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Complete sets of Wm. Law’s Works have been for years very scarce, and when.
obtainable at only high prices which have been much beyond the purse of the
ordinary book-buyer. They have now been handsomely reprinted, uriform with.
the edition published during the Author’s lifetime, with the addition of his letters.

Rev. Dr. Wurre, of Free St. George’s, Edinburgh, says:—¢ It may with
perfect safety be said that there are very few authors in English Literature, if
there is one, whose works will better delight and reward readers of an original and
serious cast of mind than just the wholly forgotten works of William Law. In
sheer intellectual strength Law is fully abreast of the very foremost of his
illustrious contemporaries, while in that fertilising touch, which is the true test of
genius, Law simply stands alone. And then his truly great and sanctified intellect
worked exclusively, intensely, and with unparalleled originality on the most
interesting, the most important, and the most productive of all subjects, the
Divine nature and human nature, sin, prayer, love, and eternal life.”

Brsnor Ewine says :—*¢ Law’s Theological system may be said to rest upon one
only basis, viz., God is Love—from eternity to eternity: Love—abyssal love,
ordering all His counsels, working all His works, regulating all events, governing
all creatures according to the rules and measures of love alone.”’—Present Day
Papers.

CavoN OverToN, in his Life of Law, says :—‘ Law is best known by his Serious
Call, a work of singular power. With the exception of the Pilgrim's Progress, no
work on practical religion has, perhaps, been so highly praised. Gibbon, Dr.
Johnson, Doddridge, and John Wesley vie with each other in commending it as a
masterpiece.”’

A rew OrINIONS oF PurcHAsERS oF THIS NEw EbIrioN.
5 ‘;Invalua.ble!”—Rev. Canox Dixon, M.A., Warkworth Vicarage, Northum-
erland.

I never paid for a volume with more satisfaction. Thanks are due to you for
bringing William Law before the world in this good and cheap reprint.”’—Rev.
T. J. Hamerron, 8. Alban’s Vicarage, Leeds.

1 consider them remarkably cheap, and congratulate you on the admirable way
in which they are printed.”’—Rev. T. Owexn 8. Davies, Regency Square, Brighton.

‘“ A possessor and a long-time Student of Law’s Works, I wish you every
success in making his invaluable writings more generally known. I know nc
author more likely to do good in this restless and impatient age.””—Rev. F.
Saxpers, M.A., Hoylake Vicarage, Cheshire.

I rejoice in the prospect of possessing a copy of Law’s works—that writer of
sanctified common sense. Would that the pulpits of the present day resounded
with such appeals as his.”’—Rev. J. HerueriNeroN, St. Peter’s Vicarage, Hull.

‘1 thank you personally for giving me the opportunity of acquainting myself
with the writings of so truly great and godly a man. I read the sketch of hie
life this morning with much appreciation, only regretting there was not more of
it ; but what there is—is gold.”—Rev. J. JErRMYN, Palmer’s Green.

 Law’s writings exhibit the mastery of style and treatment of an accomplished
and well-informed man of the world, whilst at the same time they are the vehicle
not only of the personal and moving fervour we are accustomed to associate with
what is called Evangelicalism, but of the more dignified and graceful piety of those
who have embraced a sacramental theory of religion. The present-day reader who
has the wisdom either to study Law’s works as a whole, will find himself again
and again reminded, now of Carlyle, now of Newman, and indeed of almost every
English author who has deeply stirred his emotional nature.”’—Speaker.

¢* His works possess & very high rank in English literature; . . . great ease,
purity, copiousness, and correctness, place them among the purest and most.
clagsical models of English composition ; and in pregnancy of wit, poignancy of
irony, dexterity of argument, and justness of conclusion, they are nearly
unrivalled.”’—British Critic.

tLAW’S (Wm.) WORKS, finely printed in antique type, with facsimile title-pages, 9 vols 8vo,
; £1, 1s, . 1762 rep. 1892

ConTENTS :—Serious Call to a Devout and Holy Life; Treatise on Christian Perfection ; The Spirit of|
Prayer ; The Spirit of Love ; Address to the Clergy ; Unlawfulness of Stage Entertainments, &c., &e.
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Prefatory Memoir.

r HE ‘Life’ of the REV. WILLIAM LAW has been fully,
even diffusively, set forth in his Biography written
by CANON OVERTON and published by Longmans
in the year 1831 : and to that work—of which the
more interesting particulars are drawn from the

late MR. WALTON’S * Collections and DR. BYROM’S ¢ Journal '—

such readers of William Law’s Works who desire to obtain
some general idea of their Writer’s life, are referred.

Unfortunately, Canon QOuertorn’s Work, excellent and painstak-
ing as is its compilation, conveys to the earnest reader only a very
vague and unsatisfactory impression of William Law himself :
being composed chiefly of well-selected extracts from Law’s
publications with criticisms thercon and numerous explanations
and conjectures in well-meant but misplaced, elucidations of
motives and actions. In fact, Canon Owerton has performed a
kind of literary autopsy upon William Law : quite in the manner
of biographical writing of the day ; unimpeachable, indeed, in
respect of ‘scholarly > execution, although occasionally lapsing
into ill-chosen expressions as when he describes his subject as a
‘grand specimen of Humanity, instead of example ; as if poor
Law were some Museum specimen to be gazed at and remarked
upon, with due pedantry accordingly. This too, in the absence
of any authentic portrait of William Law,represses the curiosity
of the expectant reader ; who, abandoning the Biography, con-
soles himself with the remark made by Miss HESTER GIBBON—
when requested to write a ¢ Life’ of William Law—that his Life
was in his Works.

William Law was born at Kzng’s Clzffe a considerable Village in
Northamptonshire so long ago as the year 1686, in the Reign of
James the Second. His father was a ‘ Grocer and Chandler’ in
the ;Village, residing in a house of his own ; but, Canon Ouverton

* CHRISTOPHER WALTON, a ‘Diamond Jeweller,) of Zudgate Street,
London, and apparently a man of considerable literary ability—of a
peculiar kind—who had a most enthusiastic veneration for WILLIAM LAW.
He printed in the year 1856 a ‘ Cyclopadia of Pure Christian Theology and
¢ Theosophic Science in Elucidation of the Sublime Genius and Theosophian
¢ Mission of WILLIAM LAW, containing nearly 700 pages of the smallest and
closest printing, which is perhaps the most laborious and generally unread-
able compilation ever printed—excepting the Biographical footnotes relating
to Law commencing at page 334.
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tells us “ his social standing was different from that of an ordinary
‘Village tradesman of the present day.’ From various evidence
it appears that the Laws were not of humble origin in respect of
¢ Gentility ’; and mention is made by Waltfon of a Tradesman’s
token, dated 1659, which bore their ¢ Coat of Arms’—an evidence
of ¢ Gentility > of more account at that time of ¢ Heraldic Visita-
¢ tions’ than it would be at the present. It may be remembered
that William Law's great Contemporary BISHOP BUTLER, was
the son of a Linen-Draper; and other instances might be re-
called —SHAKESPEARE for example—of what has been accom-
plished by members of that class.

William Law was the fourth son of a family of eight sons and
three daughters. His early disposition appears to have been
noticed by his father, who alone of all his sons, sent Wilizan: to
the University ; and he entered as a Sizar of Emmanuel College,
Cambridge, in the year 1705. He proceeded to the Arts Degrees
in the usual course; and was elected to a Fellowship of his
College and ordained in the year 1711—no doubt therefore, well
fulfilling his father’s expectations of him. His political principles
(never mere ‘ Views’ with him), obliged him to decline the Oath
of Allegiance to George the First in the year 1716; which
deprived him of his College Fellowship and of all prospect of
advancement in the Church. In a note which he wrote to his
cldest brother on that occasion he says: ¢ My prospect indeed is
“melancholy enough. . . . The benefits of my education seem
¢ partly at an end, but that same education had been more miser-
“ably lost, if I had not learnt to fear something worse than mis-
¢ fortunes.” In this great, though providential disappointment to
his hopes and those of his family respecting him, his father did
not live to share, having died two years previously.

It is said that on leaving Cambridge, William Law came to
London : and there is some tradition that he officiated as Curate
at S. Mary’s Church in the Strand. Various vague reports are
current respecting him at that period ; but little is known of
him until he published his first letter to Dr. HoADLY, the
latitudinarian Bishop of Bangor, followed by his other letters
on that Controversy. These Letters were written between the
years 1717-1719, when Williain Law was about 31 years of age,
and are generally considered to have been the most important
contribution to that Controversy.

The following ¢ Rules for my Future Conduct’ drawn up by
William Law*—it is said, when he was at Cambridge—are
worthy of being reproduced with his Works :—

* Waltor's ¢ Cyclopaedia,” Footnotes, pp. 345-6.
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O fix it deep in my Mind, that I have one business upon my hands
—to seek for eternal happiness, by doing the Will of God.
II. To examine everything that relates to me in this view, as
it serves or obstructs this only end of Life.
I11. To think nothing great or desirable, because the World
thinks it so ; but to form all my judgments of things from the
infallible Word of God, and direct my Life according to it.

IV. To avoid all concerns with the World, or the ways of it, but where
Religion and Charity oblige me to act.

V. To remember frequently, and impress it upon my Mind deeply, that no
condition of this Life is for enjoyment, but for trial ; and that every power,
ability, or advantage we have, are all so many Talents to be accounted for, to
the Judge of all the World.

VI. That the Greatness of Human Nature consists in nothing else but in
imitating the Divine Nature. That therefore, all the Greatness of this
World, which is not in good actions, is perfectly beside the point.

VII. To remember, often and seriously, how much of Time is inevitably
thrown away, from which I can expect nothing but the charge of Guilt; and
how little there may be to come, on which an Eternity depends.

VIII. To avoid all excess in eating and drinking.

IX. To spend as little time as I possibly can, among such persons as can
receive no benefit from me, nor I from them.

X. To be always fearful of letting my time slip away without some fruit.

XI. To avoid all idleness.

XII. To call to mind the Presence of God, whenever I find myself
under any Temptation to sin, and to have immediate recourse to Prayer.

XIII. To think humbly of myself ; and with great Charity of all others.

XIV. To forbear from all evil speaking.

XV. To think often of the Life of Christ, and to propose it as a pattern to
myself.

);(VI. To pray, privately, thrice a day, besides my morning and evening
Prayer.

XVII. To keep from * as much as [ can without offence.

XVIIL To spend some time in giving an account of the day, previous to
Evening Prayer: how have I spent this day? what Sin have I committed ?
what Temptations have I withstood ? have I performed all my Duty?

It was about the year 1727 that W7l/liam Law having achieved
a good reputation by his Controversial writings, Clhristian Per-
fection, &ec., became Tutor in the Gébbon family, residing at
Putney, in particular to the father of the Historian G#bborz whom
he accompanied to Lmumnanue/ College ; and on his pupil’s de-
parture thence upon his travels, Law returned to Putfney where
he continued to reside for the next twelve years in the capacity
of Spiritual Director with the Gzbbon family, by whom he was
much esteemed. It was during his residence at Puzney that he
produced his fame-piece, but not perhaps his master-piece, the
Serious Call, by which he is now most generally known. It
appears to have been at Puiney also, that he became acquainted
with the writings of Jacob Bekmen the German Mystic, for whom

* Left blank by Walton,
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and his Commentators, he acquired a great veneration which
deepened with him until his death.

On leaving Putney, Law returned to King’s Cliffe to reside ;
where shortly afterwards Mrs. Hutcheson, a Widow lady, and
Miss Hester Gibbon, who were each possessed of ample means
and of strict piety, joined him and devoted themselves and the
greater part of their joint income* to the relief of the Poor in
a most benevolent, but it would seem, indiscriminate manner.
Their Charity becoming notorious, attracted to them all the
Vagrants from the whole country round, demoralizing the
Village of King's Clzffe; and exciting the rebuke of the then
Incumbent administered to them from his pulpit. ,

Some interesting particulars of the daily life of William Law's
household at Kizng’s Cliffe were collected many years ago by
Mr. Walton, and are abridged, as follows :

R. LAW rose early each morning, probably about five o’clock,
spending some time in devotion ; after which he breakfasted,
generally on a cup of chocolate in his bedroom, and then com-
menced study. . . . Mr. Law kept four cows, the produce of
which, beyond what was required for his household, he gave to
the poor, distributing the milk every morning with his own

hands. . . . At nine o’clock a bell was rung for family devotion, of which the
Collects and Psalms for the day formed a portion. From . . . the perform-
ance of this duty Mr. Zaew retired in silence to his chamber, where he passed
the morning in study ; not unfrequently, indeed, interrupted by the message
of some poor mendicant for aid, which never failed to secure his immediate
attention . . . he inquired into the particular needs of his suppliants, and
caused relief to be administered in the shape either of money, apparel, or food.
. . . He manifested displeasure if room was not found on the kitchen fire for
a vessel for the poor ; and sometimes he has been known to quit his studies
in order to taste the broth which had been made for them. . . . Inthe winter
season, he occasionally added ale and wine to these charitable provisions.
. . . Amongst the articles of clothing which he provided for the indigent were
shirts made of strong coarse linen ; and, that he might not give away what he
himself could not thankfully receive, he always wore them himself first . . .
after which they were washed and distributed. . . . Instances of hypocrisy
are narrated of mendicants, who have been known to change their better
clothing, sheltered by the projecting buttresses of the neighbouring church,
for rags, and, thus disguised, repair again for relief to the well-known window.
Though suspicions at times crossed his mind, Mr. LZaw would give his sup-
plicants the benefit of a doubt, the result of all which was that A7ng’s Clzjfe
became the resort of the idle and worthless, and obtained a character tor
Pauperism which the place did not deserve ; and so much annoyance did it
cause to the inhabitants that the Rector . . . endeavoured to put an end to

* Mrs. HUTCHESON’S income is said by Walfon to have been £2,000, and
Miss GIBBON’S between five and seven hundred pounds yearly. It also
appears that WILLIAM LAW gave the profits of only the jfi»s/ editions of his
Works to the Bookseller, so that there would be a considerable income from
that source.
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the alleged mistaken benevolence of Mr. Zaw and his companions by openly
preaching against them from the Pulpit. . . . At noon in winter, and at one
in summer, dinner was laid upon the table, of which Mr. LZaw partook very
moderately, allowing himself one glass of wine. . . . Immediately after dinner
they reassembled (for devotional exercises). That duty performed, Mr. Law
once more retired to his study and remained there a few hours, again rejoin-
ing the ladies at the tea-table. Of this refreshment he did not ordinarily
partake, but supplied its place with a raisin or two from his pocket, generally
standing and indulging in cheerful conversation. Aftertea exercises of piety
were resumed, and varied by the servants in turn reading a chapter from the
Bible. . . . Mr. Law and his companions, Mrs, Huicheson and Miss Gibbon,
were constant in their attendance at Church whenever Divine Service was
performed. After the morning service on Wednesdays and Fridays, it was
their custom to ride out for an airing, Mr. LZaw and Miss Gibbon being on
horseback, and Mrs. Hulcheson, with the Honourables the Misses Hatton, their
neighbours (who usually dined with them every alternate Friday) . . . inthe
carriage. . . . As regards the regular occupations of the ladies,* apart from
the time dedicated to outward offices of charity among their Neighbours, or
spent in private devotion, it would appear that they consisted in storing their
minds with the instructions of Wisdom, and the impressions of Eternity, by
transcribing daily portions out of the writings of the ancient . . . divines as
in the way of school exercises. . . . Asno authentic portrait of Mr. Law is in
existence . . . we give a sketch of his personal appearance, as nearly as can
be gathered from the testimony left upon record, assisted by our knowledge
of his character.t . . . In stature . . . rather over than under the middle
size, his frame not corpulent, but stoutly built. . . . The general form of his
countenance was round ; and he possessed a blunt, felicitous expression of
utterance. . . . He had well-proportioned features . . . a cheerful, open
expression. ., . . His face was ruddy, his eyes grey, clear, vivacious. . . .
His general manner was lively and unaffected, and, though his walk and
conversation among his friends was that of a Sage . . . he was accustomed
to see company, and was a man of free conversation. . .. A sister of the...
Wesleys describes him as the very picture of the Law itself for severity and
gravity. . . . Perhaps the gravity of his looks and demeanour was a little

* Mrs. HUTCHESON and Miss HESTER GIBBON, each of whom sur-
vived WILLIAM LAW ; and are buried at the foot of his grave in K7Zng’s
Cliffe Churchyard. Canon Owerfon, in his ¢ Biography of Law, rather
ungallantly and frivolously records a foolish tradition ‘that during
¢ Law’s lifetime the ladies dressed in the severely simple style recom-
‘mended in the Serious Call, but that after his death the feminine
‘love of finery broke out, and ¢ Miss Gibbon appeared resplendent in yellow
‘stockings i as if Miss Gzbbor’s stockings had been an apparent and pro-
minent rather than an obscured and withdrawn portion of her apparel ; for
which supposition there is no evidence, although Dr. ZByrom reports on
hearsay that ¢ she was said to be a very good lady, though some people thought
‘she was mad.

+ Mr. WALTON here adds the following note (p. 502), which will be read
with a shudder : ¢ If our endeavours to obtain possession of his Skull should be
¢ crowned with success, we shall then, perhaps, be enabled to offer a more just
“and complete delineation of his exterior . . . ; his hardy, economic physical
‘training and classically tutored mind rendering it probable that nature in
¢ him was regular and true’—and very unlike what it was in poor Mr. WALTON!
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heightened by the soberness of his dress, which was usually a clerical hat
with the loops let down, black coat, and grey wig.

Of the many who applied to WZlliam Law for spiritual advice
and guidance, and who for a time implicitly followed his direc-
tions, the most notable was Jokn Wesley : of whom Law subse-
quently wrote, ‘I was at one time a sort of Oracle with Mr.
¢ Wesley! The occasion of their estrangement was because
in Wesley's opinion, Willian: Law's teaching did not sufficiently
dwell upon the Saving Merits of the Atonement ; and the instan-
taneous kind of Salvation comprehended in the Divine words
¢ Believe ; and thou shalt be saved.” This Doctrine Wesley in a
lengthy but rather weak and petulant, note charged Law with
neglecting to teach him ; and asks him ¢ How will you justify it
‘to our common Lord that you never gave me this advice —of
instantaneous Salvation—‘ Why did I scarcely ever hear you
‘name the name of Christ, never so as to ground anything on
‘faith in His blood ?; and concludes with some personal reflec-
tions upon Williain Law's morose disposition, which he thinks
cannot be the result of a living faith, &c, and which certainly
might have been spared. To this Law sent a most admirable
and charitable reply, sweeping away Wes/ey’s insinuations like so
many cobwebs; in which he says ¢ A holy man you say taught
‘you this “ Believe and thou shalt be saved.” I am to sup-
‘ pose that till you met with this holy man you had not been
¢ taught this Doctrine. Did you not above two years ago give a
‘new translation of Thomas a Kempis. Will you call Thomas to
¢account and to answer it to God, as you do me for not teaching
‘you that doctrine? Or will you say that you took upon you to
‘restore the true sense of that Divine Writer, and instruct others
“how they might profit by reading him, before you had so much
‘as a literal knowledge of the most plain, open, and repeated
“doctrine in his book. You cannot but remember what value I
‘always expressed of @ Kempis, and how much I recommended
‘it to your meditations. You have had a great many conver-
‘sations with me, and I dare say you never was with me half an
¢ hour without my being large upon that very doctrine which you
“make me totally silent and ignorant of . . . . I am to suppose
 that you had been meditating upon an Author that of all others
‘leads us the most directly to a real living Faith in Jesus Christ :
‘after you had judged yourself such a master of his sentiments
¢and doctrines as to be able to publish them . . . . after you had
‘done this you had only the faithof a /udas.” And concluding :
‘Your last paragraph, concerning my sour, rough behaviour, I
‘leave in its full force. Whatever you can say of me of that
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¢ kind, without hurting yourself, will be always well received by
‘ me.

William Law’s veneration for Jacob Belumen and belief in his
System of Philosophy ; and what has been termed, his own
‘ mysticism,” has by many been misunderstood and misrepre-
sented. His latest Biographer, Canon Qverfon, places too much
stress upon a quotation from a letter written by William Law to
a friend ; in which, probably in an unguarded moment of strong
enthusiasm, he says ¢ All pretences and endeavours to hinder the
‘opening of this Mystery revealed’ in Jacod Belmen ¢ and its
¢ bearing down all before it, will be as vain as so many attempts
‘to prevent or retard the coming of the last day’—and this
statement made in the privacy of correspondence—Canon Querfon
describes as a ¢ Prophecy ’ unfulfilled. It is therefore, only fair
to William Law's memory to quote the following extract from a
letter written by him five years later—and within two years of
his death, to a friend : ‘ Next to the Scriptures, my only book is
‘the illuminated Belmen. And /im I only follow so far as he
“helps to open in me that whick God had opened in him, concerning
“the death and the life of the jfallen and vedeemed man. The
‘whole Kingdom of Grace and Nature was opened in him; and
‘the whole Kingdom of Grace and Nature lies hid in myself.
¢ And, therefore, in reading of him, I am always at home and
‘kept close to the Kingdom of God that is within me.’

Another of the charges brought against Laz is, that he was
a ‘declared Universalist.” The final Restitution of all things,
was a subject upon which he spoke and wrote most guardedly ;
in one instance as follows :—* Put away all needless curiosity in
‘Divine matters; and look upon everything to be so but that
“which helps you to die-to yourself, that the Spirit and Life of
¢ Christ may be found in you.’

William Laew retired to King’s Cliffe when he was fifty-one
years of age, and he resided there until his death, twenty-two
years later. It appears that at Eastertide in the year 1761,
when occupying himself as usual about the annual audit of the
Schools, which he had founded and endowed in his native place,
he caught cold, producing inflammation of the kidneys ; which,
after a few days’ acute suffering, ended his life here. His death
occurred between seven and eight o'clock in the morning of
Thursday, oth April, 1761. * When near expiring,’ it is reported,
‘he sang a hymn with a strong and very clear voice;’ and Miss
Gibbon, who was present, wrote :— This death-bed instead of
‘being a state of Affliction, was, providentially, a state of Divine
‘Transport. As to THE TRUTH, all his behaviour bore full

‘testimony to it, and the gracious words that proceeded out of
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¢ his mouth were all love, all joy, and all Divine Transport . . .
‘after taking leave of everybody in the most affecting manner,
*and declaring the opening of the Spirit of Love in the Soul to
*be all in all—he expired in Divine raptures.’

G. B. M.
Brockenhurst, Hants.
19¢h October, 1892.
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The
First Letter to
the Bishop of Bangor.

My Lord,

HAT your Lordship may be prepared to rcceive
what I here presume to lay before you, with the
greater Candor, I sincerely profess, that it does
not proceed from any Prejudice ; but from certain
Reasons, upon which I find myself invincibly

obliged to differ from your Lordship in Opinion.

To prevent all Suspicion of my designing anything injurious
to your Lordship’s Character in this Address, I have prefixed,
what otherwise I should have chosen to conceal, my Name
to it.

Your Lordship is represented as at the Head of a Cause,
where cvery Adversary is sure to be reproached, either as a
furious Jacobite, or Popish Bigot, or an Enemy to the Liberty
of his Country, and the Protestant Cause. These hard Names
are to be expected, my Lord, from a Set of Men who dishonour
your Lordship with their Panegyrics upon your Performances ;
whose Praises defile the Character they would adorn.

When Dr. Suape represents your Lordship as no Friend to the
good Orders, and necessary Institutions of the Church, you
complain of the ill Arts of an Adversary, who sets you out in
false Colours, perverts your Words on purpose to increase his
own /maginary Triumphs. But, my Lord, in this, Dr. Srape
only thinks with those who would be counted your best Friends;
and would no longer be your Friends, but that they conclude,
you have declared against the Authority of the Church. Does
your Lordship suppose, that the 7——ds, the A——#és, the
b /s, would be at so much Expense of Time and Labour, to
justify, commend and enlarge upon your Lordship’s Notions, if
they did not think you engaged in their Cause? There is not a
Libertine, or Loose-Thinker in Zugland, but he imagines you

intend to dissolve the Church as a Soczefy, and are ready to
I—2
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offer Incense to your Lordship for so meritorious a Design.
It is not my Intention to reproach your Lordship with their
Esteem, or to involve you in the Guilt of their Schemes ; but
to show, that an Adversary does not need any Malice to make
him believe you no Friend to the Constitution of the Church,
as a Regular Society, since your greatest Admirers every Day
publish it by necessary Construction to the World in Print.

After a Word or two concerning a Passage in your Lordship’s
Preservative, 1 shall proceed to consider your Answer to Dr.
Snape. 1n the 98th Page you have these Words: But when you
are secure of your Integrity before God, — this will lead you (as
it ought all of us) not to be afraid of the Terrors of Men, or the
vain Words of Regular Uninterrupted Successions, Authovitative
Benedictions, Excommunications, — Nullity, or Validity of God’s
Ordinances to the People upon Account of Niceties and Trifles, or
any other the like Dreams.

My Lord, thus much must be implied here : Be not afraid of
the Terrors of Men, who would persuade you of the Danger of
being in this, or that Communion, and fright you into particular
Ways of Worshipping God, who would make you believe such
Sacraments, and such Clergy, are necessary to recommend you
to his Favour. For these, your Lordship affirms, we may con-
temn, if we be but secure of our Integrity.

So that if a Man be not a Hypocrite, it matters not what
Religion he is of. This is a Proposition of an unfriendly Aspect
to Christianity : But that it is entirely your Lordship’s, is plain
from what you declare, p. 9o : That every one may find it in his
own Conduct to be true, that his Title to God’s Favour cannot
depend upon lits actual being ov continuing in any particular
Method ; but wpon lis real Sincerity tn the Conduct of his Con-
science. Again, p. 91: The Favour of God jfollows Sincerity,
considered as such, and consequently equally follows every equal
Degree of Sincerity. So that I hope I have not wrested your
Lordship’s Meaning, by saying, that, according to these Notions,
if a Man be not a Hypocrite, it matters not what Religion he is
of. Not only sincere Quakers, Ranters, Muggletonians, and Fifth
Monarclhy-Men, are as much in the Favour of God, as any of the
Apostles; but likewise sincere Jews, Turks and Dezsts, are upon
as good a Bottom, and as secure of the Favour of God, as the
sincerest Christian.

For your Lordship saith, it is Szncerity, as such, that procures
the Favour of God. If it be Sincerity, as such, then it is Szn-
cerity independent and exclusive of any particular Way of Wor-
ship. And if the Favour of God equally follows every equal
Degree of Sincerity, then it is impossible there should be any
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Difference, either as to Merit or Happiness, between a sincere
Martyr and a sincere Persecutor ; and he that burns the
Christian, if he be but in earnest, has the same Title to a
Reward for it, as he that is burnt for believing in Christ.

Your Lordship saith, you can’t help it, if People will charge
you with* Zvil [ntentions and Bad Views. 1 intend no such
Charge : But I wonder your Lordship should think it hard, that
anyone should infer from these Places, that you are against the
Intevest of the Church of England.

For, my Lord, cannot the Quakers, Muggletonians, Deists,
Presbyterians, assert you as much in their interest as we can ?
Have you said anything for us, or done anything for us in this
Preservative, but what you have equally done for them? Your
Lordship is ours, as you fill a Biskopric; but we are at a loss
to discover from this Discourse what other Interest we have in
your Lordship. For you openly expose our Communion, and give
up all the advantages of it, by telling all sorts of People, if they are
but sincere in their own Way, they are as much in God’s Favour
as anybody else. Is this supporting our Interest, my Lord?

Suppose a Iriend of King George should declare it to all
Britons whatever, that though they were divided into Five thou-
sand different Parties, to set up different Pretenders ; yet if they
were but sincere in their Designs, they would be as much in the
Favour of God, as those who are most firmly attached to his
Magesty. Does your Lordship think, such a one would be
thought any great Friend to the Government? And, my Lord,
is not this the Declaration you made as to the Church of Zng-
land ? Have you not told all Parties, that their Sincerity is
enough? Have yousaid so much as one Word in Recommenda-
tion of our Communion : Or, if it was not for your Church-
Character in the Title-Page of this Discourse, could anyone
alive conceive what Communion you were of? Nay, a Reader,
that was a Stranger, would imagine, that he who will allow no
Difference between Communions, is himself of no Communion.
Your Lordship, for aught I know, may act according to the
strictest Sincerity, and may think it your Duty to undermine
the Foundations of the Church. I am only surprised, that you
should refuse to own the Reasonableness of such a Charge.

Your Lordship hath cancelled all our Obligations to any par-
ticular Communion, upon pretence of Stucerity.

I hope, my Lord, there is Mercy in store for all sorts of
People, however erroncous in their Way of worshipping God ;
but cannot believe, that to be a sincere Christian, is to be no
more in the Favour of God. than to be a sincere Deist, or a

* Answer, p. 46.
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sincere Destroyer of Christians., It will be allowed, that Sincerity
is a necessary Principle of true Religion ; and that without it, all
the most specious Appearances of Virtue are nothing worth.
But still, neither common Sense, nor plain Scripture, will suffer
me to think, that when our Saviour was on Earth, they were as
much in the Favour of God, who sincerely refused to be his
Disciples, and sincerely called for his Crucifixion, as those who
sincerely left all and followed him. If they were, my Lord,
where is that Blessedness of Believing so often mentioned in the
Scripture? Or, where is the Happiness of the Gospel Revelation,
if they are as well, who refuse it sincerely, as those who embrace
it with Integrity ?

Our Saviour declared, that those who believed, should be saved ;
but those who believed not, should be damned. Will your Lord-
ship say, that all Unbelievers were insincere ; or, that though
they were damned, they were yet in the same Favour with God,
as those who were saved ?

The Apostle assures us, that there is no other Name under
Heaven given unto Men, whereby they can be saved, but Jesus
Christ. But your Lordship hath found out an Atonement, more
universal than that of his Blood ; and which will even make
those blessed and happy, who count it an wwu/oly Thing. For
seeing it is Szucerity, as such, that alone recommends us to the
Favour of God, they who sincerely persecute this Name, are in
as good a Way, as those that sincerely worship it. Has God
declared this to be the only Way to Salvation? How can your
Lordship tell the World, that Sincerity will save them, be they
in what Way they will? Is this all the Necessity of Christ’s
Satisfaction ? Is this all the Advantage of the Gospel Covenant,
that those who sincerely condemn it, are in as good a State
without it, as those that embrace it?

My Lord, here is no Aggravation of your Meaning. If Sin-
cerity, as such, be the only thing that recommends us to God,
and every equal Degree of it procures an equal Degree of Favour;
it is a Demonstration, that Sincerity agasust Christ is as pleasing
to God, as Sincerity fo» him. My Lord, this is a Doctrine which
ns» Words can enough decry. So 1 shall leave it, to consider
what Opinion St. Pax/ had of this kind of Sincerity. He did
not think, when he persecuted the Church, though he did it
tgnorantly, and in Unbelief, and out of Zeal towards God, that
he was as much in the Favour of God, as when he suffered for
Christ. [/ am the least, saith he, of the Aposties, not fit to be called
an Apostle ; because I persecuted the Church of Christ. The
Apostle does not scruple to charge himself with Guilt, notwith-
standing his Sincerity.
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A little Knowledge of human Nature will teach us, that our
Sincerity may be often charged with Guilt; not as if we were
guilty because we are sincere ; but because it may be our Fault
that we are hearty and sincere in such or such ill-grounded
Opinions. It may have been from some ill Conduct of our own,
some Irregularities, or Abuse of our Faculties, that we conceive
things as we do, and are fixed in such and such Tenets. And
can we think so much owing to a Szucerity in Opinions, con-
tracted by ill Habits and guilty Behaviour? There are sevcral
faulty Ways, by which People may cloud and prejudice their
Understandings, and throw themselves into a very odd Way of
thinking ; for some Cause or other God may send them a strong
Delusion, that they should believe a Lie. And will your Lordship
say, that those who are thus sunk into Errors, it may be, through
their own ill Conduct, or as a Judgment of God upon them, are
as much in his Favour, as those that love and adhere to the
Truth? This, my Lord, is a shocking Opinion, and has given
Numbers of Christians great Offence, as contradicting common
Sense and plain Scripture; as setting all Religion upon the
Level, as to the Favour of God.

The next thing that, according to your Lordship, we ought not
to be concerned at, is, the vain Words of Regular and Uninter-
rupted Successions, as Niceties, Trifles, and Dreams. Thus much
surely is implied in these Words, that no kind of Ordination or
Mission of the Clergy is of any Consequence or Moment to us.
For if the Ordination need not be Regular, or derived from those
who had Authority from Christ to Ordain, it is plain, that no
one particular kind of Ordination can be of any more Value
than another. For no Ordination whatever can have any worse
Defects, than as being Zrregular,and not derived by a Succession
from Christ. So that if these Circumstances are to be looked on
as Trifles and Dreams, all the Difference that can be supposed
betwixt any Ordinations, comes under the same Notion of
Trifles and Dreams ; and consequently, are either Good alike, or
Trifling alike. So that Quakers, Independents, Presb]terz'an_s,
according to your Lordship, have as much Reason to think their
Teachers as useful to them, and as True Ministers of Christ, as
those of the Episcopal Communion have to think their Teachers.
For if Regularity of Ordination and Uninterrupted Succession be
mere Trifles, and nothing; then all the Difference betwixt us
and other Teachers, must be nothing: for they can differ from
us in no other respects. So that, my Lord, if Episcopal Ordina-
tion, derived from Christ, hath been contended for by the Church
of England, your Lordship hath in this Point deserted her : And
you not only give up Episcopal Ordination, by ridiculing a
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Succession ; but likewise by the same Argument exclude any
Ministers on Earth from having Christ’s Authority. For if there
be not a Succession of Persons authorised from Christ to send
others to act in his Name, then both Episcopal and Presbyterian
Teachers are equally Usurpers, and as mere Laymen as any at
all. For there can’t be any other Difference between the Clergy
and Laity; but as the one hath Authority derived from
Christ, to perform Offices which the other hath not. But this
Authority can be no otherwise had, than by an Uninterrupted
Succession of Men from Christ, empowered to qualify others.
For if the Succession be once broke, People must either go into
the Ministry of their own Accord, or be sent by such as have no
more Power to send others, than to go themselves. And, my
Lord, can these be called Ministers of Christ, or received as his
Ambassadors? Can they be thought to act in his Name, who
have no Authority from him? If so, your Lordship’s Servant
might Ordain and Baptize to as much purpose as your Lordship:
For it could only be objected to such Actions, that they had no
Authority from Christ. And if there be no Succession of
Ordainers from him, everyone is equally qualified to Ordain.
My ILord, I should think it might be granted me, that the
Administering of a Sacrament is an Action we have no Right to
perform, considered either as Men, Gentlemen, or Scholars, or
Members of a Civil Society. Who then can have any Authority
to interpose, but he that has it from Christ? And how that can
he had from him, without a Succession of Men from him, is not
casily conceived. Should a private Person choose a Lord
Chancellor, and declare his Authority good; would there be any
thing but Absurdity, Impudence and Presumption in it? But
why he cannot as well commission a Person to act, sign and
seal in the King’s Name, as in the Name of Christ, is unaccount-
able.

