſinne, but to re­maine for Purgatory, if they do it not here. The like at the point of death, with extreme unction over and above. Within the com­paſſe of this law, Chriſtians may fall into the hands of conſcientious Curates and Confeſſors, that ſhall not faile to inſtruct them, wherein their Chriſtianity and ſalvation conſiſts, and how they are to ſerve God in Spirit and in truth; preferring the principall before the ac­ceſſory rubbiſh of ceremonies, and obſervations, indifferent of them­ſelves, but, which ſpend the ſtrength of the ſeed and root of Chriſti­anity [Page] in leaves and chaff without fruit. But they may alſo fall un­der ſuch, as ſhall direct them to look upon the virtue of the ſacrifi­ce, that is repeated in the Maſſe, and promiſe themſelves the bene­fit thereof by the work done, without their aſſiſtance. To look up­on their Penance, onely, as that which muſt be paid for in Purgatory if not done here. To do as the Church does, and to believe as it be­lieves, promiſing themſelves ſalvation, by being of communion there­with, though it import no more then I have ſaid. Nay, though they be directed ſuch devotions, as are common to God with his creature, as ſpend the ſeed of Chriſtianity in the chaffe of obſervati­ons, impertinent to the end of it. On the other ſide, departing thence to Congregations and Presbyteries, what meanes of ſalvation ſhall a Chriſtian have? Two Sermons a Sunday, and a prayer be­fore and after each; But, whether it be the Word of God, or his that Preaches, whether Chriſtianity allow to pray as he prayes, or not; no Rule to ſecure. And, whether Chriſtian liberty allow, that men be tied to ſerve God from Sunday to Sunday, or not, un­till Gods ſpirit indite what every man ſhall ſay to God; no way re­ſolved. A man may poſſibly light upon him, that does not take juſti­fying Faith to conſiſt in beleeving that a man is of the elect, for whome alone Chriſt died; or that, beleeving it, preſſes the con­ſequences which contradict his owne premiſes, as if he did not. But, how eaſy is it to light upon him, that drawes the true concluſion from the premiſes which he profeſſeth, and maketh meere Popery of the whole duty of a Chriſtian? Certainly, the Church of Rome holdeth no error in the Faith, any thing neare ſo pernicious as this. That of tranſubſtantiation is but a fleabite in compariſon of it. He who, by reaſon of his education, is afraide to thinke that the elements remaine, is he therefore become incapable of the Spirit of God conveyed by the Body and Blood of our Lord in the Sacrament? And certainely, that is the prime Intereſt of our Chriſtianity in it; though, the bodily pre­ſence of the elements is no way prejudiciall to the ſame. But, who ſo beleeveth he hath Gods Word for his ſalvation, not ſuppoſing any condition requiſite, may think himſelfe tied to live like a Chriſtian, but by no meanes, but by holding contradictories at once; Which, though all men by conſequence do, becauſe all erre; Yet, in matters of ſo high conſequence, to do it cannot be without prejudice to the work of Chriſtianity, and dangerous to the ſalvation it promiſeth. Nor can Baptiſme or the Euchariſt be Baptiſme or the Euchariſt but equivocally, to them that allow the true conſequence of this. And, ſhall any man perſwade me, that, un­leſſe a man will ſweare, that which no man is able to ſhow that a Chriſtian may ſweare, he periſhes without help, for want of this communion ſo obtained? Or, on the other ſide, that his ſalvation can be ſecured, who, to obtaine that meanes of ſalvation which Congregations or Presbyteries tender, concurre to the open act of Schiſme which they do? So neceſſary is it for me to continue in the reſolution of my nonage, as being convinced, upon a new inquiry, that the meanes of ſalvation are more ſufficient, more agreeable for ſubſtance, to the Scriptures expounded by the originall practice of [Page] the whole Church, (though perhaps not for forme) in that meane, then in either extreme.