My Lord, it is a plain and obvious Truth, that no Man, or
Number of Men, considered, as such, can any more make a
Priest, or commission a Person to officiate in Christ’'s Name, as
suck, than he can enlarge the Means of Grace, or add a New
Sacrament for the Conveyance of spiritual Advantages. The
Ministers of Christ are as much positive Ordinances, as the
Sacraments ; and we might as well think, that Sacraments not
instituted by him, might be Means of Grace, as those pass for
his Ministers, who have no Authority from him.

Once more, all things are either in common in the Church of
Christ, or they are not. If they are, then everyone may Preach,
Baptize, Ordain, &e.  If all things are not thus common, but the
Administering of the Sacrament, and Ordination, &c., are Offices
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appropriated to particular Persons ; then I desire to know how,
in this present Age, or any other since the Apostles, Christians
can know their respective Duties, or what they may, or may not
do, with respect to the several Acts of Church-Communion, if
there be no Uninterrupted Succession of Authorised Persons from
Christ : For until Authority from Christ appears, to make a
Difference between them, we are all alike; and anyone may
officiate as well as another. To make a Jest therefore of the
Uninterrupted Succession, is to make a Jest of Ordination ; to
destroy the sacred Character, and make all Pretenders to it, as
good as those that are sent by Christ.

If there be no Uninterrupied Succession, then there are no
Authorised Ministers from Christ; if no such Ministers, then no
Christian Sacraments; if no Christian Sacraments, then no
Christian Covenant, whereof the Sacraments are the Stated and
Visible Seals.

My Lord, this is all your own. Here are no Consequences
palmed upon you ; but the first, plain, and obvious Sense of your
Lordship’s Words — and yet, after all, your Lordship asks Dr.
Snape, Why all these Outcries against you* ? Indeed, my Lord,
you have only taken the main Supports of our Religion away :
You have neither left us Priests, nor Sacraments, nor Church :
Or, what is the same thing, you have made them all 77zfes and
Dreams. And what has your Lordship given us in the room of
all these Advantages? Why, only Siéncerity - This is the great
Universal Atonement for all. This is that, which, according to
your Lordship, will help us to the Communion of Saints here-
after, though we are in Communion with anybody, or nobody
here.

The next Things we are not to be afraid of, are, T/e vain
Words of Nullity and Validity of God's Ovdinances, i.c., whether
they are administered by a Clergyman or a Layman. This
indeed I have shown was included in what you said about the
Trifle of Uninterrupted Succession. But, for fear we should have
overlooked it there, you have given it us in express Words in
the next Line.

Your Lordship tells Dr. Snape, That you know no Confusion,
Glorious o7 Inglorious, that you have endeavoured to introduce into
the Church.}

My Lord, If I may presume to repeat your own Words, Lay
your Hand on your Heart, and ask yourself, Whether the en-
couraging all manner of Divisions, be not endecavouring to
introduce Confusion? If there were in England Five thousand

* Answer, p. 40. + Answer, p. 47.
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different Sects, has not your Lordship persuaded them to be
content with themselves; not to value what they are told by
other Communions ; That if they are but sincere, they need not
have regard to anything else? Is not this to introduce Con-
fusion? What is Confusion, but Difference and Division? And
does not your Lordship plainly declare to the World, that there
is no need of uniting? That there is no particular Way or
Method, that can recommend us more to the Favour of God,
than another ? Has your Lordship so much as given the least
Hint, that it is better to be in the Communion of the Church of
England, than not? Have you not exposed her Sacraments and
Clergy ; and, as much as lay in you, broke down every thing in
her, that distinguishes her from Fanatical Conventicles? What
is there in her, as a Church, that you have left untouched?
What have you left in her, that can any way invite others into
her Communion? Are her Clergy authorised more than others?
For fear that should be thought, you make a Regular Succession
from Christ, a 777l Are her Sacraments more regularly
administered ? Lest that should recommend her, you slight the
Nullity or Validity of God's Ordinances. Is there any Authority
in her Laws, which enjoin Communion with her? Lest this
should be believed, you tell us, that our being or continuing in
any particular Method (or particular Communion) cannot recom-
mend us more to the Favour of God than another.

I must observe to your Lordship, that these Opinions are very
oddly put in a Preservative from ill Principles; or, An Appeal
to the Consciences and common Sense of the Laity. Are they to
be persuaded not to join with the Nonjurors, because no
particular Priests, no particular Sacraments, no particular
Communion, is anything but a Dream and Trifle; and such
things as no way recommend us to the Favour of God more
than others? Are the Nonjurors only thus to be answered ?
Is the Established Church only thus to be defended? Your
Lordship indeed has not minced the Matter : But, I hope, the
Church of England is to be supported upon better Principles, or
not at all.

If T should tell a Person that put a Case of Conscience to me,
that all Cases of Conscience are Trifles, and signify nothing ; it
would be plain, that I had given him a direct Answer: But if he
had either Conscience, or common Sense, he would seek out a
better Confessor.

Your Lordship tells Dr. Snape, that the saith and unsaith, to
the great Diversion of the Roman Catholics.* But if your Lord-

* Answer, p. 46.
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ship would unsay some things you have said, it would be a
greater Mortification to them, than all that ever you said or writ
in your Life.

To deny the Necessity of any particular Communion, to
expose the Validity of Sacraments, and rally upon the Unin-
terrupted Succession of Priests, and pull down every Pillar in
the Church of Chrift,is an Errand on which Rome hath sent
many Messengers. And the Papists are no more provoked with
your Lordship for these Discourses, than they were angry at
William Penn, a reputed Jesuit, for preaching up Quakerism.
So long as they rejoice in our Divisions, or are glad to see the
City of God made a mere Babel, they can no more be angry at
your Lordship, than at your Advocates.

Dr. Snape says, you represent the Church of Christ as a
Kingdom, in which Christ neither acts himself, nor hath invested
anyone else with Authority to act for him. At this ycur Lord-
ship cries, p. 22, Lay your Hand wpon your Heart, and ask, Is
this a Christion, Human, Honest Representation of what your own
Eyes read in my Sermon ?

My Lord, I have dealt as sincerely with my Heart as it is
possible ; and I must confess, I take the Doctor’'s Representation
to be Christian and Honest. For though you sometimes contend
against Absolute and Indispensable Authority; yet it is plain,
that you strike at all Authority, and assert, as the Doctor saith,
that Christ hath not invested anyone on Earth with an Authority
to act for him.

Page 11. You expressly say, That as to the Affairs of Con-
science and eternal Salvation, Christ hath left no Visible Human
Authority behind him.

Now, my Lord, is not this saying, that he has left no Authority
at all ? For Christ came with no other Authority Himself but as
to Conscience and Salvation, he erected a Kingdom which
related to nothing but Conscience and Salvation: And there-
fore they who have no Authority as to Conscience and Salvation,
have no Authority at all in his Kingdom. Conscience and Salva-
tion are the only Affairs of that Kingdom.

Your Lordship denies, that anyone has Authority in these
Affairs ; and yet you take it ill to be charged with asserting,
that Christ hath not invested anyone with Authority for him.
How can anyone act for him, but in his Kingdom ? How can
they act in his Kingdom, if they have nothing to do with Con-
science and Salvation, when his Kingdom is concerned with
nothing else ?

Again, Page 16, your Lordship saith, that no one of them
(Christians) any more than another, hath Authority either to make
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new Laws for Christ's Suljects,or to impose a Sense upon the old
ones ; or tlo Judge, Censurve, or Punish the Servanis of another
Master, in Matters purely velating to Conscience.

I can meet with no Divine, my Lord, either Juror or Non-
Juror, High or Low, Churchman or Dissenter, that does not
think your Lordship has plainly asserted in these Passages,
what the Doctor has laid to your Charge, that no one is invested
with Authority from Christ to act for him.

Your Lordship thinks this is sufficiently answered, by saying,
you contend against an Absolute Authority. You do indeed
sometimes join Absolute with that Authority you disclaim. But,
my Lord, it is still true, that you have taken all Authority from
the Church: For the Reasons you everywhere give against this
Authority, conclude as strongly against any Degrees of Autho-
rity, as that which is truly Absolute.

First, You disown the Authority of any Christians over other
Christians, because they are the Servants of anoither Master,
p. 16. Now this concludes as strongly against any Authority,
as that which is Aébsolute : For no one can have the least
Authority over those that are entirely under another’s Jurisdic-
tion. A small Authority over another’s Servant, is as incon-
sistent as the greatest.

Secondly, You reject this Authority, because of the Objects it
is exercised upon, ze. Matters purely relating to Conscience and
Salvation. Here this Authority is rejected, because it relates to
Conscience and Salvation ; which does as well exclude every
Degree of Authority, as that which is Absolute. For if
Authority and Conscience cannot suit together, Conscience
rejects Authority, as suc/ ; and not because there is this or that
Degree of it. So that this Argument banishes all Authority.

Thirdly, Your Lordship denies any Church Authority, because
Christ doth not Zuterpose to convey Infallibility, to assert the true
Interpretation of His own Laws.* Now, this Reason concludes
as full against a// Authority, as that which is 4bsolute. For if
Infallibility is necessary to found an Obedience upon in Christ’s
Kingdom, it is plain, that nobody in Christ’s Kingdom hath any
Right to any Obedience from others, nor consequently any
Authority to command it ; no Members, or Number of Members
of it, being infallible.

Fourthly, Another Reason your Lordship gives against Church-
Authority, is this; That it is the taking Christ's Kingdom out of
his Hands, and placing it in their own, p. 14. Now this Reason
proves as much against Authority in general, or any Degrees of

* Sermon, p. I5.
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it, as that which is Aébso/ute. For if the Authority of others
is inconsistent with Christ’s being King of his own Kingdom,
then cvery Degree of Authority, so far as it extends, is an Inva-
sion of so much of Christ’s Authority, and usurping upon his
Right.

The Reason likewise which your Lordship gives to prove the
Apostles not Usurpers of Christ’s Authority, plainly condemns
every Degree of Authority which any Church can now pretend
to. They were no Usurpers, because he then interposed to convey
Infallibility ; and was in all that they ordained : So that the
Authority was his in the strictest Sense.* So that where he does
not interpose to convey Infallibility, there every Degree of
Authority is a Degree of Usurpation; and consequently, the
present Church having no Infallibility, has no Right to exercise
the least Degree of Authority, without robbing Christ of his
Prerogative.

Thus it plainly appears, that every Reason you have offered
against Church-Authority, concludes with as much Strength
against a// Authority, as that which is Aédso/ute. And therefore
Dr. Snape has done you no Injury in charging you with the
Denial of A// Authority.

There happens, my Lord, to be only this Difference between
your Sermon and the Defence of it, that That is so many Pages
against Church-Authority, as suc/, and This is a Confutation of
the Pope’s Infallibility. It is very strange, that so clear a Writer,
who has been so long inquiring into the Nature of Government,
should not be able to make himself be understood upon it :
That your Lordship should be only preaching againt the Pope;
and yet A/ the Lower House of Convocation should unanimously
conceive, that your Doctrine therein delivered, tended to subvert
all Government and Discipline in the Church of Christ.

And, my Lord, it will appear from what follows, that your
Lordship is even of the same Opinion yourself; and that you
imagined, you had banished @/ Authority, as suck, out of the
Church, by those Arguments you had offered against an Abdsolute
Authority. This is plain from the following Passage, where you
ridicule #2at which Dr. Snape took to be an Authority, though
not Absolute. When Dr. Snapge said, That no Church-Authority
was to be obeyed in anything contrary to the Revealed Will of
God, your Lordship triumphs thus : Glorious Absolute Authority
tndeed, in your own Account, to which Christ's Subjects owe no
Obedience, till they have examined into his own Declarations ; and
then they obey not this Authority, but him.t

* Answer, p. 38. 1 Answer, p. 27.
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Here you make nothing of that Authority which is not A4éso-
Jute ; and yet you think it hard to be told, that you have taken
away all Church-Authority. That which is Absolute, you
expressly deny ; and here you say, that which is not Absolute,
is nothing at all. Where then is the Aut/ority you have left?
Or how is it that Christ has empowered anyone to act in his
Name ?

Your Lordship fights safe under the Protection of the Word
Absolute; but your Aim is at all Church-Power. And your
Tordship makes too hasty an Inference, that because it is not
Absolute, it is none at all. If you ask, Where you have made
this Inference, it is on occasion of the above-mentioned
Triumph; where your Lordship makes it an insignificant
Authority, which is only to be obeyed so long as it is not
contrary to Scripture.

Your Lordship seems to think all is lost, as to Church-Power ;
because the Doctor does not claim an Aébsolute one, but allows it
to be subject to Scripture : As if a// Authority was Absolute, or
else nothing at all. I shall therefore consider the Nature of this
Church-Power, and show, that though it is not Aébsolute, yet it is
a Real Authority, and is not such a mere Notion as your Lord-
ship makes it.

An Absolute Authority, according to your Lordship, is what is
to be always obeyed by every Individual that is subject to it, in
all Circumstances. This is an Authority that we utterly deny to
the Church. But, I presume, there may be an Au#/ority inferior
to this, which is nevertheless a Rea/ Auwthwrity, and is to be
esteemed as such, and that for these Reasons:

First, I hope it will be allowed me, that our Saviour came
into the World with Authority. But it was not lawful for the
Jews to receive him, if they thought his Appearance not agree-
able to those Marks and Characters they had of him in their
Scriptures. May not I here say, My Lord, Glorious Autlority of
Chirist indeed, to which the Jews owed no Obedience, till they had
cxamined thetv Scriptures; and then they obey, not Him, but
Then !

Again ; The Apostles were sent into the World with Autho-
rity : But yet, those who thought their Doctrines unworthy of
God, and unsuitable to the Principles of Natural Religion, were
obliged not to obey them. Glorious Authority indeed of the
Apostles, to whom Mankind owed no Obedience, till they had first
examined theiy own Notions of God and Religion ; and then they
obeyed, not the Apostles, but Them.

I hope, my Lord, it may be allowed, that the Sacraments are
Real Means of Grace: But it is certain they are only conditionally
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so, if those that partake of them are endowed with suitable Dis-
positions of Piety and Virtue. Glorious Means of Grace of the
Sacraments, whicl is only obtained by such pious Dispositions ; and
then it is owing to the Dispositions, and not the Sacraments.
Now, my Lord, if there can be such a thing as instituted Kea/
Means of Grace, which are only conditionally applied, 1 cannot
see, why there may not be an instituted Keal Authority in the
Church, which is only to be conditionally obeyed.

Your Lordship has written a great many Elaborate Pages to
prove the Lnglis/ Government Limited ; and that no Obedience
is due to it, but whilst it preserves our Fundamentals; and, I
suppose, the People are to judge for themselves, whether these are
safe, or not. Glorious Authority of the English Government,
which is to be obeyed no longer than the People think it thetr Intevest
10 obey it !

Will your Lordship say, There is 120 Authority in the English
Government, because only a conditional Obedience is due to it,
whilst we think it supports our Fundamentals? Why then
must the Church-Authority be reckoned nothing at all, because
only a Rational Conditional Obedience is to be paid, whilst we
think it not contrary to Scripture? Is a Limited, Con-
ditional Government in the State, such a Wise, Excellent, and
Glorious Constitution? And is the same Authority in the
Church, such Absurdity, Nonsense, and nothing at all, as to any
actual Power?

If there be such a thing as Obedience upon Rational Motives,
there must be such a thing as Authority that is not absolute, or
that does not require a Blind, Implicit Obedience. Indeed,
Rational Creatures can obey no other Authority; they must
have Reasons for what they do. And yet because the Church
claims only this Razional/ Obedience, your Lordship explodes
suck Authority as none at all.

Yet it must be granted, that no otzer Obedience was due to
the Prophets, or our Seviour and his Apostles : They were only
to be obeyed by those who Thought their Doctrines worziy of
God. So that if the Church has zo Authority, because we must
first consult the Scriptures before we obey it; neither our
Saviour, nor his Apostles, had any Autiority, because the Jews
were first to consult their Scriptures, and the Heat/ens their
Reason, before they obeyed them. And yet this is all that is
said against Churckh-Authority ; That because they are to judge
of the Lawfulness of its Injunctions, therefore they owe it no
Obedience : Which false Conclusion I hope is enough exposed.

If we think it unlawful to do anything that the Church
requires of us, we must not obey its Authority. So, if we think
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it unlawful to submit to any Temporal Government, we are not
to comply. But, I hope, it will not follow, that the Government
has #no Authority, because some think it unlawful to comply with
it. If we are so unhappy as to judge wrong in any Matter of
Duty, we must nevertheless act according to our Judgments;
and the Guilt of Disobedience either in C/urc/ or State, is more
or less, according as our Error is more or less voluntary, and
occasioned by our own Mismanagement.

I believe I have shown, First, That all your Lordship's
Arguments against Church-Authority, conclude with the same
Force against a// Degrees of Authority : Secondly, That though
Clreh-Autlwority be not Absolute in a certain Sense; yet if our
Saviour and his Apostles had any Authority, the Church may
have a Real Authority : For neither he, nor his Apostles, had
such an Absolute Authority, as excludes all Consideration and
Ezamination : Which is your Notion of Absolute Authority.

Before I leave this Head, I must observe, that in this very
Answer to Dr. Suape, where you would be thought to have
exposed tkis Absolute Authority alone, you exclude a// Authority
along with it. You ask the Doctor* Is this the whole you can
make of it, after all your boasted Zeal for Mere Authority? You
then say, Why nay not I be allowed to say, No Man on Earth
fatle an Absolute Authority, as well as you? My Lord, there
can be no understanding of this, unless Mere Authority and
Absolute Authority be taken for the same thing by your
Lordship.

But, my Lord, is not the smallest Particle of Matter, Mere
Matter? And is it therefore the same as the Whole Mass of
Matter? Is an Inch of Space, because it is Mere Space, the
same as /nfinite Space? How comes it, then, that Mere
Authority is the same as Absolute Authority ? My Lord, Mere
Authority implies on/y Authority, as a Mere Man implies only a
Man : But your Lordship makes no Difference between #%is, and
Absolute Authority ; and therefore hath left 720 Authority in the
Church, unless there be Authority, that is not Mere Authority,
i.e. Matter that is not Mere Matter; or Space that is not Mere
Space.

When the Church enjoins Matters of Indifference, is she
obeyed for any Reason, but for her Mere Authority ? But your
Lordship allows no Obedience to Mere Authority,; and therefore
no Obedience even in Indifferent Matters.

Thus do these Arguments of yours lay all waste in the
Church: And I must not omit oze, my Lord, which falls as

* Answer, p. 26.
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heavy upon the Szate, and makes all Civil Government unlawful.
Your words are these: As the Church of Christ is the Kingdom
of Christ, He himself is King; and in this it is implied, that He
is the sole Law-giver fo his Subjects, and Himself the sole Judge
of their Behaviour in the Affairs of Conscience and Salvation. 1f
there be any T7ut/z or Force in this Argument, it concludes with
the same T7uz/ and Force against all Authority in the Kingdoms
of this World. In Scripture we are told,.#4e Most High ruleth in
the Kingdom of Men (Dan. iv. 17), that the Lord is our Law-
gtver, the Lord s our King (Isa. xxxiii. 22). Now, if because
Christ is K7ng of the Church, it must be in 24ss implied, that he
is sole Law-giver to his Subjects, it is plain to a Demonstration,
that because God is King and Law-giver to the whole Earth,
that therefore He is sole Law-giver to his Subjects; and conse-
quently, that a/l Civil Authority, all Human Laws, are mere
Invasions and Usurpations upon God’s Authority, as King of the
whole Earth.

Is nobody to have any Jurisdiction in Christ’s Kingdom,
because He is King of it? How then comes anyone to have any
Authority in the Kingdoms of this World, when God has
declared himself the Law-giver, and King of the whole World ?
Will your Lordship say, that Christ hath left us the Seriptuves,
as the Statute-Laws of his Kingdom, to prevent the Necessity
of After-Laws? It may be answered, That God has given us
Reason for our constant Guide; which, if it were as duly
attended to, would as certainly answer the Ends of Crvil Life,
as the Observance of the Scriptures would make us good
Christians.

But, my Lord, as human Nature, if left to itself, would neither
answer the Ends of a Spiritual or Civil Society ; so a constant
Vistble Government in both, is egually necessary: And, I
believe, it appears to all unprejudiced Eyes, that in this
Argument at least, your Lordship has declared both equally
Unlawful.

Your Lordship saith* The Exclusion of the Papists from the
Throne, was not wpon the Account of their Religion. Three
Lines after you say, [ lave contended indeed elsewhere, that it was
their unhappy Religion whick alone made them uncapable in them-
selves, of governing this Protestant Nation by the Laws of the
Land. My Lord, I can’t reconcile these two Passages. Popery
alone, you say, was their [ncapacity. From which it may be
inferred, they had no other Incapacity. Yet your Lordship saith,
They were not excluded upon the Account of their Refigion. A

* Answer, p. 25.
2
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little after you say, The Ground of their Exclusion was not their
Religion, considered as such; but the Fatal, Natural, Certain Effects
of it upon themselves to our Destruction.

As for Instance, your Lordship may mean thus: If a Man of
a great Estate dies, he loses his Right to his Estate ; not upon
the Account of Death, considered as suck,; but for the Certain,
Fatal, Natural Effect of it upon himself. Or, suppose a Person
be excluded for being an Idiof ; it is not for his Idiocy, considered
as suck; but for the Certain, Fatal, Natural Effect of it upon
himself to our Destruction.

My Lord, this is prodigious deep: I wish it be clear; or,
that it be not too refined a Notion for common Use on this
Subject. Likewise I do not conceive, my Lord, what you can call
the Fatal, Natural, Certain Effects of any one’s Religion. 1 am
sure, among Protestants there are no Natural, Certain Ejfects of
their Religion upon them ; that their Practices don’t Fatally
follow their Principles : Neither is there any demonstrative Cer-
tainty, that a Biskop cannot be against Episcopacy.

If the Papists are so unalterably sincere in their Religion, that
we can prove their certain Observation of it, it's pity but they
had our Principles, and we had their Practice. I have not that
good Opinion of the Papists, which your Lordship hath: I
believe several of them sit as loose to their Religion, as ot/er
Folks.

Does you Lordship think, that all Papists are alike? That
natural Temper, Ambition and Education, don’t make as much
Difference amongst them, as the same t/ings do amongst us?
Are all Protestants loose and libertine alike? Why should all
Papists be the same Zealots? If not, my Lord, then these
Effects you call Fatal, Natural, and Certain, may be not to be
depended upon.

Your Lordship knows, that it was generally believed, that
King Charles the Second was a Papist: But I never heard of
any Fatal, Natural, and Certain Effects of his Religion upon lim.
All that one hears of it is, that he lived like a Protestant, and
died like a Papist. 1 suppose your Lordship will allow, that
several who were lately Papisis, are now true Profestants. 1
desire therefore to know, what is become of the Fatal, Certain,
and Natural Effects of their Religion ?

My Lord, I beg of you to lay your Hand again upon your
Heart, and ask, Whether this be strict Reasoning ? Whether it
is possible in the very Nature of the thing, 2t such Fatal,
Natural, and Certain Effects should follow suck a Giddy, Whin-
sical, Uncertain Thing, as Human and Free Choice? My lord,
Jis it neither possible for Papists to change or conceal their Reli-
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gion for Interest, or leave it through a conscientious Conviction?
If the former is impossible, then, according to your Lordship, it
is the safest Religion in the World ; because they are all sure of
being s¢ncere, and consequently, the First Favourites of God. If
the latter is impossible, then a great many fine Sermons and
Discourses have been written to as wise Purposes, as if they had
been directed to the Wind.

I come now to your Lordship’s Definition of Prayer, a Calm
and Undisturbed Address to God. 1t seems very strange, that so
great a Master of Words as your Lordship, should pick out Two
so very exceptionable, that all your Lordship’s Skill could not
defend them, but by leaving their first and obvious Sense. Who
would not take Calin and Undisturbed to be very like Quiet and
Unmoved ? Yet your Lordship dislikes those Expressions. But
if these do not give us a true /dea of Prayer, you have made a
very narrow Escape, and have given us a Definition of Prayer as
near to a wrong one as possible.

Prayer chicfly consisteth of Confession and Petition. Now, to be
Calm, and free from all worldly Passions, is a necessary Temper
to the right Discharge of such Duties : But why our Confession
must be so Calm, and free from all Perturbation of Spirit; why
our Petttions may not have all that Fervour and Warmth, with
which either Nature or Grace can supply them, is very sur-
prising.

My Lord, we are advised to be Dead to the World ; and 1
humbly suppose, no more is /mplied in it, than to keep our Affec-
tions from being too much engaged in it ; and that a Calm, Un-
disturbed, i.c. Dispassionate Use of the World is very consistent
with our being dead to it. If so, then this Calie, Undisturbed
Address to Heaven, is a kind of Prayer that is very consistent
with our being dead to Heaven.

We are forbid to owe the World ; and yet no greater Abstrac-
tion from it is required, than to use it Calm: and Undisturbed.
We are commanded to set our Affections on Things above ; and
yet, according to your Lordship, the same Calm, Undisturbed
Temper is enough. According to this therefore we are to be
affected, or rather unaffected alike, with #kis and the zext World ;
since we are to be Calm and Undisturbed with respect to both.

The Reason your Lordship offers for this Definition of Prayer,
is this; because you* look upon Calmness and Undisturbedness to
be the Ornament and Defence of Juman Understanding in all its
Actions. My Lord, this plainly supposes, there is no such thing
as the Right Use of our Passions : For if we could ever use them

* Answer, p. 11.
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to any Advantage, then it could not be the Ornament of our
Nature to be dispassionate alike in all its Actions. It is as much
the Ornament and Defence of our Nature, to be differently
affected with Things according to their respective Differences, as it
is to understand or conceive dzfferent Things according to their
real Difference. It would be no Orrament or Credit to us, to
conceive no Difference betwixt a Mountarn and a Mole-Hill :
And our Rational Nature is as much disgraced, when we are no
more affected with great Things than with sma/l. It is the
Essential Ornament of our Nature, to be as sensibly affected in a
different Manner with the different Degrees of Goodness of
Things, as it is to perceive exactly the different Nazures or Rela-
tions of Things. Passion is no more a Crime, as suc/, than the
Understanding is, as suck. It is nothing but mistaking the Value
of Objects, that makes it criminal. An /ufinite Good cannot be
too passionately desired, nor a Real Evil too vehemently abhorred.
Mere Philosoply, my Lord, would teach us, that the Dignity of
Human Nature is best declared by a Pungent Uneasiness for the
Misery of Sin, and a passionate warm Application to Heaven for
Assistance.

Let us now consult the Scripture. St. Pax/ describes a godly
Sorrow something different from your Lordship’s Calmz and Un-
disturbed Temper, in these Words: When ye sorvowed after a
godly sort, what Carefulness 7z wrought in you! Yea, what
Indignation, yea, what Fear, yea, what Zeal, yea, what Revenge!
(z Cor. vii. 11). My Lord, I suppose #kese are not so many
Words for Caln and Undzsturbed. Yet, as different as they
are, the Apostle makes them the Qualities of a godly Sorrow.
And all this, at the Expense of that Calinness which your Lord-
ship terms the Ornament of human Nature. Dr. Swuape pleads
for the ZFervency and Ardour of our Devotions, from our
Saviour's praying more earnestly before his Passion.

Your Lordship replies, that #4Zs can give no Directions as to
our daily Prayers,; because it was what our Sawvzour himself
knew nothing of, but this once. The Author of the Epistle to
the Hebrews knew nothing of this way of Reasoning. For, as
an Argument for daily Patience, he bids us look to Jesus, who
endured the Cross, because he died for us, leaving us an
Example.

Our Saviour, my Lord, suffered and died but once ; yet is it
made a Reason for our daily Patience, and proposed as an
Example for us to imitate.

If therefore, my Lord, his Passion, so extraordinary in itself,
and as much above the Power of human Nature to bear, as the
Intenseness of his Devotions exceeded our Capacities for Prayer,
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be yet proposed as an Example to us in the ordinary Calamities
of Life; how comes it, that /4ss Devotion at that time should
have no manner of Use or Direction in it as to our Devotions,
especially in our Distress 7 How comes it, that his Suffering
should have so much of Example in it, so much to be imitated ;
but the Manner of his Devotzon then have nothing of Instruction,
nothing that need be imitated by us? All the Reason that is
offered, is the Singularity and Extraordinariness of it, when the
same may be said of his Passion ; yet that is allowed to be an
Example.

Your Lordship is pleased, for the Information of your
Unwary Readers, to reason thus upon the Place: If this be the
Example of our Saviour, to assure us of his Wzl about the
Temper necessary to Prayer, i¢ will follow that our Blessed Lovd
Himself never truly prayed before this time : And yet again, if e
prayed more earnestly, it will follow, that he had prayed before ;
and consequently, that this Temper in which He now was, was not
necessary Zo Prayer.

My Lord, one would think this Elaborate Proof was against
something asserted. Here you have indeed a thorough Conquest ;
but it is over nobody. For did anyone ever assert, that such
Extraordinary Earnestness was necessary to Prayer? Does Dr.
Swnape, or any Divines, allow of no Prayers, except we sweat
Drops of Blood ? Will your Lordship say, that the Necessity of
this Temper is implied in the Quotation of this Text, as a
Direction for Prayer? 1 answer, just as much as we are all
obliged to die upon the Cross, because his Swufferings there are
proposed to us as an Example.

The plain Truth of the Matter, my Lord, I take to be this:
Our Saviour's Sufferings on the Cross were such as no Mortal
can undergo; yet they are justly proposed an an Example to us
to bear with Patience such Sufferings as are within the Compass
of human Nature. His earnest Devotion before this Passion,
far exceeded any Fervours which the Devoutest of Mankind can
attain to: Yet it is justly proposed to us as an Example, to
excite us to be as fervent as we can ; and may be justly alleged
in our Defence, when our warm and passionate Addresses to
God in our Calamities, are condemned as superstitious Folly.
My Lord, must nothing be an ZExample, but what we can
exactly come up to? How then can the Lzfe of our Saviour,
which was entirely free from Siz, be an Example to us? How
could it be said in the Scripture, Be ye koly, for I am holy 7 Can
anyone be Holy as God s ? e

My Lord, one might properly urge the Practice of the Primitive
Christians, who parted with @// they had for the Support of their
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Indigent Brethren,as an Argument for Charity, without designing
to oblige People to part with all they have, And /¢ that should,
in answer to such an Argument, tell the World, that Charity is
only a calm, undisturbed Good Will to all Mankind, would just
as much set forth the #rwe Doctrine of Charity, as he that defines
Prayer to be a calm and undisturbed Address to Heaven, for no
other Reason, but because no certain Degrees of Fervour or
Affection are necessarily required to constitute Devotion. My
Lord, has Charity nothing to do with the Distribution of Alms,
because no certain Allowance is fixed ? Why then must Prayer
have nothing to do with Heaz and Fervency, because no fixed
Degrees of it are necessary ?

Therefore, my Lord, as I would define Clarzty to be a pious
Distribution of so much of our Goods to the Poor, as is suitable
to our Circumstances ; so I would define Prayer, an Address to
Heaven, enlivened with such Degrees of Fervour and Intenseness,
as our Natural Temper, 2nfluenced with a true Sense of God, could
beget i1 us.

Your Lordship says, vou only desire to strike at the Root of
superstitious Folly, and establish Prayer in its room ; and this is
to be effected by making our Addresses calin and undisturbed :
By which we are to understand, a Freedom from Heat and
Passion, as your Lordship explains it, by an Application to
yourself.

If therefore anyone should happen to be so disturbed at his
Sins, as to offer a droken and contrite Heart to God, instead of
one calm and undisturbed ; or, like holy David, his Soul should
be athirst for God, or pant after him, as the Hart panteth after
the Water-brooks, this would not be Prayer, but superstitious
Folly.

My Lord, Caluiness of Temper, as it signifies a Power over our
Passions, is a happy Circumstance of a Rational Nature, but no
farther : When the Object is well chosen, there is no Danger in
the Pursuit.

The Calmness your Lordship hath described, is fit for a
LPhilosopher in his Study, who is solving Mathemnatical Problems.
But if he should come abroad into the World, thus entirely
empty of all Passion, he would live to as much Purpose, as if he
had left his Understanding behind him.

What a fine Subject, my Lord, would such a one make, who,
when he heard of Plots, Invasions, and Rebellions, would continue
as calm and wundisturbed, as when he was comparing Lines ana
Frgures 7 Such a calm Subject would scarce be taken for any
Great Loyalist.

Your Lordship, in other Places, hath recommended an open
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and wndisguised Zeal* and told us such things as ought to
alarm the coldest Heart.t¥ Sure, my Lord, this is somewhat more
than Calm and Undisturbed : And will your Lordship, who hath
expressed so much Concern for this Ornament and Defence of
human Understanding, persuade us to part with the least Degree
of it upon any Account? I am, my Lord, (with all Respect
that is due to your Lordship’s Station and Character),

Your most Humble and

Obedient Servant,

William Law.

* Sermon, Nov. 5, p. 5. + Sermon, p. 14.






A SECOND

LETTER

TO THE

Bishop of BANGOR:

WHEREIN
His Lordship’s NOTIONS

OF
Benediction, Absolution, and
Church-Communion,

Are proved to be Destructive of every
Institution of the Christian Religion.

To which is added, A

POSTSCRIPT,

In answer to the OBJECTIONS that

have been made against his former Letter.

By WILLIAM LAW, M. A.

L ONDON:

Printed for J. RicuARDsoN, in Pater-noster-Row.

1762.






The
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My Lord,

Just Concern for Truth, and the First Principles

of the Christian Religion, was the only Motive

that engaged me in the Examination of your

Lordship’s Doctrines, in a former Letter to your

Lordship. And the same Motive, I hope, will
be thought a sufficient Apology for my presuming to give your
Lordship the Trouble of a Second Letter.

Amongst the Vain Contemptible Things, whereof your Lordship
would create an Abhorrence in the Laity, are, the T7iffes and
Niceties of Authoritative Benedictions, Absolutions, Excommuni-
cations ® Again, you say, that o expect the Grace of God from
any Hands, but his own, is to affront him A+ And that all
depends wupon God and ourselves ; That Human Benedictions,
Human Absolutions, Human FExcommunications, have nothing to
do with the Favour of God.}

It is evident from these Maxims (for your Lordship asserts
them as such) that whatever Institutions are observed in any
Christian Society, upon this Supposition, that thereby Grace is
conferred through Human Hands, or by the Ministry of the
Clergy, such Institutions ought to be condemned, and are con-
demned by your Lordship, as #7ifling, useless, and affronting to
God.

There is an /nstitution, my Lord, in the yer Established
Church of England, which we call Confirmation : 1t is founded
upon the express Words of Scripture, Primitive Observance, and
the Universal Practice of all succeeding Ages in the Church.
The Design of this Institution is, that it should be a Means of
conferring Grace, by the Prayer and Imposition of the Biskop's
Hands on those who have been already Baptized. But yet
against all this Authority, both Divine and Human, and the

¥ Preservative, p. 98. 1 P. 89. % 2 dek
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express Order of our own Church, your Lordship teaches the
Laity, that all Human Benedictions ave useless Niceties ; and that
to expect God's Grace jfrom any Hands but his own, is to affront
him.

If so, my Lord, what shall we say in Defence of the Apostles?
We read (Acts 8. 14) that when Philip the Deacon had baptized
the Samaritans, the Apostles sent Peter and John to them, who
having prayed, and laid their Hands on them, they recetved the Holy
Ghost, who before was fallen upon none of them ; only they were
baptized in the Name of the Lord [esus.

My Lord, several things are here out of Question ; Fzrs¢, That
something else, even in the Apostolical Times, was necessary,
besides Baptism, in order to qualify Persons to become complete
Members of the Body, or Partakers of the Grace of Christ.
They had been baptized, yet did not receive the Holy Ghost,
till the Apostles’ Hands were laid upon them. Secondly, That
God’s Graces are not only conferred by means of Human Hands,
but of some particular Hands, and not others. T/%zrdly, That
this Office was so strictly appropriated to the Apostles, or Chief
Governors of the Church, that it could not be performed by in-
spired Men, though empowered to work Miracles, who were of an
inferior Order ; as Philip the Deacon. Fourthly, That the Power
of the Apostles for the Performance of this Ordinance, was
entirely owing to their superior Degree in the Ministry, and not
to any extraordinary Gifts they were endowed with : For then
Philip might have performed it; who was not wanting in those
Gifts, being himself an Evangelist, and Worker of Miracles :
Which is a Demonstration, that his Incapacity arose from his
inferior Degree in the Ministry.

And now, my Lord, are all Auman Benedictions Niceties and
Trifles 7 Are the Means of God’s Grace in his own Hands
alone ?  Is it wicked, and affronting to God, to suppose the con-
trary ? How then comes Pefer and Join to confer the Holy
Ghost by the Imposition of their Hands? How comes it, that
they appropriate this Office to themselves? Is the Dispensation
of God’s Grace in his own Hands alone ? And yet can it be
dispensed to us by the Ministry of some Persons, and not by that
of others?

Were the Apostles so wicked as to distinguish themselves by
a Pretence to vain Powers, which God had reserved to himself;
And which your Lordship supposes, from the Title of your Pre-
servative, that it is inconsistent with common Sense, to imagine
that God could or would have communicated to Men ?

Had any of your Lordship’s well-instructed Laity lived in the
Apostles’ Days, with what Indignation must they have rejected
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this senseless chimerical Clazm of the Apostles? They must
have said, Why do you, Peter or Jfoin, pretend to this Blas-
phemous Power ? Whilst we belteve the Gospel, we cannot expect
the Grace of God from any Hands but Jus owwn. You give us the
Holy Ghost! You confer the Grace of God! Is it not impious
to think, that /e should make our Inprovement in Grace depend
upon your Ministry ; or hang our Salvation on any particular
Order of Clergymen? We know, that God is Just, and Good,
and True, and that all depends upon Him and ourselves, and
that /Juman Benedictions are Trifles. Therefore whether you
Peter, or you Philip, or both, or neither of you lay your Hands
upon us, we are neither better nor worse; but just in the same
State of Grace as we were before.

This Representation has not one Syllable in it, but what is
founded in your Lordship’s Doctrine, and perfectly agreeable
to it.

The late most Pious and Learned Bishop Beveridge has these
remarkable Words upon Confirmation : * How any Bishops in
‘our Age dare neglect so considerable a Part of their Office, I
‘know not ; but fear they will have no good Account to give of
‘it, when they come to stand before God's Tribunal’*

But we may justly, and therefore I hope, with Decency, ask
your Lordship, how you dare perform this Part of your Office?
For you have condemned it as Triffing and Wicked; as Trifling,
because it is an Awman Benedictior ; as Wicked, because it sup-
poses Grace conferred by the Hands of the Bishop. If therefore
any baptized Persons should come to your Lordship for Con-
firmation, if you are siucere in what you have delivered, your
Lordship ought, I humbly conceive, to make them this Declara-
tion :

‘My Friends, for the sake of Decency and Order, 1 have taken
‘upon me the Episcopal Character; and, according to Custom,
‘which has long prevailed against common Sense, am now to
‘lay my Hands upon you: But I beseech you, as you have any
¢ Regard to the Truth of the Gospel, or to the Honour of God,
“not to imagine there is anything in this Action, more than an
‘useless empty Ceremony: For if you expect to have any
¢ Spiritual Advantage from /wman Benedictions, or to receive
¢ Grace from the Imposition of a Bishop’s Hands, you affront
*God, and in effect, renounce Christianity.’

Pray, my Lord, consider that Passage in the Scripture, where
the Apostle speaks of Leaving the Principles of the Doctrine of
Christ, and going on unto Perfection ; not laying again the Foun-

* First Volume of Sermons.
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dation of Repentance from dead Works, of Faith towards God,
of the Doctrine of Baptisms, and of Laying on of Hands, and
of the Resurrection of the Dead, and of eternal [udgment
(Heb. vi. 1, 2).

My Lord, here it is undeniably plain, that this Laying on of
Hands (which is with us called Confirmation) is so fundamental
a Part of Christ’s Religion, that it is called one of the first
Principles of the Doctrine of Christ; and is placed amongst
such primary Truths, as the Resurrection of the Dead, and of
Eternal Judgment.

St. Cyprian speaking of this Apostolical Imposition of Hands,
says, The same is now practised with us; they who have been
baptized in the Church, are brought to the Presidents of the Church,
that by our Prayer and Imposition of Hands, they may recetve the
Holy Ghost, and be consununated with the Lord's Seal.

And must we yet believe, that all Juman Benedictions are
Dreams, and the Imposition of human Hands trifling and use-
less ; and that to expect God’s Graces from them, is to affront
him ; though the Scriptures expressly teach us, that God confers
his Grace by means of certain particular /iwman Hands, and not
of others; though they tell us, this JZuman Benediction, this
Laying on of Hands, is one of the first Principles of the Religion
of Christ, and as much a Foundation-Doctrine, as the Resurrec-
tion of the Dead, and Eternal Judgment; and though every
Age since that of the Apostles, has strictly observed it as such,
and the Authority of our own Church still requires the Ob-
servance of it?

I come now, my lord, to another sacred and Divine Institu-
tion of Christ’s Church, which stands exposed and condemned
by your Lordship’s Doctrine ; and that is, the Ordznation of the
Christian Clergy ; where, by means of a human Benediction,
and the Imposition of the Bishop’s Hands, the Holy Ghost is
supposed to be conferred on Persons towards consecrating them
for the Work of the Ministry.

We find it constantly taught by the Scriptures, that all
Ecclesiastical Authority, and the Graces whereby the Clergy are
qualified and enabled to exercise their Functions to the Benefit
of the Church, are the Gifts and Graces of the Holy Spirit.
Thus the Apostle exhorts the Elders 7o take heed unto the Flock,
over which the Holy Ghost had made them Overseers (Eph. iv. 7).
But how, my Lord, had the Holy Ghost made them Overseers,
but by the laying on of the Apostles’ Hands? They were not
immediately called by the Holy Ghost; but being consecrated
by sucl luinan Hands as had been authorised to that Purpose,
they were as truly called by him, and sanctified with Grace for
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that Employment, as if they had received an immediate or
miraculous Commission. So again, St. Paxl puts Timothy in
mind 20 stzr up the Gift of God that was in him, by laying on of
his Hands (2 Tim. ii. 6).

And now, my Lord, if Auman Benedictions be such idle Dreams
and Trifles ; if it be affronting to God, to expect his Graces from
them, or through Auman Hands ; do we not plainly want new
Scriptures ?  Must we not give up the Apostles as furious High-
Church Prelates, who aspired to presumptuous Claims, and
talked of conferring the Graces of God by their own Hands?
Was not this Doctrine as strange and unaccountable then, as at
present? Was it not as inconsistent with the Attributes and
Sovereignty of God at that Time, to have his Graces pass
through other Hands than his own, as in any succeeding Age?
Nay,my Lord, where shall we find any Fathers or Councils, in
the primitive Church, but who owned and asserted these Powers?
They that were so ready to part with their Lives, rather than do
the least Dishonour to God, or the Christian Name, yet were all
guilty of #his horrid Blasphemy, in imagining that they were to
bless in God’s Name; and that by the Benediction and laying on
of the Bishop’s Hands, the Graces of the Holy Ghost could be
conferred on any Persons.

Agreeable to the Sense of Scripture and Antiquity, our
Church uses this Form of Ordination: T/e Bishop laying his
Hands on the Person’s Head, saith, Recetve the Holy Ghost, for the
Office and Work of a Priest in the Clhurch of God, committed unto
thee, by the [mposition of our Hands. From this Form, it is
plain, FZrs¢, That our Church holds, that the Reception of the
Holy Ghost is necessary to constitute a Person a Christian
Priest.  Secondly, That the Holy Ghost is conferred through
luman Hands. Thirdly, That it is by the Hands of a Bishop
that the Holy Ghost is conferred.

If, therefore, your Lordship is right in your Doctrine, the
Church of FEngland is evidently most corrupt: For if it be
dishonourable and affronting to God, to expect his Grace from
any human Hands, it must of Necessity be dishonourable and
affronting to him, for a Bishop to pretend to confer it by his
Hands. And can that Church be any ways defended, that has
established such an Iniquity by Law, and made the Form of it
so necessary ? How can your Lordship answer it to your Laity,
for taking the Character or Power of a Bishop from such a Form
of Words? You tell them it is affronting to God, to expect his
Grace from /Jwman Hands; yet, to qualify yourself for a
Bishopric, you let human Hands be laid on you, after a Manner
which directly supposes you thereby receive the Holy Ghost! Is
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it wicked in them to expect it from JAumanrn Hands ? And is it
less so in your Lordship, to pretend to receive it from human
Hands? He that believes it is affronting to God, to expect his
Grace from human Hands, must likewise believe, that our Form
of Ordination, which promises the Holy Ghost by the Biskop’s
Hands, must be also affronting to God. Certainly he cannot be
said to be very jealous of the Honour of God, who will submit
himself to be made a Bishop by a Form of Words derogatory,
upon his own Principles, to God’s Honour.

Suppose your Lordship were to have been consecrated to the
Office of a Bishop by these Words ; Take thowu Power to sustain
all Things in Being, given thee by my Hands. 1 suppose your
Lordship would think it entirely unlawful to submit to the
Form of such an Ordination. But, my Lord, Receive thou the
Holy Ghost, &c., is as impious a Form, according to your Lord-
ship’s Doctrine, and equally injurious to the eternal Power and
Godhead, as the other. For if the Grace of God can only be
had from /izs own Hands, would it not be as innocent in the
Bishop to say, Recezve thowu Power to sustain all Things in Being,
as to say, Recetve the Holy Ghost, by the Imposition of my Hands?
And would not a Compliance with either Form be equally
unlawful ?  According to your Doctrine, in each of them God’s
Prerogative is equally invaded, and therefore the Guilt must be
the same.

It may also well be wondered, how your Lordship can accept
of a Character, which is, or ought to be, chiefly distinguished by
the Exercise of that Power which you disclaim, as in the Offices
of Confirmation and Ordination. For, my Lord, where can be
the Sincerity of saying, Recezve the Holy Ghost by the ITmposition
of our Hands, when you declare it affronting to God, to expect
it from any Hands but his own? Suppose your Lordship had
been preaching to the Laity against owning any Authority in
the Virgin Mary, and yet should acquiesce in the Conditions of
being made a Bishop in her Name, and by recognising her
Power ; could such a Submission be consistent with Sincerity ?
Here you forbid the Laity to expect God’s Grace from any
Hands but his; yet not only accept of an Office, upon Sup-
position of the contrary Doctrine; but oblige yourself ac-
cording to the Sense of the Church wherein you are ordained
a Bishop, to act frequently in direct Opposition to your own
Principles.

So that, I think, it is undeniably plain, that you have at once,
my Lord, by these Doctrines condemned the Scriptures, the
Apostles, their martyred Successors, the Church of England, and
your own Conduct; and have thereby given us some Reason
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(though I wish there were no Occasion to mention it) to suspect,
whether you, who allow of no other Church, but what is founded
in Sincerity, are yourself really a Member of any Church.

I shall now proceed to say something upon the Consecration
of the Lord’s Supper, which is as much exposed as a 77:fle, by
your Lordship’s Doctrine, as the other Institutions. St. Paz/
says, The Cup of Blessing which we bless, is it not the Communion
of the Blood of Christ? My Lord, is not this Cup still to be
blessed ? Must there not therefore be such a Thing as a Juman
Benediction ?  And are human Benedictions to be all despised,
though by them the Bread and Wine become Means of Grace,
and are made the spiritual Nourishment of our Souls? Can
anyone bless this Cup? If not, then there is a Difference
between human Benedictions: Some are authorised by God, and
their Blessing is effectual ; whilst others only are vain and pre-
sumptuous. If the Prayer over the Elements, and the
Consecration, be only a Trifle and a Dream, and it be offensive
to God to expect they are converted into Means of Grace by a
human Benediction ; why then did St. Pawu/ pretend to bless
them ? Why did he make it the Privilege of the Church? Or,
why do we keep up the same Solemnity? But if it be to be
blessed only by God’s Ministers, then how can your Lordship
answer it to God, for ridiculing and abusing human Benedictions,
and telling the World that a particular Order of the Clergy are
not of any Necessity, nor can be of any Advantage to them?
For if the Sacrament can only be blessed by God’s Ministers,
then such Ministers are as necessary as the Sacraments them-
selves.

St. Paul says, the Cup must be blessed ; If you say, anyone
may bless it, then, though you contemn the Benedictions of the
Clergy, you allow of them by everybody eclse: If every Body
cannot bless it, then you must confess; that the Benedictions of
some Persons are effectual, where others are not.

My Lord, the great Sin against the Holy Ghost, was the
Denial of his Operation in the Ministry of our Saviour. And
how near does your Lordship come to it, in denying the Opera-
tion of that same Spirit, in the Ministers whom Christ hath
sent ? They are employed in the same Work that he was. He
left his Authority with them, and promised that the Holy Spirit
should remain with them to the End of the World ; that what-
soever they should bind on Earth, should be bound in Heaven;
and whatsoever they should loose on Earth, should be loosed in
Heaven; and that whosoever despises them, despises him, and
him that sent him. And yet your Lordship tells us, we need
not to trouble our Heads about any particular Sort of Clergy,
3




34 Three Letters to

that all is to be transacted betwixt God and ourselves; that
human Benedictions are insignificant Trifles.

But pray what Proof has your Lordship for all this? Have
you any Scripture for it? Has God anywhere declared that no
Men on Earth have any Authority to bless in his Name? Has
he anywhere said, that it is a wicked, presumptuous Thing, for
anyone to pretend to it? Has he anywhere told us that it is
inconsistent with his Honour to bestow his Graces by /Auman
Hands ? Has he anywhere told us that he has no Ministers, no
Ambassadors on Earth ; but that all his Gifts and Graces are to
be received immediately from his own Hands? Have you any
Antiquity, Fathers, or Councils, on your Side? No; the whole
Tenor of Scripture, the whole Current of Tradition is against
you : Your novel Doctrine has only this to recommend it to the
Libertines of the Age, who universally give into it, that it never
was the Opinion of any Church, or Churchman. It is your
Lordship’s proper Assertion, That we offend God in expecting his
Graces from any Hands but his own.

Now it is strange, that God should be offended with his own
Methods, or that your Lordship should find us out a Way of
pleasing him, more suitable to his Nature and Attributes, than
what he has taught us in the Scriptures. I call them his own
Methods ; for what else is the whole Jewzs/ Dispensation, but a
Method of God’s Providence, where his Blessings and Judgments
were dispensed by Awuman Hands ? What is the Christian Reli-
gion but a Method of Salvation, where the chief Means of Grace
are offered and dispensed by human Hands? Let me here
recommend to your Lordship, the excellent Words of a very
learned and judicious Prelate on this Occasion.

¢ This will have no Weight with any reasonable Man, against
‘the Censures of the Church, or any other Ordinance of the
¢ Gospel, that they make the Intervention of other Men necessary
‘to our Salvation; since it has always been God’s ordinary
¢ Method, to dispense his Blessings and Judgments by the Hands
‘of Men.*

Your Lordship exclaims against your Adversaries as such
romantic strange sort of Men, for talking of Benedictions and
Absolutions, and of the Necessity of receiving God’s Ordinances
from proper Hands : Yet, my Lord, here is an excellent Bishop,
against whose Learning, Judgment, and Protestantisin, there can
be no Objection ; who says, if a Person has but the Use of /Zis
Reason, he will have nothing to object to any Ordinances of the
Gospel, which make the Intervention of other Men necessary

* Dr. Potter’s Church Government, p. 336.
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towards the Conveyance of them, since that has always been
God’s ordinary Method. The Bishop does not say, it is necessary
a Man should be a great Divine to acknowledge it ; so he be but
a reasonable Man, he will allow it. Yet your Lordship is so far
from being this reasonable Man, that you think your Adversaries
void both of Reason and common Sense, for teaching it. You
expressly exclude @/ Persons from having any Thing to do
with our Salvation, and say, it wholly depends upon God and
ourselves.

You tell us, that awthoritative Benediction is another of the
Terms of Art used by your Protestant Adversaries ; in which they
claiin a Right, in one regular Succession, of blessing the People*
An ingenious Author, my Lord, (in the Opinion of many, if not
of most of your Friends) calls the Consecration of the Elements
Conguration :+ Your Lordship calls the Sacerdotal Benediction a
Term of Art; too plain an Intimation, though in more remote
and somewhat softer Terms, that in the Sense of a certain
Father of the Church, her Clergy are little better than so many
Jugglers.

Your Lordship says, If they only meant hereby to declare upon
what Terms God will give his Blessings to Christians, or fo
express thety own heavty Wishes for them, this wiight be understood.
So it might, my Lord, very easily ; and I suppose every Body
understands that they may do this, whether they be Clergy or
Laity, Men or Women : For I presume anyone may declare what
he takes to be the Terms of the Gospel, and wish that others
may faithfully observe them. But I humbly presume, my Lord,
that the good Bishop above-mentioned meant something more
than this, when he spake of Ordinances which make the Interven-
tion of other Men necessary to our Salvation, and of God's dis-
pensing liis Blessings in virtue of them through their Hands,

There is a superstitious Custom (in your Lordship’s Account
it must be so) yet remaining in most Places, of sending for a
Clergyman to minister to sick Persons in imminent Danger of
Death: Even those who have abused the Clergy all their Lives
long, are glad to beg their Assistance when they apprehend
themselves upon the Confines of another World. There is no
Reason, my Lord, to dislike this Practice, but as it supposes a
Difference between the Sacerdotal Prayers and Benedictions, and
those of a Nurse.

We read, my Lord, that God would not heal Aébzmelech, though
he knew the Integrity of his Heart, till Adra/am had prayed for

* Page 9I. t Rites of the Christian Church.
3—2
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him: He is a Prophet, said God, ke shall pray jor thee, and thou
shalt live (Gen. xx. 7).

Pray, my Lord, was not God just, and good, and true, in the
Days of Abrakam, as he is now? Yet you see, Abimeleck’s
Integrity was not available itself. He was to be pardoned by
the Prayer of Aédrakam, and his Prayer was effectual ; and so
represented, because it was the Prayer of a Prop/ez.

Suppose, my Lord, that Aébzmelec/ had said with your Lordship,
That it is affronting to God, that we should expect lits Graces from
any Hands but his own ; zhat all is to be transacted between God
and ourselves ; and so had rejected the Prayer of Adrakam, as a
mere Essay of Prophet-Craft ; he had then acted with as much
Prudence and Piety as your Lordship’s Laity would do, if you
could persuade them to despise Benedictions and Absolutions, to
regard no particular sort of Clergy ; but entirely depend upon
God and themselves, without any other Assistance what-
ever.

We read also, that Joshua was jfull of the Spirit of Wisdom,
for Moses /lad laid Jis Hands wupon fizie (Deut. xxxiv. 9).
Was it not as absurd, my Lord, in the Days of Joshua, for Luman
FHands to bless, as it is now? Did there not then lie the same
Objection against Hoses, that there does now against the Chris-
tian Clergy ? Had Moses any more natural Power to give the
Spirit of Wisdom, &e, by his Hands, than the Clergy have to
confer Grace by theirs? They are both equally weak and
insufficient for these Purposes of themselves, and equally power-
ful when it pleases God to make them so.

Again, when £E/iphasz and his Friends had displeased God, they
were not to be reconciled to God by their own Repentance, or
transact that Matter only between God and themselves ; but
they were referred to apply to Job. My Servant Job shall pray for
you, for lint will I accept (Job x]ii. 8). Might not Eliphaz here
have said, shall I so far affront God, as to think I cannot be
blessed without the Prayers of /od? Shall I be so weak or
senseless, as to imagine, my own Supplications and Repentance
will not save me ; or that I need apply to any one but God alone,
to qualiry me for the Reception of his Grace ?

Again, The Lovd spake unto Moses, saying, speak unto Aaron
and his sons, saying, on this wise shall ye bless the children of
Israel, saying unto them, The Lord bless and keep thee, &c., and
1 wall bless them (Numb. vi. 22).

Again, The Priests of the Sons of Levi shall come near; for
them hath the Lovd thy God chosen to minister unto him, and to
bless in the Name of the Lord (Deut. xxi. 5).

Now, my Lord, this is what we mean by the authoritative
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Administrations of the Christian Clergy; whether they be by way
of Benediction, or of any other kind. We take them to be
Persons whom God has chosen to minister unto him, and to bless
in his Name. We imagine that our Saviour was a greater Priest
and Mediator than Aaron, or any of God’s former Ministers. We
are assured that Christ sent his Apostles, as his Father had sent
him, and that therefore they were his true Successors : And since
they did commission others to succeed them in their Office, by
the Imposition of Hands, as AMoses commissioned Joshua to
succeed him ; the Clergy who have succeeded the Apostles, have
as divine a Call and Commission to their Work, as those who
were called by our Saviour ; and are as truly his Successors, as
the Apostles themselves were.

From the Places of Scripture above-mentioned, it is evident,
and indeed from the whole Tenor of Sacred Writ, that it may
consist with the Goodness and Justness of God to depute Men
to act in his Name, and be ministerial towards the Salvation of
others; and to lay a Necessity upon his Creatures of qualifying
themselves for his Favour, and receiving his Graces by the Hands
and Intervention of mere Men.

But, my Lord, if there be now any Set of Men upon Earth
that are more peculiarly God’s Ministers than others, and through
whose Administrations, Prayers, and Benedictions, God will accept
of returning Sinners, and receive them to Grace ; you have done
all you can to prejudice People against them: You have taught
the Laity that all is to be transacted between God and them-
selves, and that they need not value any particular Sort of Clergy
in the World.

I leave it to the Great Judge and Searcher of Hearts, to judge
from what Principles, or upon what Motives your Lordship has
been induced to teach these Things; but must declare, that, for
my own Part, if I had the greatest Hatred to Christianity, I
should think it could not be more expressed than by teaching
what your Lordship has publicly taught. If I could rejoice in
the Misery and Ruin of Sinners, I should think it sufficient
Matter of Triumph, to drive them from the Ministers of God,
and to put them upon inventing new Schemes of saving them-
selves instead of submitting to the ordinary Methods of Salvation
appointed by God.

It will not follow from anything I have said, that the Laity
have lost their Christian Liberty, or that no Body can be saved
but whom the Clergy please to save; that they have the arbitrary
Disposal of Happiness to Mankind. Was A&imeleck’s Happiness
in the Disposition of Abrakam, because he was to be received by
Means of Abrakant’s Intercession? Or could jfob damn Eliphaz,
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because he was to mediate for him, and procure his Reconcilia-
tion to God ?

Neither, my Lord, do the Christian Clergy pretend to this
despotic Empire over their Flocks. They do not assume to them-
selves a Power to damn the Innocent, or to save the Guilty; but
they assert a sober and just Right to reconcile Men to God, and
to act in his Name, in restoring them to his Favour. They
received their Commission from those whom Christ sent with
full Authority to send others, and with a Promise that he would
be with them to the End of the World. From this they conclude,
that they have his Authority, and that in consequence of it, their
Administrations are necessary, and effectual to the Salvation of
Mankind ; and that none can despise them, but who despise him
that sent them ; and are as surely out of the Covenant of Grace,
when they leave such his Pastors, as when they openly despise,
or omit to receive his Sacraments.

And what is there in this Doctrine, my Lord, to terrify the
Consciences of the Laizty? What is there here to bring the
profane Scandal of Priestcraft upon the Clergy? Could it be
any Ground of Abaneleck’s hating Abrakam, because that
Abraham was to reconcile him to God? Could Elphaz justly
have any Prejudice against /Job, because God would hear /job's
Intercession for him? Why then, my Lord, must the Christian
Priesthood be so horrid and hateful an Institution, because the
Design of it is to restore Men to the Grace and Favour of God?
Why must we be abused and insulted for being sent upon the
Errand of Salvation, and made Ministers of eternal Happiness
to our Brethren? There is a Woe due to us if we preach not the
Gospel, or neglect those ministerial Offices that Christ hath en-
trusted to us. We are to watch for their Souls, as those who are
to give an Account. Why then must we be treated as arrogant
Priests, or popisily affected, for pretending to have any Thing to
do in the Discharge of our Ministry with the Salvation of Men?
Why must we be reproached with dlasphenions Claims, and absurd
senseless Powers, for assuming to bless in God’s Name, or think-
ing our Administrations more effectual than the Office of a
common Layman ?

But farther, To what Purpose does your Lordship except
against these Powers in the Clezgy, from their common Frailties
and /nfirmities with the rest of Mankind? Were not Abrakam
and Job, and the Jewisk Priests, Men of like Passions with us?
Did not our Saviour command the Jews to apply to their Priests,
notwithstanding their personal Faults, because they sat in Moses’
Chair? Did not the Apostles assure their Followers that they
were Men of like Passions with them ? But did they therefore
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disclaim their Mission, or Apostolical Authority ? Did they
teach, that their natural Infirmities made them less the Ministers
of God, or less necessary to the Salvation of Men? Their
personal Defects did not make them depart from the Claim of
those Powers they were invested with, or desert their Ministry,
but, indeed, gave St. Pax/ Occasion to say, We have this Treasure
in earthen Vessels, (i.e., this Authority committed to mere Men)
that the excellency of it may be of God, and not of Men. The
Apostle happens to differ very much from your Lordship: He
says, such weak Instruments were made use of that the Glory
might redound to God. Your Lordship says, to suppose Instru-
ments to be of any Benefit to us, is to lessen the Sovereignty of
God, and, in Consequence, his Glory.

Your Lordship imagines you have sufficiently destroyed the
sacerdotal Powers, by showing, that the Clergy are only Men, and
subject to the common Frailties of Mankind. My Lord, we own
the Charge, and do not claim any sacerdotal Powers from our
personal Abilities, or to acquire any Glory to ourselves. But,
weak as we are, we are God’s Ministers, and if we are either
afraid or ashamed of our Duty, we must perish in the Guilt. But
is a Prophet therefore proud, because he insists upon the
Authority of his Mission? Cannot a Mortal be God’s Messenger,
and employed in his Affairs, but he must be insolent and assum-
ing, for having the Resolution to own it? If we are to be re-
proved for pretending to be God’s Ministers, because we are but
Men, the Reproach will fall upon Providence; since it has pleased
God, chiefly to transact his Affairs with Mankind by the Ministry
of their Brethren.

Your Lordship has not one Word from Scripture against
these sacerdotal Powers; no Proof that Christ has not sent Men
to be effectual Administrators of his Graces: You only assert,
that there can be no such Ministers, because they are mere
Men.

Now, my Lord, I must beg Leave to say, that it the natural
Weakness of Men makes them incapable of being the Instruments
of conveying Grace to their Brethren ; if the Clergy cannot be
of any Use or Necessity to their Flocks, for this Reason ; then it
undeniably follows, that there can be no positrve Institutions in
the Christian Religion that can procure any spiritual Advantages
to the Members of it ; then the Sacraments can be no longer any
Means of Grace. For, I hope, no one thinks that Bread and
Wine have any natural Force or Efficacy to convey Grace to the
Soul. The Water in Baptism has the common Qualities of
Water, and is destitute of any intrinsic Power to cleanse the
Soul, or purify from Sin. But your Lordship will not say, because
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it has only the common Nature of Water, that therefore it cannot
be a Means of Grace. Why then may not the Clergy, though
they have the common Nature of Men, be constituted by God,
to convey his Graces, and to be ministerial to the Salvation of
their Brethren? Can God consecrate inanimate Things to
spiritual Purposes, and make them the Means of eternal Happi-
ness? And is Man the only Creature that he cannot make sub-
servient to his Designs? The only Besng, who is too weak for
an Omnipotent God to render effectual towards attaining the
Ends of his Grace?

Is it just and reasonable, to reject and despise the Ministry
and Benedictions of Men, because they are Men like ourselves ?
And is it not as reasonable, to despise the Sprinkling of Water,
a Creature below us, a senscless and inanimate Creature?

Your Lordship therefore, must either find us some other
Reason for rejecting the Necessity of Jwuman Administrations,
than because they are Auman ; or else give up the Sacraments,
and a// positive Institutions along with them.

Surely, your Lordship must have a mighty Opinion of
Naaman the Syrian, who, when the Prophet bid him go wash in
Jordan seven times, to the end he might be clean from his
Leprosy, very wisely remonstrated, Ar»e not Abana and Pharpar,
Rivers of Damascus, better than all the Waters of Israel ?

This, my Lord, discovered Naaman’s great Liberty of Mind;
and it is much, this has not been produced before, as an
Argument of his being a Free-Thinker. He took the Water of
Jordan to be only Water ; as your Lordship justly observes a
Clergyman to be on/y a Man: And if you had been with him,
you could have informed him, that the washing seven Times was
a mere Nicety and Trzfle of the Prophet; and that since it is
God alone who can work mizraculous Cures, we ought not to
think, that they depend upon any external Means, or any stated
Number of repeating them.

This, my Lord, is the true Scope and Spirit of your
Argument : If the Syrian was right in despising the Water of
Jordan, because it was only Water ; your Lordship might be
right in despising any particular Order of Clergy, because they
are but Men. Your Lordship is certainly as right, or as wrong,
as he was.

And now, my Lord, let the common Sense of Mankind here
judge, whether, if the Clergy are to be esteemed as having no
Authority, because they are but Men ; it does not plainly follow,
that everything else, every Institution that has not some natural
Force and Power to produce the Effects designed by it, is not
also to be rejected as equally trifling and ineffectual.
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The Sum of the Matter is this: It appears from many express
Facts, and indeed, from the whole Series of God’s Providence,
that it is not only consistent with his Attributes, but also agree-
able to his ordinary Methods of dealing with Mankind, that he
should substitute Men to act in his Name, and be awuthoritatively
employed in conferring his Graces and Favours upon Mankind.
It appears, that your Lordship’s Argument against the authori-
tative Administrations of the Christian Clergy, does not only
contradict those Facts, and condemn the ordinary Method of
God’s Dispensations; but likewise proves the Sacraments, and
every positive Institution of Christianity, to be ineffectual, and
as mere Dreams and Triffes, as the several Offices and Orders of
the Clergy.

This, I hope, will be esteemed a sufficient Confutation of your
Lordship’s Doctrine, by all who have any true Regard or Zeal
for the Christian Religion ; and only expect to be saved by the
Methods of divine Grace proposed in the Gospel.

I shall now in a word or two set forth the Sacredness of the
Ecclesiastical Character, as it is founded in the New Testament;
with a particular regard to the Power of conferring Grace, and
the Efficacy of human Benedictions.

It appears therein that all sacerdotal Power is derived from
the Holy Ghost. Our Saviour himself took not that Ministry
upon him, till he had this Consecration: And during the time
of his Ministry, he was under the Guidance and Direction of the
Holy Ghost. Through the Holy Spirit he gave Commandment
to the Apostles whom he had chosen. When he ordained them
to the Work of the Ministry, it was with these Words, Recerve
the Holy Ghost. Those whom the Apostles ordained to the
same Function, it was by the same Authority : They laid their
Hands upon the Elders, exhorting them to take care of the
Flock of Christ, over which the Holy Ghost had made them
Overseers.

Hereby they plainly declared, that however this Office was to
descend from Man to Man through /uman Hands, that it was
the Holy Ghost which consecrated them to that Employment,
and gave them Authority to execute it.

From this it is also manifest, that the Priesthood is a Grace of
the Holy Ghost: That it is not a Function founded on the
Natural or Civil Rights of Mankind, but is derived from the
special Authority of the Holy Ghost; and is as truly a positive
Institution as the Sacraments. So that they who have no
Authority to alter the Old Sacraments, and substitute New
ones, have no Power to alter the Old Order of the Clergy, or
introduce any other Order of them.
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For why can we not change the Sacraments? Is it not
because they are only Sacraments, and operate as they are
instituted by the Holy Ghost? Because they are useless
ineffectual Rites without this Authority? And does not the
same Reason hold as well for the Order of the Clergy? Does
not the same Scripture tell us, they are equally instituted by the
Holy Ghost, and oblige only by virtue of his Authority? How
absurd is it therefore to pretend to abolish, or depart from the
settled Order of the Clergy, to make new Orders, or think any
God’s Ministers, unless we had his Authority, and could make
new Sacraments, or a new Religion ?