This reſolution, then, being thus grounded, what alteration can the preſent calamity of the Church of England make in it, to per­ſwade a man, to believe thoſearticles, which the Bull of Pius VI. ad­deth to the common faith; to maintaine, whatſoever is once grown a cuſtome in the Church of Rome, as for that ſervice of God, which it deſtroyeth? Or on the other ſide, to become a party to that ex­preſſe act of Schiſme, with miſpriſion of Hereſy involved in it, which the erecting of Congregations and Presbyteries importeth? Epiphani­us mentioneth one Zachaeus in Syria, that retired himſelf from commu­nion with the Church, to ſerve God alone. If the force of the Sword deſtroy the opportunities and meanes of yeelding God that ſervice which a mans Chriſtianity profeſſed upon mature choice, requireth; ſhall it be imputable to him, that, deſiring to ſerve God with his Church, he is excluded by them, who ground their communion upon conditions which the common Chriſtianity alloweth not? Or, to them, by whom he is ſo excluded?
I can onely ſay to the ſcattered remaines of the Church of En­gland, whoſe communion I cheriſh, becauſe it ſtandeth upon thoſe termes, which give me ſufficient ground for the hope of Salvation, which I have cheriſhed from my cradle; that, the Eccleſiaſtical Laws of the Church of England, being no longer in force by the Power of this world, are by conſ [...]quence, no longer a ſufficient Rule, for the order of their communion in the offices of Gods ſervice; In which Order the viſibility of every Church conſiſteth. Not as if the nature of good and badde, in the matter of them, had ſuffered any change; but becauſe, being the mean to preſerve unity in the ſervice of God, upon thoſe termes, which the Law of the Land inforced, they are no ſufficient meane to preſerve it upon thoſe termes, which onely our Chriſtianity requireth; To wit, that it be diſtinct from Con­gregations and Presbyteries, as well as from the Church of Rome. Which, in my opinion, making it neceſſary to the ſalvation of every Chriſtian to communicate with the Catholicke Church (that is, with a Church which ought to be a member of the whole Church) is of great conſequence. For, neither is it actually and properly a Church, the order whereof, in the ſervice of God, is not viſible; Nor is there ſufficient meanes in that caſe for the effect of a Church, and of that viſible order in which the being of a Church conſiſteth, to­wards the ſalvation of thoſe who are of it, or might be of it. And this is that which muſt juſtify that which I have done, in ſpeaking out ſo farre, what I conceive the Rule of Faith, what the Lawes of the Catholick Church, require, to be provided for, in every Church and every eſtate. For if they be not wanting to themſelves, to their Title, to the ſalvation of Gods people, they have enough in the Scri­  [...]tures, interpreted by the Original Tradition & practice of the whole  [...]hurch, both to condemn the errors, which the ground of their Com­  [...]nion obliges them to diſown, & to give ſuch a rule, to the order of  [...] Communion, in the offices of Gods ſervice, as the preſent ſtate  [...], compared with the primitive ſtate of thoſe Chriſtians, who  [...]fir  [...]ucceeded the Apoſtles, ſhall ſeem to require. It is indeed, a [Page] very great caſe to me, that, having declared againſt untrue, and unſufficient cauſes, for dividing the Church, (for which there can be no cauſe ſufficient) I have owned the cauſe which I think ſufficient, for a particular Church, to provide for it ſelfe without the conſent of the whole. For by this meanes, I ſecure my ſelf, from being acceſſory to Schiſme, and the innumerable miſ­chiefes which it produceth. But I confeſſe, this declaration makes me liable to a conſequence of very great importance; That there is no true meane, no juſt way to reconcile any difference in the Church, but upon thoſe grounds and thoſe termes which I propoſe. For, ſuppoſing the Society of the Church, by Gods Law; upon what termes, the leaſt ſucking Hereſy amongſt us is reconcileable to the party from which it broke laſt, (ſuppoſing it reconcileable up­on the grounds and termes of our common Chriſtianity) upon the ſame termes is the Reformation reconcileable to the Church of Rome, the Greek Church to the Latine, all parts to the Whole, the Congregations and Presbyteries to the Church of England. Where­as, not proceeding upon thoſe grounds, not ſtanding on thoſe termes, all pre [...]enſe of reconciling, even the Reformed, among themſelves, will prove a meer pretenſe.