My Lord, how comes it, That we cannot alter the Scriptures ?
Is it not, because they are Divinely inspired, and dictated by
the Holy Ghost? And since it is express Scripture, That the
Priesthood is instituted and authorised by the same Holy Spirit,
Why is not the Holy Ghost as much to be regarded in one
Institution, as in another ? Why may we not as well make a
Gospel, and say, it was writ by the Holy Ghost, as make a new
Order of Clergy, and call them his? Or esteem them as having
any relation to him ?

From this it likewise appears, That there is an absolute
Necessity of a strict Succession of authorised Ordainers from
the Apostolical Times, in order to constitute a Christian Priest.
For since a Commission from the Holy Ghost is necessary for
the exercise of this Office ; no one now can receive it, but from
those who have derived their Authority in a true Succession,
from the Apostles. We could not, my Lord, call our present
Bibles the Word of God, unless we knew the Copies from which
they are taken were taken from other true ones, till we come to
the Originals themselves. No more could we call any true
Ministers, or authorised by the Holy Ghost, who have not
received their Commission by an uninterrupted Succession of
lawful Ordainers.

What an excellent Divine would he be, who should tell the
World, it was not necessary that the several Copies and Manu-
scripts through which the Scriptures have been transmitted
through different Ages and Languages, should be all true ones,
and none of them forged ? That #us was a Thing subject to so
great Uncertainty, that God could not hang our Salvation on such
WNiceties ? Suppose, for Proof of this, he should appeal to the
Scriptures ; and ask, where any mention is made of ascertaining
the Truth of all the Copies? Would not this be a Way of
Arguing very Theological? The Application is very easy.

Your Lordship has not one Word to prove the uninterrupted
Succession of the Clergy a Zrzfle or Dreame,; but that it is



e,

the Bz’st/; o]_‘ —Baizgor. | 43

subject to so great Uncertainty, and is never mentioned in the
Scriptures. As to the Uncertainty of it, it is equally as
uncertain, as whether the Scriptures be Genuine. There is just

the same sufficient Historical Evidence for the Certainty of one

as the other. As to its not being mentioned in the Scripture,
the Doctrine upon which it is founded, plainly made it unneces-
sary to mention it. Is it needful for the Scriptures to tell us, that
if we take our Bible from any false Copy, that it is not the
Word of God? Why then need they tell us, that if we are
ordained by wusurping false Pretenders to Ordination, nor
deriving their Authority to that end from the Apostles, that we
are no Priests ? Does not the thing itself speak as plain in one
Case as in the other ? The Scriptures are only of use to us, as
they are the Word of God : We cannot have this Word of God,
which was written so many Years ago, unless we receive it from
authentic Copies and Manuscripts.

The Clergy have their Commission from the Holy Ghost:
The Power of conferring this Commission of the Holy Ghost,
was left with the Apostles: Therefore the present Clergy cannot
have the same Commission, or Call, but from an Order of Men,
who have successively conveyed this Power from the Apostles to
the present time. So that, my Lord, I shall beg leave to lay it
down, as a plain, undeniable, Christian Truth, that the Order of
the Clergy is an Order of as necessary Obligation as the Sacra-
ments ; and as unalterable as the Holy Scriptures; the same
Holy Ghost being as truly the Author and Founder of the
Priesthood, as the Institutor of the Sacraments, or the Inspirer
of those Divine Oracles. And when your Lordship shall offer
any fresh Arguments to prove that no particular sort of Clergy
is necessary ; that the Benedictions and Administrations of the
present Clergy of our most excellent Church, are trifling
Niceties; if I cannot show that the same Arguments will
conclude against the Authority of the Sacraments and the
Scriptures, I faithfully promise your Lordship to become a
Convert to your Doctrine.

What your Lordship charges upon your Adversaries, as an
absurd Doctrine, in pretending the Necessity of one regular,
successive, and particular Order of the Clergy, is a true Christian
Doctrine ; and as certain from Scripture, as that we are to keep
to the Institution of particular Sacraments; or not to alter
those particular Scriptures, which now compose the Canon ot
the old and new Testament.

By authoritative Benediction, we do not mean any natural or
intrinsic Authority of our own : But a Commission from God, to
be effectual Administrators of his Ordinances, and to bless in his
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Name. Thus, a Person who is sent from God, to foretell things,
of which he had before no Knowledge or Notion; or to
denounce Judgments, which he has no natural Power to
execute; may truly be said to be an authoritative Prophet ;
because he has the Authority of God for what he does. Thus,
when the Bishop is said to confer Grace in Confirmation, this is
properly an authoritative Benediction ; because he is then as truly
doing what God has commissioned him to do, as when a Prophet
declares upon what Errand he is sent.

It is in this Sense, my Lord, that the People are said to be
authoritatively blessed by the regular Clergy; because they are
God's (lergy, and act by his Commission; because by their
Hands the People receive the Graces and Benefits of God’s
Ordinances ; which they have no more Reason to expect from
other Ministers of their own Election, or if the Word may be
used in an abusive Sense, of their own Consecraizon, than to
receive Grace from Sacraments of their own Appointment. The
Scriptures teach us, That the Holy Ghost has instituted an Qrder
of Clergy : We say, a Priesthood, so authorised, can no more be
changed by us, than we can change the Scriptures, or make new
Sacraments ; because they are all founded on the same Autho-
rity, without any Power of a Dispensation delegated to us in one
Case more than another. If therefore we have a Mind to con-
tinue in the Covenant of Christ, and receive the Grace and
Benefit of his Ordinances, we must receive them through such
Hands as he has authorised for that Purpose, to the end we may
be qualified to partake of the Blessings of them. For as a #rue
Priest cannot benefit us by administering a fa/se Sacrament; so
a frue Sacrament is nothing, when it is administered by a fa/se
uncomunissioned Minister. Besides this Benediction which attends
the Ordinances of God, when they are thus performed by autho-
rised Hands, there is a Benediction of Prayer, which we may
justly think very effectual, when pronounced or dispensed by the
same Hands.

Thus when the Bishop or Priest intercedes for the Congrega-
tion, or pronounces the Apostolical Benediction upon them, we
do not consider this barely as an Act of Charity and Humanity,
of one Christian praying for another; but as the Work of a
Person who is commissioned by God to dless i /is Naine,and be
effectually ministerial in the Conveyance of his Graces; or as
the Prayer of one who is left with us in Christ’s stead, to carry
on his great Design of saving us; and whose Benedictions are
ever ratified in Heaven, but when we render ourselves in one
Respect or other incapable of them.

Now, my Lord, they are these sacerdotal Prayers, these autho-
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rised Sacraments, these commissioned Pastors, whom the Holy
Ghost has made Overseers of the Flock of Christ, that your
Lordship encourages the Laity to despise. You bid them cozn-
temn the vain Words of Validity or Invalidity of God’s Ordi-
nances ; to heed no particular sort of Clergy, or the pretended
Necessity of their Admanistrations.

Your Lordship sets up in this Controversy for an Advocate for
the Laity, against the arrogant Pretences, and fulse Claims of the
Clergy. My Lord, we are no more contending for ourselves in
this Doctrine, than when we insist upon any Article in the
Creed. Neither is it any more our particular Cause, when we
assert our Mission, than when we assert the Necessity of the
Sacraments.

Who is to receive the Benefit of that Commission which we
assert, but they ? Who is to suffer, if we pretend a false one, but
ourselves? Sad Injury, indeed, offered to the Laity! that we
should affect to be thought Ministers of God for their Sakes! If
we really are so, they are to receive the Benefit; if not, we are to
bear the Punishment.

But your Lordship comes too late in this glorious Under-
taking, to receive the Reputation of it; the Work has been
already, in the Opinion of most People, better done to your
Lordship’s Hands. The famous Author of T/e Rites of the
Clwistian Church, has carried this Christian Liberty to as great
Heights as your Lordship. And though you have not one
Notion, I can recollect, that has given Offence to the World, but
what seems taken from that pernicious Book ; yet your Lordship
is not so just as ever once to cite or mention the Author; who, if
your Lordship’s Doctrine be true, deserves to have a Statue
erected to his Honour, and receive every Mark of Esteem which
is due to the greatest Reformer of Religion.

Did not mine own Eyes assure me that he has cast no Con-
tempt upon the Church, no Reproach upon the Evangelical
Institutions, or the Sacred Function, but what has been seconded
by your Lordship, I would never have placed your Lordship in
the same View with so scandalous a Declaimer against the
Ordinances of Christ. Whether I am right, or not, in this
Charge, I freely leave to the Judgment of those to determine,
who are acquainted with both your Works. Yet this Author, my
Lord, has been treated by the greatest and best Part of the
Nation, as a Free-thinking Infidel. But for what, my Lord?
Not that he has declared against the Scriptures; not that he has
rejected Revelation 1 (we are not, blessed be God, still so far
corrupted with the Principles of Infidelity) but because he has
reproached every particular Church, as such, and denied all
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Obligation to Communion ; because he has exposed Benedic-
tions, Absolutions, and Excommunications ; denied the Divine
Right of the Clergy, and ridiculed the pretended Sacredness
and Necessity of their Administrations, as mere Niceties and
Trifles, though commonly in more distant, I was going to say
more decent Ways : In a Word, because he made all Churches,
all Priests, all Sacraments, however administered, equally valid,
and denied any particular Method necessary to Salvation. Yet
after all this profane Declamation, he allows, my I.ord, that
Religious Offices may be appropriated to particular Men, called
Clergy, for Order sake only ; and not on the Account of any pecu-
liar Spiritual Advantages, Powers, or Privileges, whicl those who
are set apart for thent, have from Heaven®

Agreeable to this, your Lordship owns, that you are not
against the Order, or Decency, or Subordination belonging to
Christian Socteties.t

But, pray, my Lord, do you mean any more by this, than the
above-mentioned Author? Is it for any Thing, but the Sake of
a little external Order or Conveniency ? Is there any Christian
Law that obliges to observe this kind of Order? Is there any
real essential Difference between Persons ranked into this Order?
Is it a Sin for any Body, especially the Civil Magistrate, to leave
this Order, and make what other Orders he prefers to it? This
your Lordship cannot resolve in the Affirmative ; for then you
must allow, that some Communions are safer than others, and
that some Clergy have more Authority than others.

Will your Lordship say, that no partzcular Order can be neces-
sary ; yet some Order necessary, which may be different in
different Communions? This cannot hold good upon your
Lordship’s Principles ; for since Christ has left no Law about
any Order, no Members of any particular Communion need
submit to that Order ; since it is confessed by your Lordship,
That in Religion no Laws, but those of Christ, are of any Obli-
gation. So that though you do not disclaim all external Order
and Decency yourself, yet you have taught other People to do it
if they please, and as much as they please,

Suppose, my Lord, some Layman, upon a Pretence of your
Lordship’s Absence, or any other, should go into the Diocese of
Bangor, and there pretend to ordain Clergymen; could your
Lordship quote one Text of Scripture against him ? Could you
allege any Law of Christ, or his Apostles, that he had broken?
Could you prove him guilty of any Sin? No, my Lord, you
would not do that ; because this would be acknowledging such a

* Page 131. t Ansuer io Dr. Snape, p. 48.
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Thing as a Sénful Ordination ; and if there be Sinful Ordinations,
then there must be some Law concerning Ordinations: For Sz
s the Transgression of the Law : And if there be a Law concern-
ing Ordinations, then we must keep to the Clergy lawfully
ordained ; and must confess, after all your Lordship has said, or
can say, that still some Communions are safer than others.

If you should reprove such a one, as an Englisiman, for acting
in Opposition to the English Laws of Decency and Order ; he
would answer, That he has nothing to do with such T#ifes ;
That Christ was sole Lawgiver in his Kingdom ; That he was
content to have his Kingdom as order/y and decent as Christ had
left it ; and since he had instituted no Laws in that Matter, it
was presuming, for others to take upon them to add any Thing
by way of Order or Decency, by Laws of their own: That as
he had as much Authority from Christ to ordain Clergy as
your Lordship, he would not depart from his Christian Liberty.

If he should remonstrate to your Lordship in these, or Words
to the like Effect, he would only reduce your Lordship’s own
Doctrine to Practice. This, my Lord, is part of that Confusion
the learned Dr. Snape has charged you with being the Author of,
in the Church of God: And all Persons, my Lord, whom you
have taught not to regard any particular Sort of Clergy, must
know (if they have the common Sense to which you appeal) that
then no Clergy are at all necessary ; and that it is as lawful for
any Man to be his own Priest, as to solicit his own Cause. For
to say that no particular Sort of Clergy are necessary, and yet
that in general the Clergy are necessary, is the same as to say,
that Truth is necessary to be believed ; yet the Belief of no par-
ticular Truth is necessary.

The next Thing to be considered, my Lord, is your Doctrine
concerning Absolutions. You begin thus: Tke same you will
Jind @ sufficient Reply to theiv presumptuous Claim to an authorita-
tive Absolution. An infallible Absolution cannot belong to fallible
Man. But no Absolution can be authoritative, whick is not
infallible. Therefore no authoritative Absolution can belong to any
Man living*

I must observe here, your Lordship does not reject this Aé&so-
lution, because the Claim of it is not founded in Scripture; but
by an Argument drawn from the Nature of the Thing : Because
you imagine such Absolution requires Infallibility for the Execu-
tion of it ; therefore it cannot belong to Men. Should this be
true, it would prove, that if our Saviour had really so intended,
he could not have given this Power to his Ministers. But, my -

* Preservative, p. 92.
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Lord, who can see any Repugnancy in the Reason of the Thing
itself ? Is it not as easy to conceive, that our Lord should confer
his Grace of Pardon by the Hands of his Ministers, as by Means
of the Sacraments? And may not such Absolution be justly
called authoritative, the Power of which is granted, and executed
by his Authority ?

Is it impossible for Men to have this Authority from God,
because they may mistake in the Exercise of it? This Argu-
ment proves too much, and makes as short Work with every
Institution of Christianity, as with the Power of Absolution.

For if it is impossible that Men should have Authority from
God to absolve in his Name, because they are not infallible ;
this makes them equally incapable of being entrusted with any
other Means of Grace; and consequently supposes the whole
Priest’s Office to imply a direct Impossibility in the very Notion
of it.

Your Lordship’s Argument is this: Christians have their Sins
pardoned upon certain Conditions ; but fallible Men cannot
certainly know these Conditions: Therefore fallible Men cannot
have Authority to abdsolve.

From hence I take Occasion to argue thus: Persons are to be
admitted to the Sacraments on certain Conditions; but fallible
Men cannot tell whether they come qualified to receive them
according to these Conditions: Therefore fallible Men cannot
have Authority to administer the Sacraments.

2ndly, This Argument subverts all Authority of the Christian
Religion itself, and the Reason of every instituted Means of
Grace. For if nothing can be authoritative, but what a Man is
infallibly assured of, then the Christian Religion cannot be an
authoritative Method of Salvation; since a Man, by being a
Christian, does not become infallibly certain of his Salvation :
Nor does Grace infallibly attend the Participation of the Sacra-
ments. So that though your Lordship has formed this Argument
only against this absolving Power, yet it has as much Force
against the Sacraments, and the Christian Religion itself. For
if it be absurd to suppose that the Priest should absolve anyone,
because he cannot be certain that he deserves Absolution ; does
it not imply the same Absurdity, to suppose that he should have
the Power of administering the Sacraments, when he cannot be
infallibly certain that those who receive them are duly qualified ?
If a Possibility of Error destroys the Power in one Case, it as
certainly destroys it in the other. Again, if Absolution cannot
be authoritative, unless it be infallible ; then it is plain that the
Christian Religion is not an authoritative Means of Salvation ;
because all Christians are not infallibly saved: Nor can the
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Sacraments be authoritative Means of Grace, because all who
partake of them do not infallibly obtain Grace.

Your Lordship proceeds with your Laity by way of Expostu-
lation : [f they amuse you with that Power which Christ left with
his Apostles, Whose soever Stns ye remit, they arve vemitted unto
tzem ;*e and whose soever Sins ye retain, they are retained unto
them :

But why amuse, my Lord? Are the Texts of Holy Scripture
to be treated only as Matter of Awmuseinent ? Or does your
Lordship know of any Age in the Church when the very same
Doctrine which we now teach, has not been taught from the
same Texts?

Do you know any Successors of the Apostles that thought
the Power there specified did not belong to them? But, how-
ever, your Lordship has taught your Laity to believe what we
argue from this Text, all Amusement; and told them, /ey /nay
securely answer, that it ts impossible for them to depend upon this
Right as anything certain, till they can prove to you that everything
spoken to the Apostles, belongs to Ministers in all Agest The
Security of this Answer, my Lord, is founded upon this false
Presumption, vzz, That the Clergy can claim no Right to the
Exercise of any Part of their Office, as Successors of the Aposties,
till they can prove that every Thing that was spoken to the
Apostles, belongs to them.

This Proposition must be true, or else there is no Force or
Security in the Objection you here bring for the Instruction of
the Laity. If it is well founded, then the Clergy cannot possibly
prove they have any more Right to the Exercise of any Part of
their Office than the Laity. Do they pretend to ordain, confirm,
to admit or exclude Men from the Sacraments? By what
Authority isall thisdone? Isit not because the Apostles, whose
Successors they are, did the same Things? DBut then, say your
Lordship’s well-instructed Laity, this is nothing to the Purpose :
Prove yourselves Apostles ; prove that every Thing said to the
Apostles belongs to you; and then it will be allowed, that you
may exercise these Powers, because they exercised them: But
as this is impossible to be done, so it is impossible for you to
prove that you have any Powers or Authorities, because they
had them.

And now, my Lord, if the Case be thus, what Apology shall
we make for Christianity, as it has been practised in all Ages?
How shall we excuse the Noble Army of Martyrs, Saints, and
Confessors, who have boldly asserted the Right to so many

* Page 93. T Page 94.
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Apostolical Powers? Could any Men in these Ages pretend,
that everything that was spoken to the Apostles, belonged to them-
selves ?  False, then, was their Claim, and presumptuous their
Authority, who should pretend any Apostolical Powers, because
the Apostles had them; when they could not prove, #taz every-
thing that was spoken to the Apostles, belonged to them.

Farther; To prove that the above-mentioned Text does not
confer the Power of Absolution in the Clergy, you reason thus:
Whatever contradicts the Natural Notions of God, and the Design
and Tenor of the Gospel, cannot be the true Meaning of any Passage
in the Gospel : But to make the Absolution of weak and fallible
Men so necessary, or so valid, that God will not pardon without
them ; or that all are pardoned who have them pronounced over
them, is lo contradict those Notions, as well as the plain Tenor of
the Gospel*

Be pleased, my Lord, to point out your Adversary ; name
any one Church of England Man that ever taught this romantic
Doctrine which you are confuting. Who ever taught such a
Necessity of Absolutions, that God will pardon none without
them? Who ever declared that all are pardoned who have
them pronounced over them? We teach the Necessity and
Validity of Sacraments; but do we ever declare that all are
saved who receive them? Is there no Med:ium between two
Extremes? No such Thing, my Lord, as Moderation! Must
every Thing be thus absolute and extravagant, or nothing
at all?

In another Page we have more of this same Colouring : Bus
to daim a Right to stand in Gods Stead, in such a Sense, that
they can absolutely and certainly bless, or not bless, with their Voice
alone : This is the highest Absurdity and Blasphemy as it supposeth
God to place a Set of Men above hitmself ; and to put out of Jis
own Hands the Disposal of his Blessings and Curses.t

If your Lordship had employed all this Oratory against
worshipping the Sun or Moon, it had just affected your Adver-
saries as much as this. For who ever taught that any Set of
Men could absolutely bless, or withhold Blessing, independent of
God? Who ever taught, that the Christian Religion, or Sacra-
ments, or Absolution, saved People on course, or without proper
Dispositions ? Whoever claimed such an absolving Power, as to
set himself above God, and to take from him the Disposal of his
own Blessingsand Curses? What has such extravagant Descrip-
tions, such romantic Characters of Absolution, to do with that
Power the Clergy justly claim? Cannot there be a Necessity

* Page 93. 1 Page 91.
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in some Cases of receiving Absolution from their Hands, except
they set themselves above God ? Is God robbed of the Disposal
of his Blessings, when, in Obedience to his own Commands, and
in virtue of his own Authority, they admit some as Members of
the Church, and exclude others from the Communion of it?
Do they pretend to be Channels of Grace, or the Means of
Pardon, by any Rights or Powers naturally inherent in them?
Do they not in all these Things consider themselves as Instru-
ments of God, that are made ministerial to the Edification of
the Church, purely by his Will, and only so far as they act in
Conformity to it? Now if it has pleased God to confer the
Holy Ghost in Ordination, Confirmation, &c¢., only by them, and
to annex the Grace of Pardon to the Imposition of their Hands,
on returning Sinners; is it any Blaspkemy for them to claim and
exert their Power? Is the Prerogative of God injured, because
his own Institutions are obeyed ? Cannot he dispense his Graces
by what Persons, and on what Terms he pleases? Ishe deprived
of the Disposal of his Blessings, because they are bestowed on
Persons according to his Order, and in Obedience to his
Authority ? If I should affirm, that Bishops have the sole
Power to ordain and confirm, would this be robbing God of his
Disposal of those Graces that attend such Actions? Is it not
rather allowing and submitting to God’s own Disposal, when we
keep close to those Methods of it which himself has prescribed ?

Pray, my Lord, consider the Nature of Sacraments. Are not
they necessary to Salvation? But is God therefore excluded
from any Power of his own? Has he for that Reason, set Bread
and Wine in the Eucharist,or Water in Baptism, above Himself ?
Has he put the Salvation of Men out of his own Power, because
it depends on his own Institutions? Is the Salvation of Chris-
tians less his own Act and Deed, or less the Effect of his own
Mercy, because these Sacraments in great measure contribute to
effectit? Why then, my Lord, must that Imposition of Hands
that is attended with his Grace and Pardon, and which has no
Pretence to such Grace, but in Obedience to his Order, and in
virtue of his Promise, be thus destructive of his Prerogative ?
Where is there any Diminution of his Honour or Authority, if
such Actions of the Clergy are made necessary to the Salvation
of Souls in some Circumstances, as their washing in Water, or
their receiving Bread and Wine? Cannot God institute Means
of Grace, but those Means must needs be above himself? They
owe all their Power and Efficacy to his Institution, and can
operate no farther than the Ends for which he instituted them.
How then is he dethroned for being thus obeyed ?

My Lord, you take no notice of Scripture ; but in a new Way

4—2
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of your own, contend against this Power, from the Nature of the
Thing : Yet I must beg leave to say, this Power stands upon as
sure a Bottom, and is as consistent with the Goodness and
Majesty of God, as the Sacraments. If the annexing Grace to
Sacraments, and making them necessary Means of Salvation, be
a reasonable Institution of God ; so is his annexing Pardon to
the Imposition of Hands by the Clergy on returning Sinners.
The Grace or Blessing received in either Case, is of his own
giving, and in a Method of his own prescribing. And how this
should be any Injury to God’s Honour, or Affront to his Majesty,
cannot easily be accounted for.

The Clergy justly claim a Power of reconciling Men to God,
from express Terms of Scripture; and of delivering his Pardons
to penitent Sinners. Your Lordship disowns this Claim, as
making fallible Men the absolute Dispensers of God’s Blessings,
and putting it in their Power to damn and save as they please.
But, my Lord, nothing of this Extravagance is included in it.
They are only entrusted with a conditional Power ; which they
are to exercise according to the Rules God has given ; and it
only obtains its Effect when it is o exercised. Every instituted
Means of Grace is conditional ; and it is only then effectual,
when it is attended with such Circumstances, as are required by
God. If the Clergy, through Weakness, Passion or Prejudice,
exclude Persons from the Church of God, they injure only them-
selves. But, my Lord, are these Powers nothing, because they
may be exercised in vain? Have the Clergy no right at all to
them, because they are not absolutely infallzble in the Exercise of
them ?

Can you prove, my Lord, that they are not necessary, because
they have not always the same Effect? May not that be neces-
sary to Salvation, which is only effectual on certazn Conditions ?
Is not the Christian Religion necessary to Salvation, though all
Christians are not saved? Are not the Sacraments necessary
Means of Grace, though the Means of Grace obtained thereby
is only conditional ? Iseveryone necessarily improved in Grace,
who receives the Sacrament ? Or is it less necessary, because the
salutary Effects of it are not more universal? Why then must
the Imposition of Hands be less necessary, because the Grace of
it is conditional, and only obtained in due and proper Circum-
stances? Is Absolution nothing, because if withheld wrongfully,
it injures not the Person who is denied it ; and if given without
due Dispositions in the Penitent, it avails nothing ? Is not this
equally true of the Sacraments, if they are denied wrongfully, or
administered to unprepared Receivers? But do they therefore
cease to be standing and necessary Means of Grace ?
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The Argument therefore against this Power, drawn from the
Ignorance or Passions of the Clergy, whereby they may mistake
or pervert the Application of it, can be of no Force ; since it is
as conditional as any other Christian Institution. The Salvation
of no Man can be endangered by the Ignorance or Passions of
any Clergymen in the Use of this Power: If they err in the
Exercise of it, the Consequences of their Error only affect them-
selves. The Administration of the Sacraments is certainly
entrusted to them : But will anyone say, that the Sacraments are
not necessary to Salvation ; because they may, through Ignorance
or Passion, make an ill Use of this Trust ?

There is nothing in this Doctrine to gratify the Pride of Clergy-
men, or encourage them to lord it over the Flock of Christ. If
you could suppose an Atheist or a Deist in Orders; he might be
arrogant and domineer in the Exercise of his Powers : But who,
that has the least Sense of Religion, can think it matter of
Triumph, that he can deny the Sacraments, or refuse his Bene-
diction to any of his Flock? Can he injure or offend the
least of these ; and will not God take Account? Or, if they fall
through his Offence, will not their Blood be required at his
Hands?

Neither is there anything in it that can enslave the Laity to
the Clergy ; or make their Salvation depend upon their arbitrary
Will. Does anyone think his Salvation in danger, because the
Sacraments (the necessary means of it) are only to be ad-
ministered by the Clergy? Why then must the Salvation of
Penitents be endangered, or made dependent on the sole Pleasure
of the Clergy ; because they alone can reconcile them to the
Favour of God? If Persons are unjustly denied the Sacraments,
they may humbly hope, that God will not lay the Want of them
to their Charge. And if they are unjustly kept out of the
Church, and denied Admittance, they have no Reason to fcar
but God will notwithstanding accept them, provided they be in
other respects proper Objects of his Favour.

But to proceed, your Lordship says, The Apostles might possibly
understand the Power of remitting and vetaining Sins, to be that
Power of laying their Hands upon the Sick.

Is this possible, my Lord? Then it is possible, the Apostles
might think, that in the Power here intended to be given them,
nothing at all was intended to be given them. For the Power of
healing the Sick, was already conferred upon them. Therefore,
if no more was intended to be given them in this Text, it cannot
be interpreted, as having entitled them properly to any Power

“at all,

2. The Power mentioned here, was something that Jesus pro-
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mised he would give them hereafter : Which plainly supposes
they had it not then : But they then had the Power of Healing;
therefore something else must be intended here.

3. The Power of the Keps has always been looked upon asthe
highest in the Apostolical Order. But if it related only to the
Power of Healing, it could not be so : For the Sevenzy, who were
inferior to the Apostles, had this Power.

4. The very Manner of Expression in this Place, proves, that
the Power here intended to be given, could not relate to Healing
the Sick, or to anything of that Nature ; but to some spirzzual
Power, whose Effects should not be vzszble ; but be made good
by virtue of God’s Promise. Thus, whomsoever ye shall heal on
Earth, 1 will heal in Heaven, borders too near upon an Absurdity.
There is no Occasion to promise to make good such Actions as
are good already, and have antecedently produced their Effects.
Persons who were restored to Health, to their Sight, or the Use
of their Limbs, did not want to be assured, that the Apostles, by
whom they were restored, had the Power to that End; the
Exercise of which Power proved and confirmed itself. There
was no need therefore of a Divine Assurance, that a Person that
was healed, was actually healed in virtue of it. But when we
consider this Promise, as relating to a Power whose Effects are
not wvisible, as the Pardon of Sins, the Terms whereby it is
expressed, are most proper ; and it is very reasonable to suppose
God promising, that the spiritual powers exercised by his
Ministers on KEarth, though they do not here produce their
vistble Effects, shall yet be made good and effectual by him in
Heaven.

These Reasons, my Lord, I should think, are sufficient to con-
vince anyone, that the Apostles could not possiély understand
these Words in the Sense of your Lordship.

Let us now consider the Commission given to Pefer. Our
Saviour said to him, T/ou art Peter, and upon this Rock I will
build my Church, and the Gates of Hell shall not prevail against
it : And I will grant unto thee the Keys of the Kingdom of
Heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt bind on Earth, shall be bound
tn Heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on Earth, shall be
loosed in Heaven.

Now, my Lord, how should it enter into the Thoughts of
Peter, that nothing was here intended, or promised by our
Saviour, but a Power of Healing ; which he not only had before,
but also many other Disciples, who were not Apostles ? 7 wzl/
grve unto thee the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven ; that is,
according to your Lordship, / will give thee Power to heal the
Sick. Can anything be more contrary to the plain obvious
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Sense of the Words? Can anyone be said to have the Keys of
the Kingdom of Heaven, because he may be the Instrument of
restoring People to Health? Are Persons Members of Christ’s
Kingdom, with any regard to Health? How then can he have
any Power in that Kingdom ; or be said to have the Keys of it,
who is only empowered to cure Distempers? Could anyone be
said to have the Keys of a temporal Kingdom, who had no tem-
poral Power given him in that Kingdom ? Must not he therefore
who has the Keys of a spiritual Kingdom, have some spiritual
Power in that Kingdom ?

Christ has told us, that his Kingdom is not of this World.
Your Lordship has told us, that it is so foreign to everything of
this World, that no worldly Terrors or Allurements, no Pains or
Pleasures of the Body, can have anything to do with it. Yet
here your Lordship teaches us, that he may have the Keys of this
spiritual Kingdom, who has only a Power over Diseases. My
Lord, are not Sickness and Health, Sight and Limbs, Things of
this World? Have they not some relation to bodily Pleasures
and Pains? How then can a Power about Things wholly con-
fined to this World, be a Power in a Kingdom that is not of this
World? The Force of the Argument lies here: Our Saviour
has assured us, that his Kingdom is not of this World: Your
Lordship takes it to be of so spiritual a Nature, that it ought not,
nay, that it cannot be encouraged or established by any worldly
Powers. Our Saviour gives to his Apostles the Keys of this
Kingdom : Yet you have so far forgotten your own Doctrine, and
the Spirituality of this Kingdom, that you tell us, he here gave
them a temporal Power of Diseases ; though he says, they were
the Keys of his Kingdom which he gave them. Suppose any
Successor of the Apostles should from this Text pretend to the
Power of the Sword, to make People Members of this Kingdom :
Must not the Answer be, that he mistakes the Power, by not
considering, that they are only the Keys of a spiritual, not
of a temporal Kingdom, which were here delivered to the
Apostles.

I humbly presume, my Lord, that this would be as good an
Answer to your Lordship’s Doctrine, as to theirs who claim the
Right of the Sword, till it can be shown that /ealth and Sick-
ness, Sight and Limbs, do not as truly relate to the Things of
this World as the Power of the Sword.

If this Power of the Keys must be understood, only as a
Power of inflicting or curing Diseases ; then the Words, in the
proper Construction of them, must run thus: T/ou art Peter,
and upon this Rock I will build iy Church, i.e., a peculiar Society
of healthful People, and the Gates of Hell shall never prevail
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against 1t, i.e., they shall always be in a State of Health. [wil/
give unto thee the Keys of this Kingdom of Heaven,i.e., thou shalt
have the Power of inflicting and curing Distempers ; and what-
soever thou shalt bind on Earth, shall be bound in Heaven, ie., on
whomsoever thou shalt inflict the Leprosy on Earth, he shall be
a Leper in Heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on Earth,
shall be loosed in Heaven, i.e., whomsoever thou shalt cure of that
Disease on Earth, shall be perfectly cured of it in Heaven.

This, without putting any Force upon the Words, is your
Lordship’s own Interpretation ; which exposes the Honour and
Authority of Scriptures as much as the greatest Enemy to them
can wish. If our Saviour could mean by these Words, only a
Power of healing Distempers ; or if the Apostles understood
them in that Sense, we may as well believe that when he said,
His Kingdom was not of this World, that he meant, it was of this
World ; and that the Apostles so understood him too.

But, however, for the Benefit and Edification of the Laity,
your Lordship has another Interpretation for them : You say, 7f
they (the Apostles) did apply this Power of remitting Sins to the
certain Absolution of particular Persons, it is plain, they could do
it upon no other Bottom but this ; that God's Will and good
Pleasure about such particular Persons was infallibly comimnuni-
cated to then.

Pray, my Lord, how, or where is this so plain? Is it plain
that they never baptized Persouns till God had znfallibly cominu-
nicated his good Pleasure to them about such particular Persons?
Baptism is an Institution equally sacred with this other, and
puts the Person baptized in the same State of Grace that Abso-
lution does the Penitent. Baptism is designed for the Remission
of Sin. It is an Ordinance to which Absolution is consequent ;
but I suppose Persons may be baptized without such zznfallzble
Communication promised, as your Lordship contends for. If
therefore it be not necessary for the Exercise of Absolution by
Baptism, why must it be necessary for Absolution by the Impo-
sition of Hands?

Can Pastors without Infallibility baptize Heathens, and
absolve, or be the Instruments of absolving them thereby from
their Sins? Are they not as able to absolve Christian Penitents,
or restore those who have apostatised ? If human Knowledge,
and the common Rules of the Church, be sufficient to direct the
Priest to whom he ought to administer the Sacraments; they
are also sufficient for the Exercise of this other Part of the
sacerdotal Office.

But your Lordship proceeds thus: Nof that they themselves
absolved any.
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No, my Lord, no more than Water in Baptism of itself
purifies the Soul from Sin. This baptismal Water is, notwith-
standing, necessary for the Remission of our Sins.

Again, you say, Not that God was obliged to bind and loose the
Guilt of Men according to their Declarations, considered as their
own Decisions, and their own Determinations. No, my Lord,
who ever thought so? God is not obliged to confer Grace by
the baptismal Water, considered only as Water ; but he is,
considered as /s own Institution for that End and Purpose. So
if these Declarations are considered only as #ke Declarations of
Men, God is not obliged by them : But when they are considered
as the Declarations of Men whom he has especially authorised
to make suc/ Declarations in his Name, then they are as effectual
with God, as any other of his Institutions whatever.

I proceed now to a Paragraph that bears as hard upon our
Saviour, as some others have done upon his Apostles and their
Successors ; where your Lordship designs to prove, that though
Christ claimed a Power of remitting Sins himself, or in his own
Person, yet that he really had no such Power.

You go on in these Words : 7f we look back upon our Saviour
himself, we shall find, that when he declares that the Son of Man
had Power upon Earth to forgive Sins, even he himself either
meant by it the Power of a miraculous veleasing Man from his
Affliction ; or if it velated to another more spivitual Sense of the
Words, the Power of declaring, that the Marn's Sins were forgiven
by God.*

The Words of our Saviour, which we are to look back upon,
are these : Whether it is easier to say, thy Sins are forgiven thee
or to say, arise, take wp thy Bed and walk? But that ye may
know, the Son of Man hath Power on Earth to forgive Sins
(Mark ii. 9, 10); As if he had said, ¢ Is not the same Divine
¢ Authority and Power required ? Is it not a Work as peculiar to
“God, to perform miraculous Cures, as to forgive Sins? The
‘Reason therefore why I now choose to declare my Authority,
‘rather by saying, T/hy Sins are jforgiven thee, than by saying,
¢ Avise and walk, was purely to teach you this Truth, that the
¢ Power of the Son of Man is not confined to Bodily Cures; but
‘that he has Power on Earth to forgive Sins.’

This, my Lord, is the first obvious Sense of the Words; and
therefore I take it to be the true Sense. - But your Lordship can
look back upon them, till you find that Christ has not this
Power, though he claims it expressly ; but that he only intends
a Power of doing something or other, which no more imports a

* Preservative, p. 94.
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Power of forgiving Sins, than of remitting any temporal Debt or
Penalty.

If our blessed Saviour had intended to teach the World that
he was invested with this Power, I would gladly know how he
must have expressed himself, to have satisfied your Lordship
that he really had it? He must have told you, that he had not
this Power, and then possibly your Lordship would have taught
us, that he had this Power. For no one can discover any
Reason why you should deny it him, but because he has in
express Words claimed and asserted it. I hope your Lordship
has not so low an Opinion of our Saviour’s Person, as to think
it unreasonable in the Nature of the Thing, that he should have
this Power. Where does it contradict any Principle of Reason,
to say, that a Kzng should be able to pardon his Subjects?
Since there is no Absurdity then in the Thing itself, and it is so
expressly asserted in Scripture ; it is just Matter of Surprise,
that your Lordship should carry your Reader from a plain
consistent Sense of the Words, to ezther this or that, Something or
other, the Origin whereof is only to be sought for in your Lord-
ship’s own Invention ; rather than not exclude Christ from a
Power which he declared he had, and declared he had it for this
very Reason, that we might knrow that /e had i¢. Our Saviour
has told us that the Way to Heaven is zarrozw. Your Lordship
might as reasonably prove from hence, that he meant, it was
broad, as that he did not mean that he could forgive Sins, when
he said, that ye may know, that the Son of Man hath Power oxn
Eartl to forgive Sins.

Your Lordship has rejected all Church Authority, and despised
the pretended Powers of the Clergy, for this Reason ; because
Christ is the sole King, sole Lawgiver, and Judge in lis Kingdom.
But, it seems, your Lordship, notwithstanding, thinks it now
Time to depose him: And this sole King in kis own Kingdom,
must not be allowed to be capable of pardoning his own
Subjects.

This Doctrine, my Lord, is delivered, I suppose, as your
other Doctrines, out of a hearty Concern and Clristian Zeal for
the Privileges of the Laity; and to show that your Lordship is
not only able to limit as you please the Authority of femporal
Kings ; but also to make Christ himself sole King, and yet no
King, in his Spiritual Kingdom. For, my Lord, the Kingdom
of Christ is a Society founded in order to the Reconciliation of
Sinners to God. If therefore Christ could not pardon Sins, to
what End could he either erect, or how could he support his
Kingdom, which is only, in the great and last Design of it, to
consist of absolved Sinners? He that cannot forgive Sins in a
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Kingdom that is erected for the Remission of Sins, can no more
be sole King in it, than he that has no temporal Power, can be
sole King in a temporal Kingdom. Therefore your Lordship has
been thus mighty serviceable to the Christian Laity, as to teach
them that Christ is not only sol King, but no King in his
Kingdom.

This is not the first Contradiction your Lordship has un-
happily fallen into, in your Attempts upon 4zngly Authority. Nor
is it the last which I shall presume to observe to the commnon
Sense of your Laity.

Again, in this Account of our blessed Saviour, your Lordship
has made no Difference between him and his Apostles, as to this
absolving Authority. For you say, the great Commission given
to them implied either a Power of releasing Men from their
bodily Afflictions; or of declaring such to be pardoned, whom
God had assured them that he had pardoned : And this a// that
you here allow to Christ himself.

Your Lordship’s calling him so often King, and sole King, &e.,
in his Kingdom, and yet making him a mere Creature in it, is too
like the Insult, and designed Sarcasm of the /ews, who, when
they had nailed him to the Cross, writ over his Head, 7/%Zs is
the King of the Jews.

But to proceed : Your Lordship proves, That our Saviour had
not the Power of forgrving Sins; because His Way of Expression
was, Thy Sins are forgiven thee. 1his was plainly to acknowledge,
and keep up that true Notion, that God alone forgivetls Sins.

Let us therefore put this Argument in Form. Christ hath
affirmed, that he had Power to forgive Sins: But his Way was
to say, Thy Sins are forgiven thee: Therefore Christ had not
Power to forgive Sins. Q. E. D.

It is much your Lordship did not recommend this to your
Laity, as another nvincible Demonstration. For by the Help of
it, my Lord, they may prove that our Saviour could no more
heal Diseases, than jforgive Sins. As thus; Christ indeed pretends
to a Power of healing Diseases ; but his usual Way of speaking
to the diseased Person was, #iy Faith hath made thee whole;
therefore he had not the Power of /ealing Diseases. The Argu-
ment has the same Force against one Power, as against the
other. If he did not forgzve Sins, because he said, Thy Sins are
Jorgiven thee ; no more did he heal Diseases, because he said,
Thy Faith hath made thee whole.

I have a Claim of several Debts upon a Man ; I forgive him
them all, in these Words, Ty Debts are remitted thee. A philo-
sophical Wit stands by, and pretends to prove, that I had not
the Power of remitting these Debts ; because I said, 7%y Debts
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are remitted thee. What can come up to, or equal such profound
Plilosoply, but the Divinity of one who teaches, our Saviour
could not forgive Sins, because he said, T4y Sins are forgiven
thee ?

But your Lordship says, the Reason why our Saviour thus
expresseth himself, Ty Sins are forgiven thee,‘ was plainly to
‘keep up that true Notion, that God alone forgiveth Sins.
Therefore, my Lord, according to this Doctrine, our Saviour was
obliged not to claim any Power that was peculiar or appropriated
to God alone. For if this be an Argument, why he should not
Jorgive Sins, it is also an Argument that he ought not to claim
any other Power, any more than this; which is proper to God,
and only belongs to him. But, my Lord, if he did express him-
self thus, that he might not lay Claim to any Thing that was
peculiar to God, how came he in so many other Respects to lay
Claim to such Things as are as truly peculiar to God, as the
Forgiveness of Sins? How came he in so many Instances to
make himself equal to God? How came he to say, Ye believe in
God, believe also in me? And that Men should worship the Son,
even as the Father? That he was the Son of God, that he was'
the Way, the Truth, and the Life.

Are not evangelical Faith, Worship, and Trust, Duties that are
solely due to God ? Does he not as much invade the Sovereignty
of God, who lays Claim to these Duties, as he that pretends #
Jorgive Stns?  Did not Christ also give his Disciples Power and
Authority over Devils and unclean Spirits, and Power to heal all
manner of Diseases?

Now if Christ did not assume a Power to forgive Sins, because
God alone could forgive Sins, it is also as unaccountable that he
should exercise other Autiorities and Powers, which are as strictly
peculiar to God as that of forgiving Sins. As if a Person should
disown that Christ is omniscient, because Omniscience is an
Attribute of God alone ; and yet confess his Omnipotence, which
is an Attribute equally dzvine.

But farther, my Iord: Did our Saviour thus designedly
express himself, lest he should be thought to assume any Power
which was divine, then it is certain (according to this Opinion)
that if he had assumed any such Power, or pretended to do what
was peculiar to God, he had been the Occasion of misleading
Men into Error. For if this be a plain Reason why he expressed
himself so as to disown this Power, it is plain that if he had
owned it, he had been condemned by this Argument, as teaching
false Doctrine.

Now if this would have been interpretatively false Doctrine in
Christ, to take upon himself any Thing that was peculiar to God,
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the Apostles were guilty of propagating this false Doctrine. For
there is scarce any known Attribute or Power of God, but they
ascribe it to our Saviour. They declare him eternal, omnipotent,
omuiscient, &e. Is it not a true Notion, that God alone can
create, and is Governor of the Universe? Yet the Apostles ex-
pressly assure us of Christ, that a// Things were created by him,
and that God hath put all Things in Subjection under his Feet.
"Tis very surprising that your Lordship should exclude Christ
from this Power of forgiving Sins, though he has expressly said
he could forgive Sins, because such a Power belongs only to
God : When it appears through the whole Scripture, that there
is scarce any divine Power which our Saviour himself has not
claimed, nor any Attribute of God but what his Apostles have
ascribed to him. They have made him the Creator, the
Preserver, the Governor of the Universe, the Author of eternal
Salvation to all that obey him; and yet your Lordship tells us,
that he did not pretend to forgive Sins, because that was a Power
peculiar to God.

Here is then (to speak in your Lordship’s elegant Style) an
immovable Resting-place for your Laity to set their Feet upon ;
here is an Awrgument that will last them jfor ever: They must
believe that our Saviour did not forgive Sins, because this was a
Power that belonged to God, though the Scriptures assure us,
that every other divine Power belonged to Christ. That is, they
must believe, that though our Saviour claimed all divine Powers,
yet not this divine Power, because it is a divine Power. And, my
Lord, if they have the common Sense to believe this, they may
also believe, that though our Saviour took human Nature upon
him, yet that he had not a human Soul, because it is proper to
Man. They may believe, that any Person who has all kingly
Power, cannot remit or reprieve a Malefactor, becaunse it is an
Act of kingly Power to do it; or that a Bishop cannot suspend
any Offender of his Diocese, because it is an Act of episcopal
Power to do it. All these Reasons are as strong and demonstra-
tive, as that Christ who claimed all divine Powers, could not
forgive Sins, because it was a divine Power.

Lastly, In this Argument your Lordship has plainly declared
against the Divinity of Christ, and ranked him in the Order of
Creatures. Your Lordship says, Christ did not forgive Sins,
because it is God alone who can forgive Sins ; as plain an Argu-
ment as can be offered, that in your Lordship’s Opinion Christ
is not God: For if you believed him, in a true and proper Sense,
God, how could you exclude him from the Power of forgiving
Sins, decause God alone can forgive Sins? It is inconsistent with
Sense and Reason to deny this Power to Christ because it is a
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divine Power, but only because you believe him not to be a
divine Person. If Christ was God, then he might forgive Sins,
though God alone can forgive Sins : But you say, Christ cannot
forgive Sins, because God alone can forgive Sins ; therefore it is
plain, that, according to your Lordship’s Doctrine, Christ is not
truly, or in a proper Sense, God.

Here, my Lord, I desire again to appeal to the common Sense
of your Laity ; let them judge betwixt the Scriptures and your
Lordship. The Scriptures plainly and frequently ascribe all
divine Attributes to Christ: They make him the Creator and
Governor of the World ; God over all, blessed for ever. Yet
your Lordship makes him a Creature, and denies him sucZ a
Power, because it belongs only to God.

You yourself, my Lord, have allowed him to be absolute Ruler
over the Consciences of Men ; to be an arbitrary Dispenser of
the Means of Salvation to Mankind ; than which Powers, none
can be more divine: And yet you hold, that he cannot forgive
Sins, because Pardon of Sin can only be the Effect of a divine
Power.

Is it not equally a divine Power (even according to your Lord-
ship), to rule over the Consciences of Men, to give Laws of Salva-
tion, and to act in these Affairs with an uncontrollable Power,
as Zo forgive Sins?

My Lord, let their common Sense here discover the Absurdity
(for T must call it so) of your new Scheme of Government in
Christ’s Kingdom. Christ is absolute Lord of it, (according to
yourself) and can make or unmake Laws relating to it; can
dispense or withhold Grace as he pleases in this spiritual King-
dom, all which Powers are purely divine; yet you say he cannot
forgive Sins, though every express Power which you have allowed
him over the Consciences of Men, be as truly a drvine Power as
that of forgrving Sins. Has not Christ a proper and personal
Power to give Grace to his Subjects? Is he not Lord over their
Consciences? And are not these Powers as truly appropriated
to God? And has not your Lordship often taught them to be
so, as that of Forgiveness of Sins? Is it not as much the Pre-
rogative of God to have any natural intrinsic Power, to confer
Grace, or any spiritual Benefit to the Souls of Men, as to forgive
Sins? Has not your Lordship despised all the Administrations
of the Clergy, because God’s Graces can only come from himself,
and are only to be received from his own Hands? The Conclu-
sion therefore is this, either Christ has a personal intrinsic Power
to confer Grace in his Kingdom, or he has not; if you say he
has not, then you are chargeable with the Collusion of making
him a King in a spiritual Kingdom, where you allow him no
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spiritual Power: If you say he has, then you fall into this Con-
tradiction, that you allow him to have divine Powers, though he
cannot have divine Powers; that is, you allow him to g7ve Grace,
though it is a divine Power, and not to forgzve Szns, because it is
a divine Power. My Lord, I wish your Laity (if there be any to
whom you can render it inteiligible) much Joy of such profound
Divinity. Or if there are others who are more taken with your
Lordship’s Sincerity, I desire them not to pass by this following
remarkable Instance of it: Your Lordship has here as plainly
declared, as Words can consequentially declare any Thing, that
you do not believe Christ to be God, yet profess yourself Bishop
of a Church, whose Liturgy in so many repeated Testimonies
declares the contrary Doctrine, and which obliges you to express
your Assent and Consent to such Doctrine. My Lord, I here
call upon your Sircerity ; either declare Christ to be perfect
God, and then show why he could not forgive Sins,; or deny
him to be perfect God, and then show how you can sincerely
declare your Assent and Consent to the Doctrine of the Church
of England.

This, my Lord, has an Appearance of Prevarication, which
you cannot, I hope, charge upon any of your Adversaries, who if
they cannot think, that to be sincere is the only Thing
necessary to recommend Men to the Favour of God, yet may
have as much, or possibly more Sincerity, than those who do
think so.

Before I take Leave of your Lordship, I must take Notice of
a Resting-place, a strong Retreat, a lasting Foundation, i.e., a
Demonstration in the strictest Sense of the Words, that all Clurc-
Communzorn is unnecessary.

Your Lordship sets it out in these Words :

[ am not now going to accuse you of a Heresy against Charity,
but of a Heresy against the Possibility and Naturve of Things. As
thus, M». Nelson (for Instance) thinks himself obliged in Con-
science to conmununicate with some of our Church. Upon this you
declave he hath no Title to God’s Mercy ; and you and all the
World allow, that if he communicates with you whilst his Con-
science tells him it is a Sin, he is self-condemned, and out of God’s
Favour. That Notion (viz. the Necessity of Church-Communion)
therefore, which implies this great invincibe Absurdity, cannot be
true.

Pray, my Lord, what is this wondrous Curiosity of a Dermon-
stration, but the common Case of an erroneous Conscience 7 Did
the strictest Contenders for Church-Communion ever teach, #at
any Terms are to be complied with against Conscience? But it
is a strange Conclusion to infer from thence, that there is no
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Obligation to Communion, or that all Things are to be held in-
different, because they are not to be complied with against one’s
Conscience.

The Truths of the Christian Religion have the same Nature
and Obligation, whatever our Opinions are of them, and those
that are necessary to be believed, continue so, whether we can
persuade ourselves to believe them or not. I suppose vour Lord-
ship will not say, that the Articles of Faith and necessary Insti-
tutions of the Christian Religion, are no other ways necessary,
than because we believe them to be so, that our Persuasion is
the only Cause of the Necessity ; but if their Necessity be not
owing merely to our Belief of them, then it is certain that our
Disbelief of them cannot make them less necessary. If the Ordi-
nances of Christ, and the Articles of I'aith are necessary, because
Christ has made them so, that Necessity must continue the same,
whether we believe and observe them or not.

So that, my Lord, we may still maintain the Necessity of
Church-Communion, and the strict Observance of Christ’s Ordi-
nances, notwithstanding that People have different Persuasions
in these Matters, presuming #kat our Opinions can no more alter
the Nature or Necessity of Christ’s Institutions, than we can
believe Error into Truth, Good into Evil, or Light into Darkness.
1 shall think myself no Heretic against the Nature of Things,
though I tell a conscientions Socinzan, that the Divinity of Christ
is necessary to be believed, or a conscientious Jew, that it is
necessary to be a Christian in order to be saved. But if your
Lordship’s Demonstration was accepted, we should be obliged to
give up the Necessity of every Doctrine and Institution, to every
Disbeliever that pretended Conscience. We must not tell any
Party of People that they are in any Danger for being out
of Communion with us, if they do but follow their own Persua-
sion.

Your Lordship’s nvincible Demonstration proceeds thus :

We must not insist upon the Necessity of jorning with any par-
ticular Clurch, because then conscientious Persons will be in Danger
etther Way ; for if there be a Necessity of it, then therve is a Danger
if they do not join with it, and if they comply against their Con-
sciences, the Danger s the same.

What an inextricable Difficulty is here! How shall Divinity
or Logic be able to relieve us?

Be pleased, my Lord, to accept of this Solution, in lieu of your
Demonstration.

I will suppose the Case of a conscientious few ; I tell him that
Christianity is the only covenanted Method of Salvation, and
that he can have no Title to the Favour of God, till he professes
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the Faith of Christ. What, replies he, would you direct me to
do? IfI embrace Christianity against my Conscience, I am out
of God’s Favour ; and if I follow my Conscience, and continue a
Jew, I am also out of his Favour. The Answer is this, my
Lord ; The /Jew is to obey his Conscience, and to be left to the
uncovenanited, unpromised Terms of God’s Mercy, whilst the con-
scientious Christian is entitled to the express and promised Favours
of God.

There is still the same absolute Necessity of believing in
Christ, Christianity is still the only Method of Salvation ; though
the sincere /ew cannot so persuade himself; and we ought to
declare it to all /ezos and Unbelievers whatsoever, that they can
only be saved by embracing Christianity : That a false Religion
does not become a true one, nor a true one false, in Consequence
of their Opinions; but that if they are so unhappy as to refuse
the Covenant of Grace, they must be left to such Mescy as is
without any Covenant. And now, my Lord, what is become of
this mighty Demonstration? Does it prove that Christianity is
not necessary, because the conscientious /ezv may think it is not
so? It may as well prove that the Moon is no larger than a
Man’s Head, because an honest ignorant Countryman may think
it no larger.

Is there any Person of comimnon Sense, who would think it a
Demonstration that he is not obliged to go to Church, because a
conscientious Dissenter will not? Could he think it less necessary
to be a Christian, because a szucere Jew cannot embrace Chris-
tianity ? Could he take it to be an indifferent Matter whether
he believed the Divinity of Christ, because a conscientious
Socinian cannot ?  Yet this is your Lordship’s invincible Denon-
stration, that we ought not to insist upon the Necessity of
Church-Communion, because a conscientions Disbelzever cannot
comply with it.

A small Degree of common Sense,would teach a Man that true
Religion, and the Terms of Salvation, must have the same obli-
gatory Force, whether we reason rightly about them or not ; and
that they who believe and practise according to them, are in
express Covenant with God, which entitles them to his Favour;
whilst those who are sincerely erroneous, have nothing but the
Sincerity of their Errors to plead, and are left to such Mercy of
Geod, as is without any Promise. Here, my Lord, is nothing
frightful or absurd in this Doctrine ; they who are in the
Church which Christ has founded, are upon Terms which entitle
them to God’s Favour; they who are out of it, fall to his
Mercy.

But your Lordship is not content with the Terms of the
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Gospel, or a Doctrine that only saves a particular Sort of People;
this is a narrow View, not wide enough for your Notions of
Liberty.  Particular Religions, and particular Covenants, are
demonstrated to be absurd, decause particular Persons may dis-
believe, or not submit to them.

Your Lordship must have Doctrines that will save all People
alike, in every way that their Persuasion leads them to take:
But, my Lord, there needs be no greater Demonstration against
your Lordship’s Doctrine, than that it equally favours every
Way of Worship ; for an Argument which equally proves every
Thing, has been generally thought to prove nothing ; which
happens to be the Case of your Lordship’s zZmportant Demon-
Stration.

Your Lordship indeed only instances in a particular Person,
Mr. Nelson; but your Demonstration is as serviceable to any
other Person who has left any other Church whatever. The
conscientious Quaker, Muggletonian, Independent, or Socinian, &e.,
has the same Right to obey Conscience, and blame any Church
that assumes a Power of censuring him, as Mr. NVelsor had ; and
if he is censured by any Church, that Church is as guilty of the
same feresy against the Nature of Things, as that Church which
censured Mr. Nelson, or any Church that should pretend to cen-
sure any other Person whatever.

I am not at all surprised that your Lordship should teach this
Doctrine, but it is something strange that such an Argument
should be obtruded upon the World as an unheard-of Demon-
stration, and that in an Appeal to common Sense. Suppose some
Body or other in Defence of your Lordship, should take upon
him to demonstrate to the World that there is no such Thing as
Colour, because there are some People that cannot see; or
Sounds, because there are some who do not hear them; He
would have found out the only Demonstration in the World that
could equal your Lordship’s, and would have as much Reason to
call those Heretics against the Nature of Things, who should dis-
believe him, and insist upon the Reality of Sounds, as your
Lordship has to call your Adversaries so.

For is there no Necessity of Church-Communion, because
there are some who do not conceive it? Then there are no
Sounds, because there are some who do not hear them ; for it is
certainly as easy to believe away the T7x«#: and Reality, as the
Necessity of Things.

Some People have only taught us the /unocency of Error, and
been content with setting forth its harmless Qualities ; but your
Lordship has been a more hearty Advocate, and given it a Power
over every Truth and Institution of Christianity. If we have
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but an erroncous Conscience, the whole Christian Dispensation is
cancelled ; all the Truths and Doctrines in the Bible are demzon-
strated to be unnecessary, if we do not believe them.

How unhappily have the several Parties of Christians been
disputing for many Ages, who, if they could but have found out
this zutelligible Demonstration (from the Case of an erroneous
Conscience), would have seen the Absurdity of pretending to
necessary Doctrines, and insisting upon Church-Communion ;
but it must be acknowledged your Lordship’s new-rnvented
Engine for the Destruction of Churches,; and it may be expected
the good Christians of no Clurch will return your Lordship their
Thanks for it.

Your Lordship has thought it a mighty Objection to some
Doctrines in the Church of England, that the Papists might make
some Advantage of them: But yet your own Doctrine defends
a// Communions alike, and serve the Jew and Socinian, &c., as
much as any other sort of People. Though this sufficiently
appears, from what has been already said, yet that it may
be still more obvious to the commion Sense of everyone, I
shall reduce these Doctrines to Practice, and suppose, for
once, that your Lordship intends to convert a Jew, a Quaker, or
Socinzan.

Now in order to make a Convert of any of them, these Pre-
liminary PROPOSITIONS are to be first laid down according
to your Lordship’s Doctrine.

Some Propositions for the Improvement of true Religion.

Proposition 1. That we are neither more or less in the Favour
of God, for living in any particular Method or Way of Worship,
but purely as we are sincere. Preserv., p. 9o.

Prop. 11. That no Church ought to unchurch another, or
declare it out of God’s Favour. Preserv., p. 85.

Prop. 111. That nothing loses us the Favour of God, but a
wicked Insincerity. /fbid.

Prop. 1V. That a conscientious Person can be in no Danger for
being out of any particular Church. Preserv., p. go.

Prop. V. That there is no such Thing as any real Perfection or
Excellency in any Religion, that can justify our adhering to it,
but #%at all is founded in our personal Persuasion ; which your
Lordship thus proves : When we left the Popish Doctrines, was it
because they were actually corrupt # No; The Reason was, because
we thought them so. Therefore if we might leave the Church of
Rome, not because her Doctrines were corrupt, but because we
thought them so, then the same Reason will justify anyone else,
in leaving any Church, how true soever its Doctrines are ; and
consequently there is no such Thing as any rea/ Perfection or
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Excellency in any Religion considered in itself, but is 77g/4¢ or
wrong according to our Persuasions about it. Preserv., p. 85.

Prop. V1. That Christ is sole King and Lawgiver in his King-
dom, that no Men have any Power of Legislation in it ; that if we
would be good Members of it, we must show ourselves Subjects
of Christ alone, without any Regard to Man’s Judgment.

Prop. VII. That as Christ’s Kingdom is not of this World, so
when worldly Encourageéments are annexed to it, these are so
many Divisions against Christ and his own express Word.
Serm., p. 11.

Prop. VIII. That to pretend to know the Hearts and Sincerity
of Men, is Nonsense and Absurdity. Serzz., p. 93.

Prop. IX. That God’s Graces are only to be received imme-
diately from himself. Sermz., p. 89.

These, my Lord, are your Lordship’s own Propositions,
expressed in your own Terms, without any Exaggeration.

And now, my Lord, begin as soon as you please, either with a
Quaker, Socinian, or Jew ; use any Argument whatsoever to
convert them, and you shall have a sufficient answer from your
own Propositions.

Will you tell the Jew that Christianity is necessary to Salva-
tion ? He will answer from Prop. 1. That we are netther more or
less in the Favour of God for living in any particular Method or
Way of Worship, but purely as we are sincere.

Will your Lordship tell him, that the Truth of Christianity is
so well asserted, that there is no Excuse left for Unbelievers ?
He will answer from Prop. V. That all Religion is founded in
personal Persuasion ; that as your Lordship does not believe that
Christ ts come, because lie is actually come, but because you think e
is come ; so he does not disbelieve Chirist because he is not actually
come, but because he thinks he is not come. So that here, my
Lord, the Jew gives as good a Reason why he is not a Christian,
as your Lordship does why you are not a Papist.

If your Lordship should turn the Discourse to a Quaker, and
offer him any Reasons for embracing the Doctrine of the Clurc/
of England, you cannot possibly have any better Success; any-
one mi.y see from your Propositions, that no Argument can be
urged, but what your Lordship has there fully answered. For
since you allow nothing to the 7ru#2 of Doctrines, or the
FExcellency of any Communion as such, it is demonstrable that
no Church or Communion can have any Advantage above
another, which is absolutely necessary in order to persuade any
sensible Man to exchange any Communion for another.

Will your Lordship tell a Quaker, that there is any Danger in
that particular Way that he is in?
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He can answer from Prop. 1., 111., and IV. That a conscientious
Person cannot be in any Danger of being out of any particular
Church.

Will your Lordship tell him that his Religion is condemned
by the universal Church?

He can answer from Prop. 11. That no Church ought to
unchurch anotlher, or declave it out of God’s Favour.

Will you tell him that Christ has instituted Sacraments as
necessary Means of Grace, which he neglects to observe ?

He will answer you from Prop. IX. That God's Graces are
only to be recerved immediately from himself. And to think that
Bread and Wine, or the sprinkling of Water, is necessary to
Salvation, is as absurd, as to think any Order of the Clergy is
necessary to recommend us to God.

Will your Lordship tell him that he displeases God, by not
holding several Articles of Faith, which Christ has required us
to believe ?

He can reply from Prop. 111. That nothing loses us the Favour
of God but a wicked [nsincerity. And from Prop. V. That as
your Lordship believes such Things, not because they are
actually to be believed, but because you think so; so he dis-
believes them, not because they are actually false, but because
he thinks so.

Will your Lordship tell him he is insincere ?

He can reply from Prop. V1. That to assume to know the Hearts
and Stncerity of Men, is Nonsense and Blasphemy.

Will your Lordship tell him that he ought to conform to a
Church established by the Laws of the Land ?

He can answer from Prop. VIII. That this very Establishmient
is an Argument against Conformity ? For as Christs Kingdom
is not of this World, so when worldly Encouragements are annexrzd
to it, they are so many Decisions against Christ, and lis own
express Words. And from Prop. V11. That seeing Christ is sole
King and Lawgiver in his Kingdom, and no Men have any Power
of Legisiation in it, they who would be good Members of it, must
show themselves Subjects to Christ alone, without any Regard to
Man's Judgment,

I am inclined to think, my Lord, that it is now demonstrated
to the common Sense of the Laity, that your Lordship cannot
urge any Argument, either from the Truth, the Advantage, or
Necessity of embracing the Doctrines of the Church of England,
to either Jew, Heretic, or Schismatic, but you have helped him
to a full Answer to any such Argument, from your own

Principles. .
Are we, my Lord, to be treated as popishly affected for
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asserting some Truths, which the Papists join with us in
asserting ? Is it a Crime in us not to drop some necessary
Doctrines, because the Papists have not dropped them ? If this
is to be popishly affected, we own the Charge, and are not for
being such true Protestants, as to give up the Apostles’ Creed, or
lay aside the Sacraments, because they are received by the
Church of Rome. 1 cannot indeed charge your Lordship with
being well affected to the Church of Rowme, or of England, to the
Jews, the Quakers, or Socinians ; but this 1 have demonstrated,
and will undertake the Defence of it, that your Lordship’s
Principles equally serve them all alike, and do not give the least
Advantage to one Church above another, as has sufficiently
appeared from your Principles.

I will no more say your Lordship is in the Interest of the
Quakers, or Socinians, or Papists, than I would charge you with
being in the Interest of the Church of England ; for as your
Doctrines equally support them all; he ought to ask your Lord-
ship’s Pardon, who should declare you more a Friend to one
than the other.

I intended, my Lord, to have considered another very
obnoxious Article in your Lordship’s Doctrines concerning the
Repugnancy of temporal Encouragements to the Nature of Christ's
Kingdom ; but the Consistency and Reasonableness of guarding
this spiritual Kingdom with human Laws, has been defended
with so much Perspicuity and Strength of Argument, and your
Lordship’s Objections so fully confuted by the judicious and
learned Dean of Clichester, that 1 presume this Part of the
Controversy is finally determined.

I hope, my Lord, that I have delivered nothing here that
needs any Excuse or Apology to the Laity, that they will not
be persuaded, through any vain Pretence of Liberty, to make
themselves Parties against the first Principles of Christianity ; or
imagine, that whilst we contend for the positive Institutions of
the Gospel, the Necessity of Church-Communion, or the Excel-
lency of our own, we are robbing them of their natural Rights,
or interfering with their Privileges. Whilst we appear in the
Defence of any part of Christianity, we are engaged for them in
the common Cause of Christians; and I am persuaded better
Things of the Laity, than to believe that such Labours will
render either our Persons or Professions hateful to them. Your
Lordship has indeed endeavoured to give an invidious Turn to
the Controversy, by calling upon the Laity to assert their
Liberties, as if they were in Danger from the Principles of
Christianity. —But, my Iord, what Liberty does any
Layman lose, by our asserting, that Clurch-Communion is
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necessary ?  What Privilege is taken from them by our teaching
the Danger of certain Ways and Methods of Religion? Is a
Man made a Slave because he is cautioned against the Principles
of the Quakers, against Fanaticisin, Popery, or Socinianism ? 1s
he in a State of Bondage because the Sacraments are necessary,
and none but episcopal Clergy ought to administer them? Is
his Freedom destroyed because there is a particular Order of
Men appointed by God to minister in holy Things, and be
serviceable to him in recommending him to the Favour of God?
Can any Person, my Lord, think these Things Breaches upon
their Liberty, except such as think the Commandments a
Burden? Is there any more Hardship in saying thou shalt
keep to an episcopal Church, than thou shalt be baptized ? Or
in requiring People to receive particular Sacraments, than to
believe particular Books of Scripture to be the Word of God ?
If some other Advocate for the Laity should, out of Zeal for
their Rights, declare that they need not believe one-half of the
Articles in the Creed, if they would but assert their Liberty, he
would be as true a Friend, and deserve the same Applause, as
he who should assert the Necessity of Church-Communion is
inconsistent with the natural Rights and Liberties of Mankind.

I am, my Lorbp,
Your Lordship’s most
Humble Servant,

William Law.

Postscript.

HOPE your Lordship will not think it unnatural or
impertinent, to offer here a Word or two in Answer to
some Objections against my former Letter.

To begin with the Doctrine of the uninterrupted
Succession of the Clergy. ) o o

I have, as I think, proved that thc;re isa dlyme Commission

uired to qualify any one to exercise the priestly Office, and

re ex
; his divine Commission can only be had from such

that seeing t
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particular Persons as God has appointed to give it, therefore it
is necessary that there should be a continual Succession of such
Persons, in order to keep up a commissioned Order of the
Clergy. For if the Commission itself be to descend through
Ages, and distinguish the Clergy from the Laity ; it is certain
the Persons who alone can give this Commission, must descend
through the same Ages, and consequently an uninterrupted
Succession is as necessary, as that the Clergy have a divine
Commission. Take away this Succession, and the Clergy may
as well be ordained by one Person as another; a Number of
Women may as well give them a divine Commission, as a
Congregation of any Men; they may indeed appoint Persons to
officiate in holy Orders, for the Sake of Decency and Order,; but
then there is no more in it, than an external Decency and Order;
they are no more the Priests of God, than those that pretended
to make them so. If we had lost the Scriptures, it would be
very well to make as good Books as we could, and come as near
them as possible; but then it would be not only Folly, but
Presumption, to call them the Word of God. But I proceed
to the Objections against the Deoctrine of an uninterrupted
Succession.

First, 1t is said, that there is no mention made of it in
Scripture, as having any Relation to the Being of a Church.

Secondly, That it is subject to so great Uncertainty, that if it
be necessary we cannot now be sure we are in the Church.

Thirdly, That it is a popish Doctrine, and gives them great
Advantage over us.

I begin with the firsz Objection, that there is no mention made
of it in the Scriptures, which though I think I have sufficiently
answered in this Letter, I shall here farther consider.