Laus Deo.

FINIS.


§
[Page]
Faults eſcaped in the firſe Booke.
PAge 7. line 47. r. ſhall it be diſc. pag. 20. l. 45. r. to all ſentences p. 21. l. 50. 1 Theſ. V. 14, 15. r. 12, 13. l. 52 Heb. XII. r. XIII. 23. 39. r. the act 40. 6. then thoſe r. better then  [...]. 28. under-r. undertooke 48. 30. r. waſhing or ſit­ting downe to 59. 53. r. adulterers 66. 28. Ladies day r. Lords day 89. 53. ſecret to the r. ſe [...]re [...], ſo 95. 46. with r. which, 115. 26. thoſe found. r. theſ. 116. 33. that this r. that is 121. 4. r. intertainment 122. 7. Church with r. with him 137. 8. without r. within 140. 13. r. virtue of the 147. 1. we had r. he had 57. r. indowment. 155. 25. now have r. now are 172. 34. after Acts? put) 176. 25. dele rome 177. 52. r. he eat 178. 28. then it was r. as it was 181. 57. r. ſo con­tinuall. 182. 51. to Gods r. to uſe G. 183. 37. comming from Chriſt r. of Chriſt 185. 6. after lamented put) 186. 21. there may r. may be 189. 29. r. change 190. 14. banquet r. banquet 28. paſsive r. poſitive 45. r. owned 193. 16  [...]ele argument 221. 2. not up r. caſt up. 235. 18. if when r. when 237. 16. which the r. with the 37. aliver r. alone 241. 16. Ahab r. Jehn 248. 50. Jeroboams then r. Jeroboams ſinne 250. 38. neither r. either.

Second Book.
Pag. 7. l. 30. r. we be p. 8. 36. John 7. 37. r. 39. 40. r. now if 20. 41. Joh. IV. r. Epheſ. IV. 22. 12. that thoſe r. thoſe that. 62. 19. he pert. r. be p [...]rt. 23. Heb. IV. 16. r. 1. 68. of as r. of man, as 71. 33. r. evidenced 101. 55. r. the Angels. 109. 9. and both r. ſo b [...]th. 116. 56. as you may by r. as you may ſee by 118. 35. Solomons r. Solomons words 36. r. compoſed. 119. 51. dele  [...]. 125. 28. r. to deri [...]e 26. 53. which r. with which 128. 31. r. they thought. 162. 5. tendred r. raended 164. 54. ſerve or the—purpoſe not r. ſerve the—purpoſe or not. 165. 24. concerning r. conſining. 56. upon neceſsity r. upon the like n. 166. 21. after that r. the line afore i [...]ports—this or that. 167. to ſee that it ſuppoſeth r. that it is, ſup. 171. 55. r. comes not to paſſe 174. 45. will not r. ſhall not 184. 28. of that k. r. or that k. 57. for which they addict themſelves to love r. which they addict themſelves to for love 51. r. with the 189. 35. diſcerne r. deſerve. 192. 36. ye, knowing r. ye knowe 193. 34. or r. if 195. 15.  [...]ay r. might 35. 1. Ad  [...]ah 198. 24. that is r. that it is. prophets r. prophet 199. 12. were r. we are 17. in r. is 49. r. ſoverainty 201. 13. upon paſſe r. to  [...]aſſe 203. 31. generation r. regen. 206. 49. obſervations r. obſervation 207. 51. luſted r. laſted 208. 56. teach r. reach. 209. 10. dece [...]t r. decree. 22. you r. them. 26. verifying r. reſolving 211. 34. ſup­poſed r. ſuppoſe 215. 21. cauſes r. clauſes 216. 6. XI. r. I. 217. 53. refutes r. refuſes. 218.  [...]agined r. imagining 52. without the bonds r. w [...]th [...]n the bounds 219. 9. adxe r. adde 220. 3. of the r. to the 37. r. allwayes freely doe it. 221. 24. whereby r. that order 922. 34. by one r. by ſom [...] 223. 37. revealed r. related 224. 30. S. S. Auſtine, point, S. Auſtme 225. 57. of God r. to God. 240. 31.  [...] r.  [...] 247, 49. r. or to ſhow 250. 12. they can be r. can be 251. 32. this part. r. his  [...]. 256. 55. in ſending r.  [...]endri [...]g. 259. 16. r. conceiving 260. 32. r. having excluded. 35. r. propoſes. 261. 29. 31. r. premiſes premiſes. 264. 27. r.  [...] 281. 6. r.  [...] can 282. 38. r. diſtinguiſ [...]e [...]h. 289. 45. r. which the 296. 26. let him in. r. let them 297. 7. the rank of it r. the werk 300. 25. as I ſaid 1. I ſaid 304. 33. ſhould be r. that God ſhould 307. 13. but the r. be  [...]  [...].