Pray, my Lord, is it not a true Doctrine, that #se Scriptures
contain all Things necessary to Salvation? But, my Lord, it is
nowhere expressly said, that zke Scriptures contain all Things
necessary to Salvation. Itis nowhere said, that no other Articles
of Faith need be believed. Where does it appear in Scripture,
that the Scriptures were writ by any divine Command? Have
any of the Gospels or Epistles this Authority to recommend
them ? Are they necessary to be believed, because there is any
Law of Christ concerning the Necessity of believing them ?

May I reject this uninterrupted Succession, because it is not
mentioned in Scripture? And may I not as well reject all the
Gospels? Produce your Authority, my Lord, mention your
Texts of Scripture, where Christ fas lung the Salvation of Men
upon their believing that St. Aatthew or St. Jokn wrote such a
Book seventeen hundred years ago. These, my Lord, are
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Niceties and Trifles which are not to be found in Scripture, and
consequently have nothing to do with the Salvation of Men.

Now if nothing be to be held as necessary, but what is
expressly required in so many Words in Scripture, then it can
never be proved that the Scriptures themselves are a standing
Rule of Faith in all Ages, since it is nowhere expressly asserted,
nor is it anywhere said, that the Scriptures should be continued
as a Rule of Faith in all Ages. Isitan Objection against the
Necessity of a perpetual Succession of the Clergy, that it is not
mentioned in the Scripture? And is it not as good a one
against the Necessity of making Scripture the standing Rule of
Faith in all Ages, since it is never said that they were to be
continued as a standing Rule in all Ages? If Things are only
necessary for being said to be so in Scripture, then all that are
not thus taught are equally unnecessary, and consequently it is
no more necessary that the Scripture should be a fixed Rule of
Faith in all Ages, than that there should be Bishops to ordain
in all Ages.

Again, Where shall we find it in Scripture, that the Sacraments
are to be continued in every Age of the Church? Where is it
said that they shall always be the ordinary Means of Grace
necessary to be observed? Is there any Law of Christ, any
Text of Scripture, that expressly asserts, that if we leave the
Use of the Sacraments, we are out of Covenant with God? Is
it anywhere directly said, that we must never lay them aside,
or that they will be perpetually necessary ? No, my Lord, thisis
a Nicety and Trifle not to be found in Scripture: There is no
Stress laid theve upon this Matter, but upon Things of a quite
different Natuve.

I now presume, my Lord, that every one who has common
Sense plainly sees, that if this Succession of the Clergy is to be
despised, because it is not expressly required in Scripture; it
undeniably follows, that we may reject the Scriptures, as not
being a standing Rule of Faith in all Ages,; we may disuse the
Sacraments, as not the ordinary Means of Grace in all Ages;
since these are no more mentioned in the Scriptures, or expressly
required, than this uninterrupted Succession.

If it be a good Argument against the necessity of episcopal
Ordainers, that it is never said in Scripture that there shall
always be such Ordainers ; it is certainly as conclusive against
the Use of the Sacraments in every Age, that it is nowhere said
in Scripture they shall be used in a// Ages.

If no Government or Order of the Clergy is to be held as
necessary, because no such Necessity is asserted in Scripture; it
is certain, this concludes as strongly against Government, and the
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Order itself, as against any particular Order. For it is no more
said in Scripture that there shall be an Order of Clergy, than
that there shall be any particular Order; therefore if this Silence
proves against any particular Order of Clergy, it proves as much
against Order itself.

Should therefore any of your Lordship’s Friends have so much
Church-Zeal, as to contend for the Necessity of some Order,
though of no particular Order ; he must fall under your Lord-
ship’s Displeasure, and be proved as mere a Dreamer and Trifler,
as those who assert the Necessity of episcopal Ordination. For
if it be plain that there need be no epzscopal Clergy, because it is
not said there shall a/zvays be episcopal Clergy ; it is undeniably
plain that there need be #o Order of the Clergy, since it is
nowhere said, there shall be an Order of Clergy: Therefore who-
ever shall contend for an Order of Clergy, will be as much
condemned by your Lordship’s Doctrine, as he that declares for
the episcopal Clergy.

The Truth of the Matter is this; if nothing is to be esteemed
of any Moment, but counted as mere 777ffe and Nicety among
Christians, which is not expressly required in the Scriptures;
then it is a T7zffe and Nicety, whether we believe the Scriptures
to be a standing Rule of Fa:ith in all Ages, whether we use the
Sacraments in @/l Ages, whether we have any Clergy at all,
whether we observe the Lord’s Day, whether we baptize our
Children, or whether we go to public Worship ; for none of
these Things are expressly required in so many Words in Scrip-
ture. But if your Lordship, with the rest of the Christian World,
will take these Things to be of Moment, and well proved, because
they are founded in Scripture, though not in express Terms, or
under plain Commands; if you will acknowledge these Matters
to be well asserted, because they may be gathered from Scripture,
and are confirmed by the universal Practice of the Church in all
Ages, (which is all the Proof that they are capable of)) I do not
doubt but it will appear, that this successive Order of the Clergy
is founded on the same Evidence, and supported by as great
Authority, so that it must be thought of the same Moment with
these Things by all unprejudiced Persons.

For, my Lord, though it be not expressly said, that there shall
always be a Succession of Episcopal Clergy, yet it is a Truth
founded in Scripture itself, and asserted by the universal Voice
of Tradition in the first and succeeding Ages of the Church.

It is thus founded in Scripture: There we are taught that the
Priesthood is a positive Institution,; that no Man can take this
Office unto himself ; that neither our Saviour himself, nor his
Apostles, nor any other Person, however extraordinarily endowed

el
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with Gifts from God, could, as suck, exercise the priestly Office,
till they had God’s express Commission for that Purpose. Now
how does it appear, that the Sacraments are positive Institutions,
but that they are consecrated to such Ends and Effects, as of
themselves they were no way qualified to perform? Now as it
appears from Scripture that Men, as suck, however endowed,
were not qualified to take this Office upon them without God’s
Appointment ; it is demonstratively certain, that Men so called
are as much to be esteemed a positive Institution, as Elements
so chosen can be called a positive [lnstitution. All the personal
Abilities of Men conferring no more Authority to exercise the
Office of a Clergyman, than the natural Qualities of Water to
make a Sacrament: So that the one Institution is as truly
positive as the other.

Again, The Order of the Clergy is not only a positive Order
instituted by God, but the different Degrees in this Order are of
the same Nature. For we find in Scripture, that some Persons
could perform some Offices in the Priesthood, which neither
Deacons nor Priests could do, though those Deacons and Priests
were inspired Persons, and Workers of Miracles. Thus Tzmot/y
was sent to ordain Elders, because none below his Order, who
was a Bishop, could perform that Office. Peter and Jokn laid
their Hands on baptized Persons, because neither Priests nor
Deacons, though Workers of Miracles, could execute that Part of
the sacerdotal Office.

How can we imagine that the Apostles and Bishops thus
distinguished themselves for nothing? That there was the same
Power in Deacons and Priests to execute those Offices, though
they took them to themselves? No my Lord; if three Degrees
in the Ministry are instituted in Scripture, we are obliged to
think them as truly distinct in their Powers, as we are to think
that the Priesthood itself contains Powers that are distinct from
those of the Laity. Itis no more consistent with Scripture, to
say that Deacons or Priests may ordain, than that the Laity are
Priests or Deacons. The same divine Institution making as
truly a Difference betwixt the Clergy, as it does betwixt Clergy
and Laity.

Now if the Order of the Clergy be a divine positive Institution,
in which there are different Degrees of Power, where some alone
can ordain, &e., whilst others can only perform other Parts pf the
sacred Office; if this (as it plainly appears) be a Doctrine of
Scripture, then it is a Doctrine of Scripture, that there is a
Necessity of such a Succession of Men as have Power to ordain.
For do the Scriptures make it necessary that Tzmothy (or some
Bishop) should be sent to Ep/esus to ordain Priests, because the
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Priests who were there could not ordain? And do not the same
Scriptures make it as necessary, that T7720¢/y’s Successor be the
only Ordainer, as well as he was in his Time ? Will not Priests
in the next Age be as destitute of the Power of ordaining, as
when T7mot/y was alive? So that since the Scriptures teach,
that zmothzy, or Persons of his Order, could alone ordain in that
Age, they as plainly teach, that the Successors of that Order can
alone ordain in any Age, and consequently the Scriptures plainly
teach a Necessity of an episcopal Succession.

The Scriptures declare there is a Necessity of a divine Com-
mission to execute the Office of a Priest ; they also teach, that
this Commission can only be had from particular Persons :
Therefore the Scriptures plainly teach, there is a Necessity of a
Succession of such particular Persons, in order to keep up a truly
comunissioned Clergy.

Suppose when Zzmothy was sent to Eplesus to ordain Elders,
the Church had told him, We have chosen Elders already, and
laid our Hands upon them ; that if he alone was allowed to
exercise this Power, it might seem as if he alone had it ; or that
Ministers were the better for being ordained by his particular
Hands; and that some Persons might imagine they could have
no Clergy, except they were ordained by him, or some of his
Order; and that sceing Christ had nowhere made an, express
Law, that such Persons should be necessary to the Ordination of
the Clergy ; thercfore they rejected this Authority of Tzmot/zy,
lest they should subject themselves to Nicetzes and Trifles.

Will your Lordship say, that such a Practice would have been
allowed of in the Zphesians ? Or that Ministers so ordained
would have been received as the Ministers of Christ? If not,
why must such Practice or such Ministers be allowed of in any
After ages? Would not the same Proceeding against any of
TZmothy’s Successors have deserved the same Censure, as being
equally unlawful? If therefore the Scripture condemns all
Ordination but what is episcopal, the Scriptures make a Swucces-
ston of episcopal Ovdainers necessary. So that I hope, my Lord,
we shall be no more told that this is a Doctrine not mentioned
in Scripture, or without any Foundation in it.

The great Objection to this Doctrine is, that this epdscopal
Order of the Clergy is only an apostolical Practice; and seeing
all apostolical Practices are not binding to us, surely this need
not.

In Answer to this, my Lord, I shall first shew, that though
all apostolical Practices are not necessary, yet some may be
necessary. Secondly, That the divine unalterable Right of
Episcopacy is not founded serely on apostolical Practice.
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To begin with the fizsz; The Objection runs thus, AZ
apostolical Practices are not unalterable or obligatory to us, theve-
Jore no apostolical Practices are. This, my Lord, is just as
theological, as if I should say all Scripture-Truths are not
Articles of Faith, or Fundamentals of Religion, therefore no
Scripture-Truths are: Is not the Argument full as just and
solid in one Case as the other? May there not be the same
Difference between some Practices of the Apostles and others,
that there is betwixt some Scripture Truths and others? Are
all Truths equally important that are to be found in the Bible ?
Why must all Practices be of the same Moment that were
apostolical ? Now if there be any Way, either divine or human,
of knowing an Article of Faith, from the smallest Truth, or most
indifferent Matter in Scripture, they will equally assist us in
distinguishing what apostolical Practices are of perpetual Obliga-
tion, and what are not. But it is a strange Way of Reasoning,
that some People are fallen into, who seem to know nothing of
Moderation, but jump as constantly out of one Extreme into
another, as if there was no such Thing as a middle Way, or any
such Virtue as Moderation. Thus either the Church must have
an absolute uncontrolable Authority, or none at all; we must
either hold a// apostolical Practices necessary, or none at all.

Again, If no apostolical Practices can be unalterable, because
all are not, then no apostolical Doctrines are necessary to be
taught in all Ages, because all apostolical Doctrines are not ; and
we are no more obliged to teach the Deat/, Satisfaction, and
Resurrection of Jesus Christ, than we are obliged to forbid the
eating of Blood and Things strangled. 1f we must thus blindly
follow them in all their Practices, or else be at Liberty to leave
them in all, we must for the same Reason implicitly teach all
their Doctrines, or else have a Power of receding from them all,

For if there be any Thing in the Nature of Doctrines, in the
Tenor of Scripture, or the Sense of Antiquity, whereby we can
know the Difierence of some Doctrines from others, that some
were occasional temporary Determinations, suited to particular
States and Conditions in the Church, whilst others were such
general Doctrines as would concern the Church in all States and
Circumstances ; if there can be this Difference betwixt apostolical
Doctrines, there must necessarily be the same Difference betwixt
apostolical Practices, unless we will say, that their Practices, were
not suited to their Doctrines. For occasional Doctrines must
produce occasional Practices.

Now may we not be obliged by some Practices of the Apostles,
where the Nature of the Thing, and the Consent of Antiquity,
shews it to be equally necessary and important in all Ages and
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Conditions of the Church, without being tied down to the strict
Observance of every Thing which the Apostles did, though it
plainly appears that it was done upon accidental and mutable
Reasons? Can we not be obliged to observe the Lord’s Day
from apostolical Practice, without being equally obliged to Jock
the Doors where we are met, because in the Apostle’s Time they
locked them for Fear of their Enemies.

My Lord, we are to follow the Practices of the Apostles, as we
ought to follow every Thing else, with Discretion and Judgmnent,
and not run headlong into every Thing they did, because they
were Apostles, or yet think that because we need not practise
after them in every Thing, we need do it in nothing. We best
imitate them, when we act upon such Reasons as they acted
upon, and neither make their occasional Practices perpetual Laws,
nor break through such general Rules as will always have the
same Reason to be observed.

If it be asked how we can know what Practices must be
observed, and what may be laid aside? I answer, as we know
Articles of Faith from lesser Trutls ; as we know occaszonal Doc-
trines from perpetual/ Doctrines ; that is, from the Nature of
the Things, from the 7Tenor of Scripture, and the Zestzimony of
Antiquity.

Secondly, It is not true, that the divine unalterable Right of
Episcopacy is founded zerely upon apostolical Practice.

We do not say that Episcopacy cannot be changed smerely
because we have apostolical Practice for it, but because such is
the Nature of the Christian Priesthood, that it can only be con-
tinued in that Method, which God has appointed for its Continu-
ance. Thus Episcopacy is the only instituted Method of
continuing the Priesthood ; therefore Episcopacy is wunchangeable,
not because it is an apostolical Practice, but because the Nature
of the Thing requires it: A positive Institution being only to be
continued in that Method which God has appointed ; so that it
is the Nature of the Priesthood, and not the apostolical Practice
alone, that makes it necessary to be continued. The apostolical
Practice indeed shews, that Episcopacy is the Order that is
appointed, but it is the Nature of the Priesthood that assures us
that it is unalterable : And that because an Office which is of no
Significancy, but as it is of divine Appointment, and instituted
by God, can no otherwise be continued, but in that Way of Con-
tinuance which God has appointed.

The Argument proceeds thus: The Christian Priesthood is a
divine positive Institution, which as it could only begin by the
divine Appointment, so it can only descend to After-ages in such
a Method as God has been pleased to appoint.

e o aad
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The Apostles (and your Lordship owns, Christ was in a// that
they did¥*) instituted Episcopacy alowe, therefore this Method of
Episcopacy is unalterable, not because an apostolical Practice
cannot be laid aside, but because the Priesthood can only
descend to After-ages in such a Method as is of divine
Appointment.

So that the Question is not fairly stated, when it is asked
whether Episcopacy, being an apostolical Practice, may be laid
aside ? But it should be asked, whether an instituted particular
Method of continuing the Priesthood be not necessary to be con-
tinued ? Whether an appointed Order of receiving a Commission
from God be not necessary to be observed, in order to receive a
Commission from him ? If the Case was thus stated, as it ought,
to be fairly stated, anyone would soon perceive, that we can no
more lay aside Episcopacy, and yet continue the Christian Priest-
hood,than we can alter the Terms of Salvation,and be in Covenant
with God.

I come now, my Lord, to the second Objection, T4at this un-
interrupted Succession is subject to so great Uncertainty, that if it
be necessary, we can never say that we ave in the Clurch.

I know no Reason, my Lord, why it is so uncertain, but
because it is founded upon /Aistorical Evidence. Let it therefore
be considered, my Lord, that Christianity itself is a Mazter of
Fact only conveyed to us by /istorical Evidence : That the Canon
of Scripture is only made known to us by /istorical Evidence ;
that we have no other Way of knowing what Writings are the
Word of God ; and yet the Truth of our Faith, and every other
Means of Grace depends upon our Knowledge and Belief of the
Scriptures. Must we not declare the Necessity of the Succession
of Bishops, because it can only be proved by /istorical Evidence,
and that for such a long Tract of Time ?

Why then do we declare the Belief of the Scriptures necessary
to Salvation? Is not this equally putting the Salvation of Men
upon a Matter of Fact, supported only by historical Evidence, and
making it depend upon Things done seventeen hundred Years
ago? Cannot Aistorical Evidence satisfy us in one Point, as well
as in the other? Is there any Thing in the Nature of this Suc-
cession, that it cannot be as well asserted by historical Evidence,
as the Truth of the Scriptures? Is there not the same bare
Possibility in the Thing itself, that the Scriptures may in some
important Points be corrupted, as that this Succession may be
broke? But is this any just Reason why we should believe, or
fear, that the Scriptures are corrupted, because there is a physical

* Answer to Dr. Snape.
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Possibility of it, though there is all the Proof that can be required
of the contrary? Why then must we set aside the Necessity of
this Succession from a bare Possibility of Error, though there is
all the Proof that can be required, that it never was broken, but
strictly kept up?

And though your Lordship has told the World so much of the
Tniprobability, Nonsense, and Absurdity of this Succession, yet I
promise your Lordship an Answer, whenever you shall think fit
to show, w/hen, or how, or where, this Succession broke, or seemed
to break, or was /zkely to break.

And till then, I shall content myself with offering this Reason
to your Lordship, why it is morally inpossiéble it ever should have
broken in all the Term of Years, from the Apostles to the
present Times.

The Reason is this ; it has been a received Doctrine in every
Age of the Church, that no Ordination was valid but that of
Bishops : This Doctrine, my Lord, has been a constant Guard
upon the e¢piscopal Swuccession ; for seeing it was universally
believed that Bishops alonze could ordain, it was morally tmpossible
that any Persons could be received as Bishops, who had not been
so ordained.

Now is it not smorally impossible that in our Church anyone
should be made a Bishop without ¢pzscopal Ordination ? Is there
any Possibility of forging Orders, or stealing a Bishopric by any
other Stratagem ? No, it is morally impossible, because it is an
acknowledged Doctrine amongst us, that a Bishop can only be
ordained by Bishops. Now as this Doctrine must necessarily
prevent anyone being a Bishop without episcopal Ordination in
our Age, so it must have the same Effect in every other Age as
well as ours; and consequently it is as reasonable to believe that
the Succession of Bishops was not broke in any Age since the
Apostles, as that it was not broke in our own Kingdom within
these forty Years. For the same Doctrine which preserves it
forty Years, may as well preserve it forty hundred Years, if it
was equally believed in all that Space of Time. That this has
been the constant Doctrine of the Church, I presume your Lord-
ship will not deny; I have not here entered into the historical
Defence of it; this, and indeed every other Institution of the
Christian Church, has been lately so well defended from the
ecclesiastical Records by a very excellent and judicious Writer.*

We believe the Scriptures are not corrupted, because it was
always a received Doctrine in the Church, that they were the
standing Rule of Faith, and because the Providence of God may

* Original Draught of the Primitive Church.
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well be supposed to preserve such Books as were to convey to
every Age the Means of Salvation. The same Reasons prove
the great Improbability that this Succession should ever be
broken, both because it was always against a received Doctrine to
break it, and because we may justly hope the Providence of God
would keep up his own Institution.

I must here observe, that though your Lordship often exposes
the Impossibility of this Succession, yet at other times, even you
yourself, and your Advocates, assert it. Thus you tell us, T4ar
the Papists have one regular Appointment or unintervupted Suc-
cession of Bishops undefiled with the touch of Lay-hands*

Is this Succession then such an zmprobable impossible Thing,
and yet can your Lordship assure us that it is at Rome ; that
though it be seventeen hundred Years old there, yet that it is a
true one? Is it such Absurdity, and Nonsense, and every Thing
that is »idiculous, when we lay Claim to it; and yet can your
Lordship assure us that it is not only possible to be, but acfually
is in Being, in the Church of Rome,; What Arguments or
Authority can your Lordship produce, to shew that there is a
Succession there, that will not equally prove it to be here ?

You assert expressly, that there is a zrue Swuccession there;
you deny that we have it here; therefore your Lordship must
mean, that we have not episcopal Ordination when we separated
from the Church of Rome. And here the Controversy must rest
betwixt you and your Adversaries, whether we had episcopal
Ordination then; for as your Lordship has expressly affirmed
that there is this uninterrupted Succession in the Church of
Rosme, it is impossible that we should want it, unless we had not
episcopal Ordination at the Reformation.

Whenever your Lordship shall please to appear in Defence of
the Nag’s-Head Story, or any other Pretence against our epis-
copal Ordination when we departed from Rosme, we shall beg
Leave to shew ourselves so far true Protestants, as to answer
any Popish Argument your Lordship can produce.

Here let the comimon Sense of the Laity be once more appealed
to: Your Lordship tells them that an uninterrupted Succession is
improbable, absurd, and wmorally speaking, Zmpossible, and, for
this Reason, they need not trouble their Heads about it; yet in
another Place you positively affirm, that this true uninterrupted
Succession is actually in the Church of Rome : That is, they are
to despise this Succession, because it never was, or ever can be;
yet are to believe that it really is in the Romzisk Church. My
Lord, this comes very near saying and wunsaying, to the great

* Preservative, p. 8o.
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Diversion of the Papists. Must they not laugh at your Lord-
ship’s Protestant Zeal, which might be much better called the
Spirit of Popery? Must they not be highly pleased with all
your Banter and Ridicule upon an wuinterrupted Succession,
when they see you so kindly accept theirs : And think it only
Nonsense and Absurdity when claimed by any other Church?
Surely, my Lord, they must conceive great Hopes of your
Lordship, since you have here rather chosen to contradict your-
self, than not vouch for their Succession: For you have said it
is morally inpossible, yet affirm that it is with them.

The third Objection against this uninterrupted Succession is
this, that it is a Popisk Doctrine, and gives Papists Advantage
over us.

The Objection proceeds thus, We must not assert the Necessity
of this Succession, because the Papisis say it is only to be found
with them. I might add, because some mighty zealous Pro-
lestants say so too.

But if this be good Argumentation, we ought not to tell the
Jews, or Deists, &ec., that there is any Necessity of embracing
Christianity, because the Papssts say Christians can only be
saved in their Church.

Again, we ought not to insist upon a true Faith, because the
Papists say that a true Faith is only in their Communion. So
that there is just as much Popery in teaching this Doctrine, as in
asserting the Necessity of Christianity to a Jew, or the Necessity
of a right Faith to a Socinian, &e.

I shall only trouble your Lordship with a Word or two
concerning another Point in my former Letter. I there proved
that your Lordship has put the whole of our Title to God’s
Favour upon Sincerity, as suc/, independent of every Thing
else. That no Purity of Worship, no Excellence of Order, no
Truth of Faith, no Sort of Sacraments, no Kind of Institutions,
or any Church, as such, can help us to the least Degree of
God’s Favour, or give us the smallest Advantage above any
other Communion. And consequently, that your Lordship has
set sincere Jews, Quakers, Socinians, Muggletonians, and all
Heretics and Schismatics, upon the same Bottom, as to the
Favour of God, with sincere Christians.

Upon this, my Lord, I am called upon to prove that these
several Sorts of People can be sincere in your Account of
Sincerity. To which, my Lord, I make this Answer, Either
there are some sincere Persons among Jews, Quakers, Socinians,
or any kind of Heretics and Schismatics, or there are not; if
there are, your Lordship has given them the same Title to God’s
Favour, that you have to the sincerest Christians; if you will
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say there are no sincere Persons amongst any of them, then
your Lordship damns them all in the Gross ; for surely Corrup-
tions in Religion, professed with Insincerity, will never save
People.

I have nothing to do to prove the Sincerity of any of them;
if they are sincere, what I have said is true; if you will not
allow them to be sincere, you condemn them all at once.

Again, I humbly supposed a Man might be sincere in his
veligious Opinions, though it might be owing to some i/l Habits,
or something criminal in himself, that he was fallen into such or
such a Way of thinking. But it seems this is all Contradiction ;
and no Man can be sincere, who has any Faults, or whose Faults
have any /nfluence upon his Way of thinking.

Your Lordship tells all the Dissenters, that they may be easy
if they are sincere ; and that it is the only Ground for Peace and
Satisfaction. But pray, my Lord, if none are to be esteemed
stncere, but those who have no Faults, or whose Faults have no
Influence upon their Persuasions, who can be assured that he is
stncere, but he that has the least Pretence to it, the proud
Pharisee ? If your Lordship, or your Advocates, were desired
to prove your Sincerity, either before God or Man, it must be
for these Reasons, because you have no ill Passions or Habits,
no faulty Prejudices, no past or present Vices, that can have any
Effect upon your Minds. My Lord, as this is the only Proof
that any of you could give of your own Sincerity, in this
Meaning of it, so the very pretence to it, would prove the Want
of it.
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The
Third Letter to
the Bishop of Bangor.

My Lord,

BEG leave to trouble your Lordship and the World once
more with my Remarks upon the Doctrines you have
lately delivered. Your Sermon and Preservative 1 have
already considered in the most impartial manner I could ;
and shall now examine your Answer to the Representa-

tion of the Learned Commnittee, both as it is an Answer to that,
and as it contains Opinions contrary to the fundamental Articles
of Christianity.

I have less need of excusing to your Lordship this third
Address, since you can so easily acquit yourself from the Trouble
of making any Reply to whatever comes from me. It seems I
have too small a Reputation to deserve your Notice; but if the
Dean of Chichester would but declare for the Doctrines delivered
in ny Letters, and put but a little of his Reputation wupon the
issue, then, you say, you would submt to the Employment of an
Answer.*

My Lord, I readily confess that I have neither Reputation nor
Learning, nor any 7z¢le to recommend me to your Lordship’s
Notice ; but I must own, that I thought the very want of these
would, in your Opinion, qualify me to make better Enquiries
into Religious Truths, and raise your Esteem of me as a
Correspondent in these Matters. For you expressly declare,
that /7 Learning or Literature zs Zo be intevested in this Debate,
then the most learned Man has certainly a Title to be the Universal
Judge.t So that no Man ought to shew any Regard to Learning,
as a Qualification in religious Disputes, unless he will own that
the most learned Man has a Title to be a Pope, or as you
express it, the Unzversal Judge. Yet your Lordship, in spite of
this Protestant Doctrine so lately delivered, has despised and

* Answ. to Condit. of our Saviour vindicated, p. 112.
T Answ. to Repr., p. 99.
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overlooked all my Opmlons in Religion merely for my want of
Character and Learning, and has promised to undertake the
needless Task of examining those Opinions with another Gentle-
man, merely upon account of his Clharacter and Reputation. So
that though it is perfect Popery, and making the most learned
Man the universal Judge, to allow anything to Learning; yet
your Lordship is so zrue a Protestant, and pays so greata Regard
to Learning, that you will not so much as examine a Doctrine
with a Person of no Character for Learning.

Again you say ; Nothing has been seen to administer so many
Doubts and Drfferences (in Religion) as Learning,* and that none
are seen to be less secure from Evror than leavned Men.

Now is it not strange, my Lord, that after this noble Declara-
tion against Learning, as the greatest Cause of Doubts and
Differences, this extraordinary Preference given to Jgnorance, as
a more likely Guide to Truth, you should despise anyone as
below your Notice in religious Disputes, because he wants #/a?
Learning which so blinds the Understanding ? Can you ascribe
thus much Honour to Learning, which in your Opinion does so
much Dishonour to Religion? Will you znzerest those Qualities
in this Debate, which if they are allowed to have any /rferest in
it, will make the Man of the greatest Abilities the Universal
Judge.

Again, As a farther Reason why you have taken no notice of
me, you say, as considerable a Writer as Mr. Law is, I Jwope the
Committee, as a Body, are much move considerable in the Deai’s
Eyes,; I am sure, they are in mine: And the Dean himself, I have
thought a much more considerable writer than Mr. Law, and so
/ave spent all my time upon Hzm and the Comnittee.

Now, my Lord, though I readily acknowledge this to be
exceeding true, and have so far at least a just Opinion of myself,
as to be afraid to be compared to much less Persons than the
Dean, or any of the learned Committee, yet, my Lord, this
Reason, which, if urged by anyone else, might pass for a good
one, cannot be urged by you, without contradicting a principal
Doctrine maintained in your Answer to the Representation. For
there you bid us look into the Popisi Countries; and see whether
one illiterate honest Man be not as capable of judging for himself
in Religion, as all their \earned Men united; even supposing them
et z‘ogez‘/zer in_a General Council, with all possible Marks of
Solemnity and Grandeur.t

Here we see a Person merely for his want of Literature made
as good a ]udge in Rellglon as a General Counci/ of the most

* Answ. to Repr p- 98. ']' Ibzd, p- 98
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learned Men, acting with the utmost Solemnity. We see a
Council in its utmost Perfection contemptuously compared to,
and even made less considerable than a private illiterate Person.
And this we may fairly suppose was intended to shew your
Contempt of the English Convocation. But a few Weeks after,
when you had another Design in your Head, you tell us to this
purpose, that you disregarded the Writings of a single Person of
no Figure in the learned World, to pay your respect to the
Committee as a Body, which, as such, is much miore considerable
in your Eyes. So that here an é//iterate Person is made a great
Judge in Religion in regard to a Body of learned Men, because
he is illiterate ; and here that same Person is made of no Con-
sideration in Points of Religion in regard to a Body of learned
Men, merely because he is private and illiterate.

It wll be of no Advantage to your Lordship, to say that you
have only replied to the Dean, in relation to me; in the same
Words that he used to you, in relation to Mr. Sykes.

For, my Lord, that Reply might be proper enough from the
Dean, if he judged right of Mr. Sykes's Performance ; it being
very reasonable to overlook an Adversary that has neither
Truth, Abilities, or Reputation to support his Cause.

But though this might be right in the Dean, who pays a true
Regard to the Authority and Learning of great Men, yet it
cannot be defended by your Lordship. For though my Learn-
ing or Reputation were ever so low, they are so far from unquali-
fying me for Religious Enquiries, that if you would sincerely
stand to what you have said, you ought, for the want of these
very Accomplishments, to esteem me the more, and even choose
me out as a Correspondent in this Debate.

But however, without any farther Regard to the Opinion your
Lordship has either of me or my Abilities, I shall proceed to
the most impartial Examination of your Book that I possibly
can.

Of the Nature of the Church.

O begin with your Lordship’s Description of a Church;
The number of Men, whether small or great, whether
dispersed or united, who truly and sincerely are Subjects
to Christ alone in Matters of Salvation*
The learned Committee calls this your Lordship’s
Description of a Church.

* Serm., p. 17.
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Your Lordship answers; / wonder to hear this called my
Description of A Church ; whereas I pretend, in those Words to
describe no other, but The Universal Invisible Church. 7¢ s @
Description, not of A Church, in our modern way of speaking ; but
of The Church, the Invisible Church of Christ.*

May not we also wonder, my Lord, that you should so describe
T/%e Church, that it will not bear being called 4 Church? If I
should say it is a Description of no Church, I have your Lord-
ship’s Confession, that it is not 4 Church; so that it is something
betwixt @ C/urch and no Church, that is, it is T/e Church.

Suppose, my Lord, somebody or other should have a mind to
be of your Church, if he betakes himself to 4 Churck, he is
wrong ; you do not mean A Church, but The Church. Your
Lordship owns that this is not a Description of a Church in the
modern way of speaking; I humbly presume to call upon your
Lordship to shew that it is a Description according to the ancient
way of speaking. To call the Number of Believers the Invisible
Church, is a way of speaking, no more to be found in the Scrip-
tures, than the Company of Pre-Adamites.

There is, no doubt of it, an Invisible Church, z.e.,, a Number of
Beings that are in Covenant with God, who are not to be seen
by human Eyes; and we may be said to be Members of this
Invisible Church, as we are entitled to the same Hopes and
Expectations. But to call the Number of Men and Women who
believe in Christ and observe his Institutions, whether dispersed
or united in this visible World, to call these T/e /nvisible Church,
is as false and groundless, as to call them the Order of Angels,
or the Church of Seraphiims. The Profession of Christians is as
visible as any other Profession, and as much declared by visible
external Acts. And it is as proper to call a Number of Men
practising Law or Plhysic, an Invisible Society of Lawyers and
Phlrysicians, as to call the Church on Earth the /rvisible Church.
For all those Acts and Offices which prove People to be Christians,
or the Church of Christ, are as visible and notorious, as those
which prove them to be of any particular secular Employment.
Would it be proper to call the Number of /xfidels and ldolaters
the Invisible Church of the Devil? Are they not visibly under
the Dominion of the Powers of Darkness? Are they not visibly
out of Christ’s Church? Must it not therefore be as visible who
is in this Church, as who is not in it?

If anyone should tell us that we are to believe Jnvisible Scrip-
tures, and observe /nvisible Sacraments, he would have just as
much Reason and Scripture of his side, as your Lordship has

* Ausw. lo Repr., p. 70.
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for this Doctrine. And it would be of the same Service to the
World to talk of these /nwisibilities, if the Canon of Scripture
was in dispute, as to describe this /zwvssible Church, when the
Case is, with what I"Zs¢ble Church we ought to unite.

Our Saviour himself tells us, that #ke Kingdom of Heaven is
like unto a Net that was cast into the Sea, and gathered of every
kind ; whick, when it was full, they drew to shore and sat down,
and gathered the good into Vessels, but cast the bad away. And
then says, so skall it be at the end of the World.*

This, my Lord, is a Description of the State of Christ’s Church
given us by himself. Is there anything in this Description that
should lead us to take it for an /nwvisible Kingdom, that consists
of one particular sort of People 7#visibly united to Christ ? Nay,
is it not the whole Intent of this Similitude to teach us the con-
trary, that his Kingdom is to consist of a Mixture of good and
bad Subjects till the End of the World? The Kingdom of
Christ is said here to gather its Members, as a Net gathers a//
kinds of Fish ; it is chiefly compared to it in this respect, because
it gathers of @/l kinds ; which I suppose is a sufficient Declara-
tion, that this Kingdom consists of Subjects good and bad, as
that the Net that gathers of every kind of Tish, takes good and
bad Fish. Let us suppose that the Church of Christ was this
Invisible Number of People united to Christ by such internal
invisible Graces ; is it possible that a Kingdom consisting of this
one particular sort of People 7nvisibly good, should be like a Net
that gathers of every kind of Fish? If it was to be compared to
a Net, it ought to be compared to such a Net, as gathers only of
one kind, véz. good Fish and then it might represent to us a
Church that has but one sort of Members.

But since Christ who certainly understood the Nature of his
own Kingdom, has declared that it is like a Net that gathers of
every kind of Fish; it is as absurd to say, that it consists only of
one kind of Persons (viz., the invisibly good) as to say, that the
Net which gathers of every kind, has only of owe kind in it.
Farther ; w/hen it was full they drew it to shore, and gathered the
good into Vessels, but cast the bad away ; so shall it be at the efld
of the World. Now as it was the bad as well the good Fish
which filled the Vez, and the Church is compared to the Nez in
this respect ; so it is evident that bad Men as well as good are
Subjects of this Kingdom. And I presume they are Members
of that Kingdom which they fill up, as surely as the Fish must

.be in the NVef before they can fill it. All these Circumstances

plainly declare that the Church or Kingdom of Christ shall

* Matth. xiii. 47.
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consist of a Mixture of good and bad People to the End of
the World.

Again ; Christ declares tkhat the Kingdom of Heaven is like to
a certain King which made a marriage for his Son, and sent his
Servants out into the High-ways, who gatkered together all as
many as they jfound, botl good and bad, and the Wedding was
Silled with Guests.*

Nothing can be more evident than that the chief Intent of
this Parable is to shew that the Church of Christ is to be a
Mixture of good and bad People to the end of the World. 1t is
like a Feast where good and bad Guests are entertained ; but can
it be like such a Feast if only the snvisibly virtuous are Members
of it? If the Subjects of this Kingdom are of one znvisible kind,
how can they bear any Resemblance to a Feasz made up of a//
kinds of Guests? Nay, what could be thought of, more unlike
to this Kingdom, if it was such a Kingdom as you have repre-
sented it ?

How could our blessed Saviour have more directly guarded
against such a Description of his Kingdom as your Lordship has
given us, than he has done in these Parables? He compares it
to a Quantity of good and bad Fish in a Nez, to a Number
of good and bad Guests at a Feasz. Are there any Words that
could more fully declare his Meaning to be, that his Kingdom
consisted of good and bad Subjects? Could anyone more
directly contradict this Account of our Saviour, than by saying
that his Kingdom is an invisible Kingdom consisting of a par-
ticular sort of People invisibly virtuous ?

Your Lordship professes a mighty Regard for the Scriptures,
and a great Dislike to all Doctrines that are not delivered there;
pray, my Lord, produce but so much as one Texz of Scripture ;
tell us the Apostle or Evangelist that ever declared the Number
of DBelicvers whether dispersed or united on Earth, to be the
Universal Invisible Church ; shew us any one Passage in Scrip-
ture which teaches us, that none are of the Church of Christ, but
those who have such /nvisible Virtues, and cannot be known to
be so.

There is as much Authority from Scripture to prove that the
Church is a Kingdom without any Subjects, as that they are only
of it, who have such Invisible Graces. And it is as easy to
prove from those sacred Writings, that neither Christ or his
Apostles were ever [7sible on Earth, as that the Number of
People on Earth who believe in Christ constitute the /rvisible
Clurch.

* Maitth. xxii. 2.
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In the Parables above mentioned it is out of all doubt that our
Saviour describes his Universal Kingdom or Church: 1t is also
certain that the Unsversal/ Invisible Church, which you call
Christ’s Church, cannot be this Universal Church that is made
up of a Mixture of good and bad Members. I therefore beg of
your Lordship to let us know where Christ has taught us, that
he has two Universal Churches on Earth ; for if you cannot shew
that he has declared that he has these two Universal Churches,
you must allow that this which you have described, is a Church
of your own setting up, not only without any Authority, but even
against the express Word of Scripture.

Your Lordship says that the Doctrines which the Learned
Committee have condemned, if they be of that evil Tendency,
must be so either with Regard to the Universal Invisible Church,
made up of all those who sincerely in their Hearts believe in Clvist ;
or with respect fo the Universal Visible Church made up of all, who
in all Countries (whether stucerely or insincerely) openly profess to
believe tn Christ ; or weth respect to some particular Visible
Church.*

It may be justly expected, my Lord, that you should shew us
some Grounds for this Distinction. Where does our blessed
Lord give us so much as the least Hint that he has founded two
Universal Churches on Earth? Did he describe his Church by
halves when he likened it to a Nez full of all kinds of Fish?
Has he any where let us know that he has another Universal
Kingdom on Earth besides this, which in the Variety of its
Member is like a NVez full of all sorts of good and bad Fish.

Let your Lordship, if you can, shew any Subtilties in Popery
which are more of human Invention, or more contrary to
Scripture than this refined Distinction. The Opus Operatumn in
the Sacraments, the Zemporal Satisfactions for Sins, Works of
Supererogation, or any of the nicest Arts of Jesuitism, are not less
founded in Scripture than this nice Distinction, of injuring either
the Universal [nvisible, or the Universal Vistble, or a particular

Visible Church. For, my Lord, the Church of Christ is as truly
one and the same Church, as the Sacrament of Baptism is one
and the same Baptism ; and he no more instituted several sorts
of Churches, than he instituted several kinds of Baptism.

Pray, my Lord, therefore be no longer angry at Human Arts
in Religion; why may not Popery have its Peculiarities in
Doctrine as well as your Lordship; the Church of Rome, with
all its Additions and Corruptions, and pompous Ornaments, is
as much like the Church as it was in the Apostles’ Times, as your

* Answ. to Repr., p. 5.
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Invisible Church is like that which Christ declared to be his
Church. When they set out the Church as /nfallible, they do
but reason like your Lordship, when you describe it as /nvisible.

That there are good and bad Church-men, is past all doubt;
but that People are of the Church by means of /nvisible Virtues,
is as false, as that only good Men came to the Feast in the
Gospel. We are assured that many are called, but few are chosen
ze., that many shall be made Members of Christ’s Church, but
few shall be saved; and who these few are that truly work out
their Salvation, may be znvisible to us; but those many that
were called, that is, who were in the Church, though they did
not live up to all the Intents of Church-Communion, yet were
as truly of the Church, as the bad Fish were really in the Net.

But to proceed ; I shall Illustrate this Reply of your Lordship
concerning an Universal Visible, and Universal [nvisible, and
particular Visible Clurch, with the following Instances.

Let us suppose any one was charged with writing against the
Sacraments ; if he should with your ILordship reply, that this
Charge against him must either relate to the Uwiversal Visible
Sacraments, or Universal [nvistble Sacraments, or particular
Visible Sacraments, he would have just as much Scrzpture or
Reason to support that Distinction, as your Lordship has for
dividing the Church into Universal Visible, and Universal
Invistble, and particular Visible. For the Profession of Chris-
tianity, or Church-Membership, is as external and visible a
thing, as the Sacraments are external visible Institutions. So
that it is as contrary to Scripture, and as mere an human Inven-
tion to make Pretence of an Unzversal [nvisible Church, when
the Dispute is concerning Christ’s Church on Earth, as it is to
have recourse to /nvistble Sacraments, if the Question was con-
cerning Christ's Sacraments.

They are both equally external and visible ; and as the Sacra-
ments may be received without any spiritual Advantage, so
Persons may be of the Church and yet nct be saved. And as
the Sacraments are not less Sacraments, though they may not
convey the designed Benefits to the Receiver; so neither are
such a Number of People not of the Church, though they do not
obtain that Salvation which is the intended Consequence of
Church-Communion,.

Your Lordship cannot give any one Reason for introducing this
Distinction with Regard to the Church, which will not equally
hold for the same Distinction in Regard to the Sacraments ; and
there is exactly the same Quakery and Fanaticisn: in one Doctrine
as the other,

For as they are the Sacraments which chiefly constitute the
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Church, so no Distinctions or Divisions can with any tolerable
Propriety be applied to the Church, but such as may be also
applied to the Sacraments, that constitute the Church. And
therefore the Terms Uwiversal and Particular, Visible and
Invisible, have no more to do with Christ’s Church which he has
instituted in #zzs World, than with the two Sacraments which he
also instituted, Baptism, and the Supper of the Lord.

Again, If anyone was accused of writing against the Christian
Revelation, he might answer with your Lordship, if this Accusa-
tion be true, it must be so either with regard to God’s Universal
Visible Revelation in all the Canonical Books, or with Regard to
his Universal Invisible Revelation whereby he speaks inwardly to
all szucere People, or with respect to some particular Part of his
visible Revelation. ILet all the World judge, whether if a Person
so accused should make this Reply, it would not plainly appear,
either that he was a downright Enthuszast, or a crafty Dealer in
Cant and artificcal Words. I am sure your Lordship cannot
shew that you have more Authority to divide the Church on
Earth into Untversal Visible, and Universal Invisible, and par-
ticular Visible, than he had to divide the Christian Revelation
into Visible and Invisible. Neither was it less to the purpose for
such a one to talk of /nwvisible Scriptures, if he was accused of
denying the Gospel of St. Jokn, than it is for your Lordship
under your present Accusation to have recourse to the /nwvzisible
Church ; but your Lordship will find no Advantage in this
Retreat.

Again ; Suppose a Person was charged with writing Treason
against the Government, and in his Defence should thus distin-
guish; /e Treasorn that I am charged with against the Govern-
ment, must relate either to Universal Government in this World,
or to Universal Government in the other World, or to some par-
ticular Government in this World.

It would be as ingennous, as sincere, and as pertinent for a
Person thus accused to talk of Governments that had no relation
to the Case, but in his own Imagination, as for your Lordship in
the present Dispute to talk of Universal Visible, and Universal
Invisible, and particular Visible Churches. For besides this, that
there is no Foundation for such a Distinction, yet if there was
such an Invisible Church, how is it possible your Lordship
should hurt it? How is it possible the Learned Comnittee
should mean to charge you with injuring it? They might as
well think your Lordship capable of forming a Design to arrest
a Party of Spirsts, as to attack an Invisible Church that neither
you nor they know anything of, or where to find. _ _

Your Lordship saith, Tkat if you have unjustly laid anything
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down in this Description of the Invisible Church, to the Prejudice
or Injury of any Particular Visible Church, you acknowledge
that it is your part to answer jfor it.*

I believe it appears already that your Lordship has a great
deal to answer for upon this Head ; and I shall now farther shew,
that you have set up this Jnvisible Clurcl in Opposition to al/
other Churches whatever. This will appear from the following
Passage in your Sermon; T/is Inquiry will bring us back to the
Jirst, which is the only true Account of the Church of Christ or
Kingdom of Christ in the Mouth of a Christian, viz. the Number
of Men whether small or great,t &e.

We have your Lordship’s Confession that you only here
pretend to describe the Universal Invisible Church of Christ;
you also here plainly declare, that z¢ zs #ie only true Account of
Christ's Church ov Kingdom in the Mouth of a Christian.

Is not this, my Lord, expressly declaring, that any other
Account of Christ’s Church is not a true one ; for you say this
is the only true one? Is it not directly affirming that any other
Description of Christ’s Church cannot become the Mouth of a
Christian ; for you say that this is the only true one in the Mouth
of a Christian ? So that if we call the Universal Visible Church,
the Church of Christ, we give a false Account of Christ’s
Church, and such a one as is unfit for the Mouth of a Christian.

Could your Lordship have thought of anything more shocking,
than to say that the Description of your /nvistble Church is the
only true Account of Christ’s Church, and fit for the Mouth of a
Christian, when our Saviour has given us a quite contrary
Account of it from his own Mouth? He compares it to a Nez
full of good and bad Fish, to a Zeast full of good and bad
Guests ; this surely, my Lord, is not an Account of your
Invisible Church, where there are only Invisible Members.
Your Lordship cannot say that Christ has here described the
Invisible Church ; you directly say that your Description of the
Invisible Church, is the only true Account of Christ’s Church in
the Mouth of a Christian ; and consequently this Account which
our Saviour himself has given of his Church, stands condemned
by your Lordship as a false Account of Christ’s Church unfit for
the Mouth of a Christian. I appeal to the common Sense of
every Reader, whether I have laid anything to your Charge, but
what your own express Words amount to. The short is this;
If Christ has in these Parables described the Unzversal Church
as Visible, then it is plain that this Account of Christ’s Church
is a false one in the Mouth of a Christian ; for you say your

* Answ. o Rep., p. 70. 17 1% 0@
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Account of the Invisible Church Zs #ke only true Account of
Christs Church in the Mouth of a Christian; so that nothing
can secure this Account which our Saviour has given of his
Church from your Lordship’s Censure, but shewing that it is the
very same Account of the Invisible Church that you have given ;
which I believe is more than your Lordship will undertake to
prove ; it being as hard to prove that a Net full of good and
bad Fish, or a Feast full of good and bad Guests, should repre-
sent an Invisible Kingdom of only one sort of Subjects, as that
the Netand Feast, though both fz/, should represent a Kingdom
that had not oze Subject in it.

If a Fanatic should describe the Christian Sacraments, as
Speritual and [nvisible Sacraments, and then affirm that that
was the only true Account of Christian Sacraments in the Mouth
of a Christian, could we charge him with less than writing
against a@// Sacraments but [nwvisible Sacraments? It is just
thus far that your Lordship has procceded against the External
Visible Church ; you have declared the Invisible one to be the
only true Church, fit to be spoken of by a Christian, which T think
is laying down a Position highly injurious to the Visible Church,
since it is here condemned as false in the Mouth of a Christian,

From all this it appears, that the ZLearned Committee have
justly disliked your Lordship’s Description of the Church of
Christ.

First; As you describe it as an Invisible Church, directly
contrary to the Scripture Representations of it, as given by our
Saviour himself.

Secondly ; As it is in Disparagement of the Article of our
Church, which gives quite another Description of the Church.

That the Church described in the Arfzcle falls under your
Lordship’s Censure, is very plain. For you declare that your
Description of the Invisible, is the only true Account of Christ’s
Church ; therefore the Description in the Article cannot be a
true one, because it is different from yours, which is the only
true one.

Secondly ; You declare that you consider the Church under
this Description, vis. as [nvisible, because every other Notion of
it, is made up of inconsistent Images:* Therefore the Account
of the Church in the Article is thus inconsistent.

Now what does your Lordship answer here ? Only this, #za?
the Article speaks of the Visible Church, and you speak of the
Invisible one.

This Answer, my Lord, proves the Charge upon you to be

* Serm., p. 10. T Answ. fo Repr., p. 78.
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just. For since you own that you describe another Church than
that which is described in the Ar#icle, and expressly affirm that
your Account of this other Church is the only #rue Account of
Christ's Churcl in the Mouth of a Christian ; you plainly
declare that the other Church is a false one in the Mouth of a
Christian, Yet your Lordship rests satisfied with this Reply, as
if you had cleared yourself by it. Whereas this is the very
Charge itself, That you have described the Church otherwise
than it is in the Article, and have called this dzfferent and new
Account of it, the only true Account of it ; and if it be the only
true one, then that which is given in the 'Article must be a false
one,

Your Lordship goes on, The Article declares what it s, that
makes every such Congregation, the Visible Church of Christ; and
I describe what it is that makes every particular Man, a Member
of Christ’s Universal Invisible Church. Z/e Article describes
those outward Acts, which are necessary to make a Visible Church;
and I describe that inward Sincerity, and Regard to Christ him-
self, which make Men Menbers of the Invisible Church of Christ.
And where is the Contradiction contained in all this 7%

Suppose, my Iord, anyone should affirm that there is a
Sincere, Invisible Bishop of Bangor, who is the only true Bishop of
Bangor in the Mouth of a Clhristian. Would your Lordship think
here was no Reflection intended upon yourself ? Would you think
this Account no Contradiction to your Right as Bishop of
Bangor ? Does your Lordship believe such an Assertion could
come from anyone that owned your Right to your Biskopric, and
was a Friend to you in it? Would you imagine that nothing
was meant against you, because the other Bishop was said to be
Invisible ¢ Your Lordship cannot but know, that though he is
said to be Invisible, yet if he is the only truc Bishop of Bangor 7
the Mouth of a Christian, then any other Bishop of Bangor,
whether Visible or Invisible, must be a false one in the Moutlh of
a Christian.

Thus it is your Lordship has dealt with the Vzsidle Church;
you have set another up as the only true Church, and yet think
all is well : that there is no Contradiction, because you call this
other an /nvisible Churcl, whereas if it be the only true Church,
it contradicts every other Church in the highest Sense. And
though it does not contradict it as a Visié/e Church, yet it does
as a True Church, which is of more Consequence.

Your Lordship here puts a Question in favour of the Visible
Church. Can it be supposed &y this learned Body, that a Mai's

* Answ. to I\egﬁr, p- 79.



the Bishop of Bangor. 95

being of {the Invisible Cluirch of Christ, is inconsistent with Jis
Jotning himself with any Visible Church 2%

No, my Lord, it cannot be supposed. It cannot be supposed
by any Body that @ Man's being of the Invisible Church, is in-
consistent with his joining himself to the Royal Society, or College
of Physicians. But pray, my Lord, is this all that your Invisible
Church will allow of ? Dare your Lordship proceed no farther,
than only to grant that it is no Jnconsistency, no Contradiction for
a Member of your /nwvisible Church to join with any Visible
Church? If you would sincerely shew that you have said nothing
to the Prejudice of the Viszble Church, you ought to declare that
the Members of your /nvisible Church, may not only consistently
join with that which is Visible, but that it is their Du#y, and that
they are ob/iged to join with it in order to be of yours that is
Invisible. For if you have set up an /nvisible Church, which
will excuse its Members from being of any that is Visible, then
you have plainly destroyed it, by making it useless. And it is
but a poor Apology for it to say, there is no Juconsistency in
joining with it, after you have made it needless and unnecessary
to join with it. And it will be pretty difficult to give a coznsistens
Reason, why any Person should join himself to a needless
Church,

Your Lordship has here made great Discoveries of the Nature
of your /nvisible Church, which appears to have nothing vzsible
or external in it.

For first, you declare that the Article describes one Church,
and you another. But how does this appear ? How does your
Lordship prove this? 15t Because the Article declares what it is
that makes every such Congregation the Visible Churchit Now,
my Lord, if this shews that the Article does not describe your
Church, then it is plain that the Article here describes somet/iing
that does not belong to your Church ; for if it egually belonged
to your Church, it could be no Proof that it did not describe
your Church. But you expressly say that it describes a different
Church from yours; therefore it must describe somet/ing that
does not belong to yours.

Now if that which makes any Congregation the Visible Church,
be not necessary to make Persons Members of your Church, it
follows that they may be Members of yours, without being of
any Visible Church,

Again ; Another Reason why the Article does not describe
your Invisible Church is this ; Because it describes zkose outward
Acts, which arve necessary to make a Vistble Church. These out-

* Answ. to_Repr., p. 79. 1 Answ. to Repr., p. 70.
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ward Acts are, the Preaching the pure Word of God, and ad-
menistering the Sacraments. Now, my Lord, seeing these ous-
ward Acts shew that the Church here described is not your
Invesible Church, does not this evidently declare that such out-
ward Acts are not necessary to your Church? For if they did
equally belong to both Churches, and were alike necessary to
them, how could they more describe one than another? But
you say, it is the mentioning of these oxtward Acts, that shews
that your Jnviszble Church is not described ; therefore it is plain,
that you do not include these ouzward Acts as essential to your
Invisible Church, and consequently it is a Church to which neither
public Worship, nor visible Sacraments are necessary. For if these
outward Acts are necessary to your /zvisiole Church, why does
not your Lordship mention them as such? You own you describe
what it is that makes every particular Man a Member of the
Invisible Church ; yet you not only take no notice of these out-
ward Acts, but say that the Article describes not your Church,
because it mentions #4ese outward Acts, which is a Demonstraiion,
that these onzward Acts do not belong to your Church.

Farther; When the Zearncd Cominittee has charged your Lord-
ship with the Omission of preaciing the Word and administering
of the Sacraments, you answer, they might have added, He omits
likewise the very public Profession of Christianity. And is not
the Reason platn ? because I was not speaking of the Visible
Church,; to which alone, as such, visible outward Signs, and
verbal  Professions belong : but of the Universal Invisible
Church*

My Lord, the Reason is very plain, and it is as plain that is
not a good Reason. For if the preaching of the Word, the
admzinistering of the Sacraments, and the public Profession of
Christianity, be necessary to make anyone a Member of your
Invisible Church, then there was as good Reason to mention
them in your Description, as if you had been describing the
Visible Church.

If they are not necessary, then you have set up a Church
exclusive of the Visible Church. The Case stands thus ; If these
outward Acts be as necessary to make Persons be of the /nvisible
as of the Visible Church, then they ought to come equally into
the Description of both Churches, being equally necessary to
both : If you say they are not equally necessary, then you must
allow that there is no Necessity that the Members of your Church
should be in any externa/ Communion.

It is therefore no Apology, to say that you describe the

¥
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Invisible Church, unless you will say that a Man may be of it,
without any outward Acts, or Communion with any Visible
Church. If a Person may be of this /x#visible Church without
having anything to do with Visible Sacraments, or Worship in a
Visible Communion, then you have an Excuse, why you did not
mention these owtward Professions in your Description of the
Church ; but if he cannot be of this Invisible Communion
without observing these owtward Ordinances, then it was as
necessary to mention these ouzward Ordinances in your Account
of this Church, as if you had been describing a Church, which
consisted of nothing else but outward Ordinances.

So that the short of the Case is this; If the Observation of
external Ordinances be not necessary to make Men Members of
your [nvisible Churchk, then indeed there is a plain Reason why
your Lordship should omit them ; and it is also plain, that this
Doctrine sets aside the Gospel, if this Znvisible Clhurch, the only
true Church in the Mouth of a Christian, be excused from Gospel
Ordinances. But if these external Ordinances be necessary to
constitute the Invisible Church, then there was as plain a Reason
to mention them, in the Description of your Church, as if you
had been describing the Visible Church.

So that if your Lordship will give a good plain Reason why
you have omitted these owutward Acts, it must be because they
do not belong to it; for otherwise the calling it Invisible is
no Excuse, unless it has no occasion for such owfward Per-
formances.

And indeed this has appeared to be your Doctrine in almost
every Page, that you set up this /nzvisiéle Church in Opposition
to OQutward and Visitble Ordinances. For you all along set out
the Opposition or Difference betwixt the Visible and Invisible
Church in respect to external Ordinances: Thus the one is
Visible, because to it alone belong external Signs, or verbal Pro-
Jessions.* The other is Invisible for the want of these. Yet this
Invisible Church thus destitute, and even necessarily destitute of
external Ordinances, is by you called, the only true Church in the
Mouth of a Christian.

One may, I acknowledge, easily conceive in one’s Mind a
Number of People, whose Internal and Invisible Graces may
entitle them to the Favour of God ; and these may be called an
Invisible Number, or Congregation, or Church, because it is
Invisible to us where it is, or how great it is. But then, my Lord,
it is a great Mistake if this Invisible Church is opposed to, or
distinguished from the Visible Church in respect of external

* Answ. to Repr., p. 81.
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Ordinances. For in these things they are both egually obliged to
be Visible. And the Invisible Church is not so called, in Conéra-
distinction to those who attend Vzsib/e Communions, and observe
external Ordinances, but in Contradistinction to those who are
invisibly bad, and are not what their external Profession promises.
This is the only Number of People or Clurch, which the fizvisible
Church is opposed to. For as the Invisible Church intends a
Number so called, because of their /nvisible Graces; so this
Invisibly good Church can be #7u#/y opposed only to the Jnvisibly
bad Church, or such as are not such Persons znwardly, as they
profess to be outwardly.

But, contrary to this, your Lordship has all along considered
and described this /nviszble Church in Opposition to the Visible,
and made those outward Acts which are necessary to the Visible
Church, so many [Jarks to distinguish it from that which is
Invisible. Thus you say, that you were 1ot speaking of the Visible
Church, to which alone, as such, visible outward Signs, or verbal
Professions belong : but of the Universal Invisible Church.*

Here you plainly make external Sigus, and ontward Professions,
distinguish the Visible from the Invisible Church ; whereas it is
not /nwvisible in this respect, as being without these external
Professions, or in Contradistinction to a Visible Church ; but it is
only Invisible in those Graces, which human Eyes cannot per-
ceive. Thus they are said to be the Invisible Church, because
they are a Number of Men, who are such znwardly, as they
profess to be outward/y. But this shews, that they cannot be so
called in Contradistinction to outward Professions, since they
must have an onzward Profession themselves before they can be
inwardly szucere in it ; and consequently they are not opposed
to, or distinguished from a Number of owsward Professors, for
this they are obliged to be themselves, but from a Number of
outward Professors, who are no¢ sincere in what they outwardly
profess.

If I should describe c/aritable Men to be an Invisible Church
of Persons szncerely well affected to Mankind, and this in Contra-
distinction to others who are exzernally charitable, and perform
outward Acts of Love ; or if I should describe c/aste Men to be
an Invisible Church of Persons inwardly chaste and pure, and
this in Contradistinction to others externally chaste and visibly
pure as to outward Acts; 1 should just have the same Authority
either from Reason or Scripture to set up these /uwisible Churches
of charitable and chaste Men, in Opposition to persons outwardly
charitable and chaste, as your Lordship has to set up this

= Answ. fo Rpr., p. 81.
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invisible sincere Church, in Contradistinction to the visible external
Church. For, first, this Szzcerity no more makes a Clhurch, than
Charity and Chastity make a Church, or than Honesty makes a
Man a Member of a Corporation, or an Officer in the Army ;
these, being private personal Virtues, do not constitute a Churcs
or Soczety, but concern Men, as Men, in every Estate of Life.

Secondly, Outward Ordinances and Visible Professions, are
as necessary to make Men true Christians, as owfward Acts of
Love and external Purity are necessary to make Men charziable
or ckaste. Tor Christianity as truly implies external Acts and
Professions, as Chastity implies outward Purity.

Now, my Lord, suppose the Question was, whether Adultery
or Fornication or any other Impurity was lawful, and that the
World was divided upon this Controversy ; Would he not be an
excellent Preacher of Chastity, that should never tell us whether
any or all of these were unlawful, but should pretend to decide
the Controversy, by telling the World, that caste Men, are an
Invisible Church of Persons inwardly pure, and this in Contra-
distinction to Persons externally pure? Suppose he should tell
them, that their Title to Chastity did not depend upon their
being or not being of the Number of any owfwardly pure or
impure Persons, but upon their snward Purity ; What Apology
could even Charity itself make for such a Teacher?

The Controversy on foot is this; Whether external Com-
munion with any sort of Fanatics be lawful? Whether it be as
safe to be in one external visible Communion as in another?
The Word is divided upon this Subject; and your Lordship
comes in to end the Controversy. But how? Isitbyexamining
the Merits of the contending Parties? Is it by telling us what
is right and what is wrong in the different Communions? Is it
by telling us that one external Communion is better than
another? Is it by shewing us that any is dangerous? Is it by
directing us, with which we ought to join, or indeed that we
ought so much as to join with any ? No: This right and wrong,
or good and bad in externa/ Communions, though it was the
whole Question, is wholly skipped over by your Lordship ; and
you preach up an Jnwvisible Church as the only true Church in the
Mouth of a Christian, and this in Contradistinction to all Visible
Churches: And only declare, that our Title to God’s Favour
cannot depend upon our being or continuing in any particular
Method, but upon our Sincerity. o

Your Lordship says; 7 have laid down a Description of the
Universal Invisible Church or Kingdom of Christ* Your Lord-
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ship had been as well employed if you had been painting of
Spirits, or weighing of Thoughts.  The main Question, you say,
is whether this Description be true and just*

This, my Lord, is not the main Question; nor indeed does it
concern us at all whether your Lordship is ingenious, or not, in
this Description.

For suppose your Lordship had been describing an /nuvisible
King to the People of Great Britain, do you think the main
Question amongst the Lords and Commons would be, whether
you had hit off the Description well? No, my Lord, the man
Question would be, To what Ends and Purposes you had set up
such a King, and what Relation the Subjects of Great Britain
had to him; whether they might leave their I"zsible, and pay
only an #nternal Allegiance to your Invisible King? If your
Lordship should farther describe him as the only true King in
the Moutl of a Britain, I believe it would be thought but a poor
Apology to appeal to your fine Painting, that you had described
him just/y, and set him out as /nvisible. The Application is
here very easy ; it is a very trifling Question, and only concerns
your Lordship’s Parts, Whether your Description of your
Invisible Church be just or not? But it is the Use and the End
of setting up this Church, which is any Matter of Question to
us. Your Lordship might erect as many Churches as you
please, if you did it only for speculative Amusement, and to try
your Abilities in fine Drawing ; but if you pretend to unsettle
the Christian Church, by your new Buildings, or to destroy the
Distinction between the Cliurc/t and Conventicle, by your Invisibles,
we must beg your Lordship’s Excuse, and can no more admire
the Beauty or Justness of your fine Descriptions, than you would
admire a just Description of an Invisible Diocese, if it was set out
in order to receive your Lordship.

You add ; But of #ks (Description) they (2ke Comimitiee) have
not said one word ; but rather chosen to go off to an article of the
Church of England, which defines not the Universal Invisible
Church. And your Lordship might as well observe, that they
have not said one word about Plato’s Republic. For how they
should imagine that you were describing an /zvisible Church, or
if they did, why they should trouble their Heads with such a
Description, is not easily conceived.

For, my Lord, if it was your primary Intention only to appear
in Defence of an Universal [nvisible Church, what can we con-
ceive in our Minds more surprising? What can be more extra-
ordinary, than that a Visible Bishop at a F7szble Court, should
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with so much Solemnity preach in Defence of a Church which
can neither be defended nor injured ? Are there any Rights in
your Invisible Church which can possibly be lost? If not, to
what purpose does your Lordship come in as a Defender? Can
the Sight of any Men find it, the Malice of any Men attack it,
or the Good-will of any Men support it? No: Yet though it is
as invisible as the Centre of the Earth, and as much out of our
reach as the Szars, yet your Lordship has very pathetically
preached a Sermon, and published some Volumes, lest this
Invisible Church, which nobody knows where to find, should be
run away with.

Should the same Christian Zeal induce your Lordship to
appear, at some other solemn Occasion, in the Cause of the
Winds, your Pains would be as well employed ; for it would be
as reasonable to desire that they might #»ise and d/ozo where they
list, as that an Invisible Church, nowhere to be known or found
by us at present, may not be injured.

If therefore the Learncd Commitice had so far forgot that
Visible Church of which they are Members, as to have engaged
with your Lordship about your /nvisitle Clurch, the Dispute
would have been to as much purpose, as a 777a/ in Westminster
Hall about the Plizlosopler’s Stone.

But you complain that they rather chose to go ¢ff to an
Article of the Church of England. My Lord, this is very hard
indeed, that they should go off to the Church of £ngland, when
you had an /nwvisible Church ready for them; or that this
Learned Body cannot dispute about Churches, but they must
needs bring the Church of England into the Question.

Suppose, as in the above-mentioned Instance, your Lordship
should lay down a fine and just Description of your /nvisible
King of Great Brilain, a Number of Tories should, instead of
examining the Truth of your Description, go off to the Act of
Scttlement, which declares a Visible King of Britain: This
would be to use your Lordship just as the Learned Commitiee
have done ; who, instead of dwelling upon the Beauty and Just-
ness of this Description, have gone off to an old Article in the
Church of England, which indeed only describes an old-fashioned
Visible Church, as Churches went in the Apostles’ Days: That
is, a Congregation of faithful Men, in which the pure Word of
God is preached, and the Sacraments duly administered* 4

I am of Opinion, that the Apostolical Church would not have
thought themselves too /nwisible to be thus described, or that

* Artic. 19.
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this was too I/7Zsible a Description of the Church of Christ to
take in its szzzcere Members.

Whether therefore your Lordship has given a true Description
of the /nvisible Church, that is, a Church of Thoughts and
Sentiments, 1 shall not consider, but thus much I must observe,
that it is a very false Description; first, as it pretends to
describe THE Church,* and the only true Clhurch in the Mowutl of
a Christian. For the Church of Christ, as has been shewn, is as
truly a Visible external Society, as any Civil or Secular Society
in the World: And it is no more distinguished from such
Societies by the /nvisibility, than by the Youth or Age of its
Members.

The holy consecrated Elements differ from common Bread and
Wine, but they do not so differ from it, as to cease to be as
Visible, as common Bread and Wine. Thus the Holy Catholic
Church, the Kingdom of Christ, differs from worldly Societies
and Kingdoms, but not in point of VVisib:/7¢y, but in regard to
the Fnds and Purposes for which it is erected, vzs., the eternal
Salvation of Mankind.

Secondly, This Description contradicts the nineteenth Article
of the Clurch of England. For though it is not set up as another
Visible Church, so as to contradict it in point of Visibility, yet
seeing it is described as THE Church, and #ke only true Church,
it plainly contradicts it in point of Truth; for if it be the only
true Church, every other must be a false one.

Thirdly, This Description is a mere speculative Conjecture, a
Creature of the Imagination, which can serve no Purposes, but
is entirely foreign to the present Dispute,and must be so to any
Dispute which ever can arise between contending Communions.
It no more serves to inform anyone, whether he should go to the
Visible Church, or VVisible Conventicle, than whether he should
study the Law or Plhysic. It may indeed serve to make Persons
regardless of any Uisible Cluercl, but can be of no use to them,
if they desire to know with what Visible Church they ought to
join.

It may now be worth our while to observe, how your Lordship
came by this Account of Christ’s Kingdom, which you say is the
only true one. Jesus answered, ny Kingdont is not of this World,
is the Text to your Sermon. You say, you have chosen these Words
in which our Lovd declares the Nature of his Kingdom:+

Now, my Lord, one would imagine, that you hereby mean,
that our Lord has in #kese Words declared what his Kingdom
is; for without this, it cannot be true that he hath declared the

* Answ. to Repr., p. 70. T Serm., p. 10.



the Bishop of Bangor. ‘107

Nature of his Kingdom. Whereas it is so far from being true,
that he hath in #hese Words declared what his Kingdom is, that
he has only, and that in one particular Respect, declared w/az
¢t is not. 1f he had said that his Kingdom was not a Jjewssk
Kingdom, would this be declaring the Nature of his Kingdom ?
If a Person should say that his Belief was not the Belief of the
Church of England, would he in these Words declare the Nature
of his Belief ? Would it not still be uncertain whether he was an
Arian or Socinian, or something different from them both? Thus
our Saviour’s saying that his Kingdom is not of this World, no
more declares the Nature of his Kingdom, than a Person by
saying suc/ a one was not his Son, would in #zese Words declare
how many Children he had.