Third Book.
Pag. 6. l. 9. r. to be no more 12. 54. it not r. is not, 14. 2. which r. with 16. 1. is not r. is the 19. 6. after r. afore 37. 47. r. though not under 54. 7. r. times r. termes 55. 53. r. promiſes 58. 21. truly one r. done 61. 23. r. on purpoſe 64. 21. r. S. Peter 65. 51. r. Zonar [...] 66. 10. a dore r. alone 69. 37. r. refuſed 38. r. conſtrued. 48. r. whatſoever 70. 1. r. Predeſtinatians 86. 1. r. Novatians 88. 55. r. Homil. 91. 25. r. Cappadoc [...] 95. 25. r. Synedr [...]s 98. 58. repentance r. upon rep. 110. 55. r. preſcribed. 111. 22. r. miniſtery 32. was Apoſtle r. we Apoſtles 113. 56. r. import 57. practice 1. Prieſts 115. 53. r. prefers 116. 4. for forn. r. except for  [...]. 117. 54. r. draw them 119. 57. corrected r.  [...] 122. 1. time r.  [...]erme 123. 12. r. is it 128. 2. r. Mileu. 137. 49. r. Gentium ſecu [...]m  [...] 139. 13. r. her husbands brother 145. 4. r. all one 151. 29. r. ſetled 160. 16. r. Eldeſt 163. 58. r. will find 164. 41. according the r. to the 169. 33. r. the third, 43. r. of the chief 178. 42. r. rights 191. 44. r. good works 197. 2. firſt r. ſeventh 206. 39. r. further, for the ord. 209. 1. r. ſo ſubject to 25. r. once a moneth 252. 2. r. if it be true, all 273. 32. or ſo, as 276. 46. or r. nor 277. 54. r. no [...] by the order 279. 2. r. conferred 280. 12. r. preached 282.  [...]2. and more. r. and not 283. 46. r. oblige 285. 17. r. which God 44. upon r. up an 288. 10. r. God, which, tho. 292. 20. ſeem r. ſerve 31 [...]. 22. r. appa­ritions 316. 10. r. it is 318. 56. r. if the fire 327. 26. our r. one 328. 58. dele ne 334. 41. r. conſecration 335. 29. in the r. is 336. 41. as he r. ſhe 338. 7. r. grounded 56. this rec. r.  [...] 339. 31. r. variety 341. 22. r. and makes 26. not miſsing r. miſsing. 29. any dif. r.  [...]o  [...]. 342. 16. r. which, by to bleſsing 345. 30. r. Chriſme 36. hands. r. b [...]nds? 5 [...]. ſome r. ſerve 349. 50. r. ſubſiſte [...]. 352. 6. r. premiſes, 353. 53. inſtructing r. in ſerving. 356. 55. ſometimes. 360. 7. r. no  [...]. 364. 58. r. reaſ [...]able though no [...]. 370. 55. r. Laick [...] 372. 53. r. ground 373. 38. r. neceſſarily 374. 5. r. degrees 374. 39. ſure [...]y r. ſociety 378. 13. r. as when 381. 36. r. upon Ep. but upon acts of the 385. 1. r. ſuppoſeth 40. r. ſuppoſition 54. r. of  [...]—then, that.
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