My Kingdom is not of this World, are very indeterminate
Words, and capable of several Meanings, if we consider them in
themselves. But as soon as we consider them as an Answer to
a particular Question, they take one determinate Sense. The
Question was, whether our Saviour was the (Temporal) King of
the fews? [Jesus answered, my Kingdom is not of this World.
Now as these Words may signify no more than the Denial of
what was asked ; as there is nothing in them that necessarily
implies more, than that he was not a King as the /ewzs/ or other
Temporal Kings are; as the Question extends the Answer no
farther than this Meaning ; so if we enlarge it, or fix any other
Meaning to it, it is all human Reasoning, without any Warrant
from the Text.

Now, taking the Words in this Sense, what a strange Conclu-
sion is this that your Lordship draws from it: That because
Christ said his Kingdom was not a Temporal Kingdom as the
Jewssk and other Kingdoms were ; therefore his Kingdom is
Invisible. 1s it denied to be a Temporal Kingdom, because a
Temporal Kingdom is Visible? If not, it will by no means
follow, that it must be /rvzsible, because it is said not to be
Temporal. Must it be in every respect contrary to a Temporal
Kingdom, because it is said not to be Temporal? Then it must
have no Subjects, because in Temporal Kingdoms there are
Subjects ; then there must be no King, because in such King-
doms there are Kings. I suppose the Sacraments may in a very
proper Sense be said to be not Temporal Institutions, though they
are as external and Visible as any thing in the World ; and con-
sequently the Church may be not Temporal in a very proper
Sense, without implying that it must therefore be /[nvisible.
Indeed I cannot conceive how your Lordship could have thought
of a more odd Conclusion, than this which you have drawn from
them. If you had concluded that because Christ’s Kingdom is
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not a Temporal ngdom therefore its Members are all of an
Age; it had been as well as to say, therefore they are Znvisible.

Nothing can be more surprising, than to see your Lordship
throughout your whole Sermon describing this Kingdom, with
all the Accuracy and Exactness imaginable, and even deson-
strating every particular Circumstance of its Nature, from this
little Negzztz've, that it is not a Temporal Kingdom. Your Lord-
ship must be very excellent at taking a /7zxn¢, or you could never
have found out this K7rngdom of God so exactly from so small a
Circumstance. It seems, had this Zittle Text been all the Scrip-
ture that we had left in the World, your Lordship could have
revealed the rest by the help of it. For there is nothing that
relates to this Kingdom, or the Circumstances of its Members,
but you have purely by the Strength of your Genius, unassisted
by any other Scripture proved and demonstrated from this single
Passage.

If a Foreigner should tell your Lordship, that his House in
his own Country was not as the Houses are in this Kingdom,
would it not be very wonderful in your Lordship, to be able to
demonstrate its Length and Breadth, to tell how many Rooms
there are on a Floor, and to describe every Beauty and Con-
venience of the Structure, merely from having been told that it
was not like the Houses in this Kingdom ? But it would not be
more wonderful, than to see your Lordship describe the Nature
of Christ’s Kingdom, and explain every Circumstance that
concerns its Members, from having been told this Negative
Circumstance. Nor indeed is it much to be wondered, seeing
you set out upon this bottom, if you give as false an Account of
Christ’s Kingdom, as you would do of an House, that you only
knew what it was not.

Again, you say, As the Church of Clrist is the Kingdom of
Christ, he limself is King; and in this it is implied that he is
himself the sole Law-giver to his Subjects, and himself the sole
Judge of their Belaviour in the Affairs of Conscience and Salva-
tion.*

What a pretty fine-spun Consequence is this, to be drawn
from the above mentioned Text. Your Lordship here advances
a mere human Speculation founded upon no other Authority,
than the uncertain Signification of the Words, King and Kingdom ;
you say it is zu this implied that because Christ is King of his
Kingdom, he is the sole Law-giver to his Subjects. Pray, my
Lord, why is it iz #kis implied? Do the Words, K7ng and
Kingdom always imply the same thing? Has a King in one

* Serin., p. I1.
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Kingdom the same Powers, which every King hath in another
Kingdom? Has the King of England the same Power, which a
King of France, or any Sovereign hath in his Kingdom ? Would
it be any reason why the King of England should be sole Law-
giver to his Subjects, because there are Kings who are sole Law-
givers to their Subjects? Now if the word, King, does not
necessarily imply the same Power in every Kingdom, how can
there be any Conclusion, that becawse Christ is King of his
Kingdom, he is sole Law—giver to his Subjects ?  Yet your Lord-
ship’s whole Argument is founded upon this weak and false
bottom, that the word, K7g, is to be taken in one absolute and
fixed Sense: For you expressly say, it is 7z ¢hzs implied, that
because he is King, he is sole Law-giver. Now it is impossible it
should be implied 27 2425, unless the word, K7ng, always implies
the same Power: For if there be any Difference in the Con-
stitutions of Kingdoms, though they all have Kings, then it is
plain nothing certain as to the Nature and Condition of any
Kingdom, can be drawn from its having a King. But your
Lordship has described the Constitution of Christ’s Kingdom,
the Circumstances of its Subjects, and in short everything that
can concern it, as absolutely, and with as much Certainty, from
Christ’s being King of it, as if the word, K7zng, had but one
Meaning, or every King the same Power.

Again, you tell us; The grossest Mistakes in [Judgment, about
the Nature of Clirist's Kingdom or Church, have arisen from hence,
that Men have argued from other Visible Societies, and other
Vistble Kingdoms of thes World, to what ought to be Visible and
Sensible in /s Kingdom.

Is it thus, my Lord? .Are all our gross Errors owing to this
way of Reasoning? How then comes your Lordship to fall into
this grossest of Errors ? How come you to state the very Nature
of Christ’s Kingdom from the Consideration of Temporal King-
doms, or Absolute Monarchies? How come you to argue from
the Relation between a King and his Kingdom, to what ought
to be in Christ’s spiritual Kingdom? Are not Kings and
Kingdoms Temporal Institutions? Is not the Relation betwixt
a King and his Kingdom a Temporal Relation ? How then can
you argue from these Temporal Kingdoms, to anything con-
cerning Christ’s Kingdom ? Why will your Lordship fall into
so gross an Error, as to assert that Christ must be so/e Law-
giver to his Subjects, because there are some Temporal Azngs
who are sole Law-givers to their Subjects? Is there any Con-
sequence in this Argument ? Nay, are not all our Errors owing
to this mistaken way of arguing ?

The only way to know the Constitution of this Kingdom, is
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not to reason from what is implied in the Words King and
Kingdom, for they do not imply any fixed, or absolute Sense, but
from the Laws and Institutions of it, whether they admit of or
require the Authority of under Magistrates. Thus, if it appears
that Christ has commissioned others to act in his Name, to
exercise Authority in his Kingdom, and govern his Subjects in
such a manner as he has commissioned them to govern; Is it
any Answer to this, to say that the Clurch is a Kingdom, and
Christ is a King, and consequently sole Law-giver inzt ? Is there
nothing in this Text, Whiatsoever ye shall bind on Earth shall be
bound in Heaven, &c.,because Christ is King of his Church ?

The whole Scheme of all your Doctrines is raised out of this
single Text, My Kingdom s not of this 1World ; which certainly
implies no more, than if Christ had said, 7 am not the Temporal
King of the jews. Let us therefore see how your Lordship’s
Doctrines appear, if we bring them to the Principle from whence
you had them : As thus, Jesus is not the Temporal King of the
Jews, therefore there is no such thing as Church-Authority,
no Obligation to join in any particular Communion. /Jesus
is not the Temporal King of the Jews, therefore Absolutions,
Benedictions, and Excommunications are Dryeams and Trifles ;
therefore no Succession or Order of Clergy is better than
another.

Jesus is not the Temporal King of the /Jews, therefore the
Invisible Clurch is the only true Churclh in the Mouth of a Chris-
tian ; therefore Sincerity alone, exclusive of any particular
Communion, is the only T:tle to God’s Favour. Now if the
Papists should say, Jesus is not the Temporal King of the Jews,
therefore there is a Purgatory, therefore we are to pray to Saznts;
they would shew as much true Logic and Divinity, as your
Lordship has shewn in the Proof of your Doctrines from the
above-mentioned Text. And I dare say, that every Reader of
this Controversy knows, that you have not pretended to any
other Proof from the Scriptures for your Doctrine, than what
your Oratory could draw from this single Text.

This therefore, I hope, every Reader will observe, that all
which you have advanced against the Universally Received
Doctrines of Christianity, is only an Haerangue upon this single
Text, which everyone’s common Sense will tell him, contains
nothing in it that can possibly determine the Cause, which you
are engaged in. For who can imagine, that it is as well to be a
sincere Turk as a sincere Clristian, or that a sincere Quaker is as
much in the Favour of God as a sincere Clhurcliman, because our
blessed Lord told Pilate, that /lus Kingdomn was not of this
World ; and that in such a manner, and upon such an occasion,
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as only to imply that he was not that King which he enquired
after? Who can conceive that there is no particular Order
of the Clergy necessary, no Necessity of any particular Com-
munion, no Authority in any Church, nor any Significancy in the
sacerdotal Powers, for this reason, because there is a Text in
Scripture, which denies that Christ was the Temporal King of the
Jews.

Your Lordship has said much of the Plainness and Simplicity
of the Gospel, and of its peculiar Fitness to be judged of, by the
ordinary common Sense of Mankind ; you have also interposed
in this Controversy, to deliver them from the Authority of the
Church, and turn them loose to the Scriptures. But, my Lord,
if this Text, My Kingdom s not of this World, which seems to
common Sense to contain only the Denial of a particular Ques-
tion, contains, as you have pretended, the whole Christian
Religion ; and every other seemingly plain Part of the Gospel is
to take its Meaning from this Passage ; if it be thus, my Lord,
what can we conceive more mysterious than the Scripture? Or
more unequal to the common, ordinary Sense of Men?

For how should it come into a plain honest Man’s Head, that
this Text, which is nothing but the Denzal of a certain Question,
should be the Key to all the rest of Scripture? How should he
know that the plainest Texts in Scripture were not to be under-
stood in their apparent Meaning, but in some Sense or other
given them from this Text? Thus, when it is said, Go ye and
disciple all Nations ; and lo I am with you to the end of the World :
The first apparent Sense of these Words is this, that as Christ
promised to be with the Apostles in the Execution of their
Office, both as to Authority and Power, so he promises the same
to their Successors, the Bishops, since he could no otherwise be
with them to the End of the World, than by being with their
Successors. Now, my Lord, how should an ordinary Thinker
know that this plain Meaning of the Words was to be neglected,
and that he was to go to the above-mentioned Text, to learn to
understand, or rather disbelieve them ? For what is there in this
Text, My Kingdom is not of this World, to shew either that
Christ did not authorise the Apostles to ordain Successors, who
should have his Authority, or that the Bishops alone, are not
such Successors? Is there anything in this Text which can any
way determine the Nature, the Necessity, or the Significancy of
such a Succession ?

Again it is said, that There is no other Name under Heaven
gtven unto Men, whereby they may be saved but [esus Christ.
Now how should a Man that has only common Sense imagine,
that he must reject this plain Meaning of the Words, and believe
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that a szucere Turk is as much in the Favour of God as a sincere
Christian, for this only reason, because Christ's Kingdom is not of
this World ? 1t must not be common ordinary Sense which can
reason and discover at this rate.

Lastly, it is said, Whatsoever ye shall bind on Earth, shall be
bound in Heaven, &e. Now how shall anyone that has only seber
Sense find out, that there is nothing at all left in this Text, that
it only gave something or other to the Apostles, but gives no Autho-
rity to any Persons now, because the Kzngdom of Christ is not of
this World.

Our Saviour told his Disciples, that tiey were not of this
World, but is that an Argument that they therefore became
immediately invisible ? Was neither St. Pezer, nor St. Paul, &e.,
ever to be seen afterwards? Why then must the Kingdom of
Christ become immediately invisible, because it is said not to be
of this World, any more than its first Members were Invisible,
who were also declared to e not of this World ?

Had St. Peter or St. Paul no visible Power and Authority
over the Presbyters and Deacons, because they were not of this
World? 1f they had, why may not some Persons have Autho-
rity over others in Christ’s Kingdom, though 7z is not of this
World ?

For our blessed Lord’s saying that his Disciples were not of
this World, does as strictly prove that St. Peter and St. Pax/ had
no distinct Powers from Presbyters and Deacons, as his saying,
that /izs Kingdom was not of this World, proves that there is no
real or niecessary Difference betwixt Bishops and Presbyters in
his Kingdom. And it is as good Logic, to say the Disciples
of Christ were not of this World, therefore there was no
Necessity, that some should have been Apostles, and others
Presbyters, &e., as to say Christ’s Kingdom is not of this World,
therefore there is no Necessity that some should be Bishops and
others Presbyters in it.

I have been the more particular in examining the Text to
your Sermon, and bringing your Doctrines close to it, that every
Reader who has common Sense, may be able to perceive that
they have no more Relation to that Text from which you would
be thought to have them, than if you had deduced them from
the first Verse in the first Chapter of Genesis.

And yet thus much every Reader must have observed, that it
is your Explication of this Text alone, which has led you
to condemn all that Authority, to censure all those Institutions
as Dreams and Trifles, which the holy Scriptures, and the first
and purest Ages of Christianity, have taught us to esteem as
sacred in themselves, being ordained by God; and of the
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greatest Benefit to us, being means of obtaining his Grace, and
Favour.

Thus far concerning the Nature of Christ’s Church.

Of Church Authority.

COME now to consider what your Lordship has delivered
upon the Article of Clurchk Authority, as it is invested
in the Governors of the Church. And here I have
little else to do, but to clear it from those jfa/se
Characters, under which you have been pleased to

describe it.

Thus you begin ; If there be an Authority in any to judge,
censure, or punish the Servants of another Master, in Matters
purely relating to Conscience and eternal Salvation; then Christ
has left behind Judges over the Consciences and Religion of /s
People ; then the Consciences and Religion of his People are subject
to them whom he has left Judges over thene ; and then theve is a
Right in some Christians to determine the Religion and Consciences
of others. And what is more, if the Decisions of any Men can be
made to concern or affect the State of Christ's Subjects with regard
to the Favour of God, then the Salvation of some Christians depends
upon the Sentence passed by others.*

Here is the Sum of what you have advanced from Reason and
the Nafure of the Thing against the Authority of Church
Governors ; which you would have pass for a strict Proof, that
if they have any Authority in Matters purely relating to Con-
science derived to them from Christ, that then their Authority
can damn or save at pleasure.

But, my Lord, in this same strict way of Reasoning, and by
only using your own Words, I will as plainly prove that a
Father hath not Authority even to send his Children of an
Errand. :

For, ‘If the Christian Religion authorises a Fatker to judge
‘the Servants of another Master in Matters purely relating to
¢ Motion, then Christ has left behind him Judges over the .Motion
‘of his People, then the Motzon of his People is subjected to Zzem
<whom he has left Judges over 7¢; and then there is a Rig/h# in
“some Christians to determine the Motion of others. And what
“is more, if the Determinations of any Men can concern or affect

* Answ. to Repr., p. 27.
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¢ the State of Christ’s Subjects with regard to Motion, then the
¢ Lives of some Christians depend upon the Determination passed
‘ by others; because they may determine them to move from the
‘ fop of a Precipice to the botzom.’

Here, my Lord, I freely leave it to the Judgment of cominon
Sense, whether I have not in your own Words proved it as absurd
and unreasonable, that a Zaz/er should have any Power over his
Son, so as to send him of an Errand, as to allow the Church to
have Authority in Matters of Conscience and Salvation ; and the
Consequence, according to your Argument, is equally dreadful in
both Cases: For it is as plain that if Fatkers have Authority
in Matters of Motion, then they may move their Sons to the
bottom of a Precipice ; as that if the Church hath Authority in
Matters of Salvation, then it may save or damn at pleasure; and
it is as well proved, that Fat/Zers have no Authority in Matters
of Motion, because they have no Authority to command their
Children to destroy themselves, as that the Church hath no
Authority in Matters of Conscience and Salvation, because they
have not an Authority to damn People for ever: For there is
the same room for Degrees in the Authority of the Church,
which there is for Degrees in the Authority of Parents,; and it is
as justly concluded that Parents have no Authority in Matters
of any particular Nature, because they have not wwlimited
Authority in things of that particular Nature, as that the Clurch
hath no Authority in Matters of Conscience and Salvation,
because it has not an absolute unlimited Authority in #iese
Matters.

Yet this is the whole of your Argument against Clurch
Authority, that it cannot relate to Matters of Conscience and
Salvation, because an Authority in #hese Matters, is an absolute
Authority over the Souls of others; which is just as true, as if
anyone should declare that a /ZatZer hath no Authority in
Matters purely relating to the Body of his Son, because an
Authority in these Matters, is an absolute Authority to dispose of
his Body as he pleases.

Suppose it should be said, that a #azZer hath Authority over
his Son in Crvil Affairs; Will it be an Argument that he has no
such Authority, because he has not @/, or an unlimited Authority
in Civil Ajffarrs? Will it be an Argument that he has no
Authority in suc/s Matters, because his Son is not w/holly and
entirely subjected to him in such Matters? Has a Father no
Right to choose an Ewmployment for his Son, or govern him in
several things of a Crvi/ Nature, because he cannot oblige him
to resign his Tz#le to his Estate, or take from him the Benefit of
the Laws of the Land?
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If he has an Authority in these Matters, though not @/, why
cannot the Governors of the Church have an Authority in
Matters of Conscience, though they have not @/, or an unlimited
Authority in Matters of Conscience? How does it follow that
they have no such Authority, because Christians are not w/o/ly
and absolutely subjected to them in suck Matters? Why can
there not be Bounds to an Authority in Matters of Conscience, as
well as Bowunds to an Authority in Civdl Affairs? And if a
Father may have Authority over his Sox in Crvi/ Ajfazrs, though
that Authority is limited by the Laws of the Land, and the
superior Authority of the Crvi/ Magistrate ; why may not the
Church have an Authority in Matters of Conscience and Salva-
tion, though that Authority is Zimited by the Scriptures, and the
supreme Authority of God?

He therefore who concludes the Church hath no Authority in
Matters of Salvation, because it cannot adsolutely save or damn
People, reasons as strictly, as he who concludes a Person has ne
Authority in Civil Affairs, because he cannot grant or take away
Crvil Privileges of the /iglhest Nature,

What therefore your Lordship has thus /logzcally advanced
against the Auwuthority of the Church, concludes with the same
Force against @// Authority in the World. For if the Church
hath no Authority in Matters of Conscience, for this demonstra-
tive Reason, because it hath not an wn/imited Authority in
Matters of Conscience ; then it is also demonstrated that no
Persons have any Authority in any particular Matters, because
they have not an absolute unbounded Authority in those particular
Matters.

As thus ; A Princehath no Authority to oblige his Subjects to
make War against suc/k a People, because he hath not an uzn-
limited Authority to oblige his Subjects to fight w/ere, and w/en,
and with w/om he pleases.

A Father has no Authority over the Persons or Affairs of his
Children, because he cannot dispose of the Persons and Affazrs of
his Children in what manner he will. :

Masters have no Authority to command the Asszstance of their
Servants, because they cannot oblige them to assisz in a Rebellion
or Robbery.

Thus are all these particular Authorities, as plainly confuted
by your Argument, as the Authority of the Church is confuted
by it.

yBut now, my Lord, have neither Masters, nor Fathers, nor
Princes, any Authority in these particular Matters, because they
have no Authority to command at any rate, or as they please in

these Matters? If they have, why may not the Governors of
8§—2
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the Church have an Authority in Matters of Conscience, though
they cannot oblige Conscience at any rate, or as they please?
Why may not they have an Authority in Matters of Salvation,
though they have not Power absolutely to damn or save ?

Your Lordship would therefore have done as much Justice to
Truth, and as much Service to the World, if, instead of calling
Christians from the Authority of the C/urch, you had publicly
declared that neither Masters, nor Fat/ers, nor Princes, have,
properly speaking, any real Authority over their respective
Servants, Sons, and Subjects, and that because they are none of
them to be obeyed but in szck and sz Circumstances, and upon
certain supposed Conditions. For you have plainly declared
there is no Authority in the Church, that it has no power of
obliging, because we are only to obey upon Zerms and certain
supposed Conditions. If therefore this conditional Obedience
proves that there is, properly speaking, no Authority in the Church,
then that conditional Obedience of Servants, Sons, and Subjects,
proves that neither their Masters, Fathers, or Princes, have any
Authority properly speaking.

You say ; If there be a Power in somne O VER others in Matters
of Religion, so as to determine these others,; then all Commnunions
arve upon an equal Jfoot, without any regard to any intrinsic Good-
ness ; or whether they be right or wrong ; then no Religion is in
itself preferable to another, but all are alike with respect to the
Favour of God.*

Now, my Lord, all this might, with as much Truth, be said of
any other Authority, as of Church Authority.

As thus ; ¢ If there be a Power in the Prince, or in some over
“others in Matters of War and Fighting, so as to determine
‘those others ; then all Wars and Fightings are upon an egual
¢ foot, without any regard to any intrinsic Goodness ; or whether
‘they be right or wrong,; then no Wars or Fightings are in
¢ themselves preferable to others, but all are alike with respect to
¢ the Favour of God.’

And now, my Lord, what must we say here? Has the Prince
no Right or Power to command his Subjects to wage War with
such a People? Or if he has this Power over them, does this
make all Wars alike 7 Does this Authority leave nothing to the
Justice or Equity of Wars, but make all Wars exactly the same
with regard to the Favour of God ?

Does this Authority of the Prince make all Engagements
equally lawful to the Subject that engages by his Authority ? Is
he neither nzore or less in the Favour of God, for whatever Cause

* Answ. to Repr., p. 114.
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he fights in, because he has the Authority of his Prince? Is it
as pleasing to God that under such Authority he should
make War upon the Znnocent, plunder and ravage the Fatier-
less and Wridows, as engage in the Cause of Eguzty and
Honour ?

Now, my Lord, if @// Wars are not alike to the Persons who
are concerned in them, as f0 the Favour of God ; if there can be
any Cases supposed, where it is not only Jawful, but konourable
and glorzous for Soldiers to disobey the Orders of their Prince ;
then it is past doubt, that Soldiers may and oug/t to have some
regard to the Nazure and Justice of the Orders they have from
their Prince.

But we have your Lordship’s Assurance, that if they may have
any regard to the Nature and Justice of their Orders, then there
s an end of all Authority, and an end of all Power of one Man
over another in such Matters.

So that you have as plainly confuted a// Authority of the
Prince over his Soldiers in Matters purely Military, as you have
confuted all Authority of the Church in Matters purely of Con-
science. For it is plain to every Understanding, that if there is
an end of all Authority in Religion, because Persons may have
some regard to the ntrinsic Goodness of things* that therefore
there is an end of all Regal Authority over Soldiers, if Soldiers
may have any regard to the Nature and Justice of their Military
Orders.

Your Argument against Church Authority consists of two
Parts ; the first Part is taken from the Nature of Authority, and
proceeds thus: If there be an Authority in Matters of Conscience,
it must be an absolute Authority over Conscience, so as to be obeyed
in all its Commands of what kind soever ; which is as false as if
it were said, that if a Father hath Authority over the Person of
his Son, then he hath an aedsolute Authority to do what he will
with his Person ; or if he hath Authority over his Son in C7vi/
Affairs,then he hath an absolute unlimited Authority in the C7vil
Affairs of his Son.

The other Part of your Argument, is taken from the Nature
of Obedience, and proceeds in this manner: [f Persons may have
some regard to the intrinsic Goodness of things in Religion, then
there is an end of a// Authority in Matters of Religion ; which is
as false as to say, that if a So/déer may have some regard to the
Nature and Justice of the Military Orders of his Prince, then
there is an end of all Authority of the Prince over his Soldiers in
Military Affairs ; or if a Servant may have some regard to the

* Answ. to Repr., p. 115.



118 Three Letters to

Lawfulness of the Commands of his Master, then there is an end
of all Authority of Masters over their Servants as to such
Matters.

So that if there be any such thing as Authority either in
Masters, or Fathers, or Princes, then botir Parts of your Argu-
ment are confuted ; for none of these have any other than a
limited Authority, nor do their respective Servants, Souns, or
Subjects, owe them any other aczive Obedience, but such as is
conditional.

Now if it can be any way proved that Obediernce to our Masters,
Parents, and Princes is a very great Duty, and Disobedience a
very great Szz, though they cannot oblige us to act against the
Laws of God, or the Laws of our Cowntry; then it will follow
that Obedience to our Spiritual Governors may be a very great
Duty, and Disobedience a very great .Sz ; though they cannot
oblige us to submit to their s77fz/ or wrnlawfu/ Commands.

And if common Reason, the Laws of God, and our Country be
sufficient to direct us, where to s#gp in our active Obedience to
our Masters, Fathers, or Princes, though they have Authority
from God to demand our Obedience ; the same Guides will with
the same Certainty teach us where to stzgp in our Obedience to
the Authority of the Church, though that Authority be set over
us by God himself.

Though this might be thought sufficient to shew the Weakness
of your Arguments against the Authority of the Church, yet I
shall beg leave to examine them a little farther in another
manner.

You say the Authority which you deny, is only an Authority
in Matters velating purely to Conscience and eternal Salvation, an
Authority whose Laws and Decisions affect the State of Christ's
Subjects with regard to the Favour of God ; and the reason of
your denying it is this, that if this Authority, or Laws, or
Decisions of Men can concern or affect the State of Christ's Subjects
with regavd to the Favour of God, then the eternal Salvation of
some Christians depends upon the Sentence passed by others™

In order to lay open the Weakness of this Reasoning, I shall
state the Meaning of the Propositions of which it consists.

And, first, I suppose an Authority may be properly said to
affect the Szate of People with regard to the Fawvour of God,
when their Obedience to such an Authority procures his Favour,
and their Comtempt of it raises his displeasure; and I believe
that this is not only a proper Sense, but the on/y proper Sense
which the Words are capable of.

* Answ. to Repr., p. 28.
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It is certainly true that the Authority of our blessed Saviour,
was an Authority which affected the State of the Jews with
regard to the Favour of God ; but yet it no otherwise affected
their State, than as their Obedience to his Authority was pleasing
to God, and their Disobedience to it, the Cause of his farther
Displeasure. This is the on/y way in which the Authority of
Christ affected the S7ate of People with regard to the Favour of
God ; and therefore is the o7z/y manner in which any other
Authority can be supposed to affect Persons with regard to the
Favour of God.

Secondly ; Any Things or Matters may be properly said to
relate to Conscience and eternal Salvation, when the Observance
of them is a Means of obtaining Salvation, and the Neglect of
them, an Hindrance to our Salvation. Thus Baptism and the
Supper of the Lord, are Matters relating to Conscience and
eternal Salvation, but then they are only so, for this reason,
because the partaking of these Sacraments, is a #eans of obtain-
ing Salvation, and the Refusal of them, is an Hindrance of our
Salvation. He therefore who hath Authority in suck things, as
by our observing of them we promote our Salvation, and by
our neglecting of them, we hinder our Salvation, he has in the
utmost Propriety of the Words, an Autlwrity in Matters of Con-
science and Salvation.

Hence it appears that it is not peculiar or appropriate to the
Authority of the Church a/one, to relate to Matters of Conscience
and eternal Salvation, but egually belongs to every other
Authority which can be called the Ordznance of God.

Now all lawful Authority, whether of Masters, Fathers, or
Princes, is the Ordinance of God, and the respective Duties of
their Servants, Children, and Subjects, are as truly Matters of
Conscience and eternal Salvation, as their Observance of any
Part of the Christian Religion is a Matter of Conscience and
eternal Salvation: And it is not more their Duty to receive the
Sacrament, or worship God in any particular manner, than to
obey their respective Governors; nor does it more concern or
affect their State with regard to the Fawour of God, whether
they neglect those Duties which particularly regard his Service,
or those Duties which they owe to their proper Governors. So
that Conscience and eternal Salvation are egually concerned in
both Cases.

For things may as well be Matters of Conscience and eternal
Salvation, though they are of a Civil or Secular Nature, as
the positive Iustitutions of Christ are Matters of Conscience and
Salvation.

For Baptisin has no more of Religion in its own Nature, nor




120 Three Letters to

has of ztse/f any more concern with our Salvation, than any
Action that is merely Secxlar or Crvil. But as Baptism by
Institution becomes our Duty, and so is a Matter of Conscience
and Salvatiorn,; so when Actions merely Secular and Indifferent,
are by a Lawfu/ Authority made our Duty, they are as truly
Matters of Conscience and Salvation, as any Parts of Religion.

The Difference betwixt a Sprritual and Temporal Authority
does not consist 7z ¢/zs, that one relates to Matters of Conscience
and Salvation, and concerns and affects our State with regard to
the Favour of God, and the other does not; but the Difference
is this, that onze presides over us in things relating to Religion
and the Service of God, the otZwer presides over us in things
relating to Civi/ Life; and as our Salvation depends as certainly
upon our Behaviour in things relating to Civs/ Life, as in things
relating to the Service of God, it follows that they are boz/
equally Matters of Conscience and Salvation: And as the
Temporal Authority is the Ordinance of God, to which we are to
submit, not only for Wrath, but also for Conscience’ sake, it
undeniably follows, that this Tenzporal Authority as truly concerns
and affects our State with regard to the Fawvour of God, as any
Authority in Matters purely relating to Religion. For such an
Authority could in #o otker Sense affect our State with regard to
the Favour of God, than by our Obedience or Disobedience to
it; but our State with regard to the Favour of God is as #ruly
affected by our Obedience, or Disobedience to our Lawful Sovereign,
as by our observing or neglecting any Duty in the World ; and
consequently the Temporal Authority as truly affects our State
with regard to the Fawvour of God, as any Authority in Matters
of Religion.

Seeing therefore, by an Authority in Matters of Conscience and
Salvation, by an Authority which can affect our State with
regard to the Favour of God, nothing more is implied, than an
Authority to which our Obedience is a Duty, and our Disobedience
a S¢n, which is the Case of every Lawful Authority ; it plainly
appears, that all those frig/tful Consequences, those Dangers to
the Souls of Men which you have charged upon such Churc
Authority, are as truly chargeable upon Masters, Fathers, and
Princes, and make their several Authorities as dangerous
Powers over the Salvation of others, as the Authority of the
Church.

Thus, when your Demonstration proceeds in this manner: [f
there be an Authority in some over others in Matters purely
velating to Conscience and Salvation, then the Salvation of some
People will depend wpon others. Which, if we set it in a true
Light, ought to proceed thus; If there be an Authority in Matters
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of Religion, to which our Obedience is a Duty, and our Disobedience
a Sin, then the Salvation of some People depends wpon others.

But, my Lord, what a Sagacity must he have who can see this
dismal Consequence? Who can see that Masters, Fathers, and
Princes, have a Power over the Souls of oz/ers, either to damn or
save them, because Obedience to their Authority is a Duty, and
Disobedience a Sz ?

Your Lordship cannot here say, that an Authority in Matters
purely relating to Conscience and eternal Salvation, is not expressed
high enough, by being described as an Auziority to whick our
Obedience ts a Duty, and our Disobedience a Sin. For, my Lord,
no Authority, however concerned in things of the greatest Im-
portance in Religion and Salvation, can possibly be an Authority
of an /izgher Nature, than that Authority to which our Obedience
is a Duty, and our Disobedience a Sin. 1t was in this Senuse alore,
that the Authority of our Saviour himself affected the state of the
Jews with regard to the Favour of God ; his Authority was of an
/gl and concerning Nature to them only for this Reason, because
their Obedience to it was their Duty, and their Disobedience
their Sin.

If we now consider this Authority in the Church, in this
true Manner in which it ought to be considered, your Lord-
ship’s Argument against it, either proves a deal too much, or
nothing at all.

Thus, if the Consequence be just, that if it be Sin to disobey
the Church, then the Church hath a Power of damning us; then
it is as good a Consequence in regard to other Authority ; as
thus, 77 zs a Sin to disobey our Pavents, therefore our Parents have
a Power of damning us; it is a Sin to disobey our Prznce, there-
fore our Prince has a Power of damning us. These Consequences
are evidently as jusf and frue, as that other drawn from Church
Authority ; so that all those dismal Charges which you have
fixed upon Church Auwthority, are as false Accounts of it, as if
you had asserted that every Fazier, or Master, or Prince, who
demands Obedience from his Chzld, Servant, or Subject, in point
of Duty, or by declaring that their Disobedience is a Sz, does
thereby prove himself to be a Pope, and to have the Souls of
others at his Disposal. For it is out of all doubt, that if the
Governors of the Church by demanding Obedience to them in
point of Duty, or by declaring Disobedience to be Sz, do
thereby assert the Claims of Popery, and assume a Power to
dispose of the Souls of the People; that any other Authority
which requires this Obedience as a Duty of Conscience, and
forbids Disobedience as S7%, does thereby claim the Authority
of the Pope, and pretend to a Power over the Souls of others.
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So that if your Lordship has destroyed Church Authority,
which pretends Obedience to be a Duty, as a Popish Claim; you
have also as cerfasnly destroyed every other Authority which
demands Obedience as a Duiy, as being equally a Popisi Pre-
sumption.

Whenever therefore you shall please to call away Servants,
Children, or Subjects from their respective Masters, Fathers, and
Princes, you have as many Demonstrations ready to prove them
all Papists, if they will stick by their Obedience to them as a
Duty of Conscience, and to prove their Governors all Popes, if
they declare their Disobedience to be S7z, as you have to prove
Church Authority to be a Popzsk Claim. And 1 must beg leave
to affirm, that they are as much misled who follow your Lord-
ship against the Authority of the Church, as if they should
follow you in the same Argument against owning any Authority
of their Parents and Princes.

The Intent of all this is only to shew, that though there is an
Authority in the Church, to which our Obedience is a Du¢y and
our Disobedience a Szz (which is as high an Authority as can
be claimed) yet this Authority implies no more a frighiful
Power of disposing of our Souls, than any other Lawful
Authority, which it is a Sz to disobey, implies such a
Power.

For where is the Danger to our Souls? How is our Salvation
made subject to the Pleasure of our Church Governors, because
God has appointed them to direct us in the manner of wor-
shipping him, and to preside over things relating to Religion,
and made it our Duty to obey them? How does this imply a
dangerous Power over our Salvation? If we sin against this
Authority, we endanger our Salvation as we do by neglecting
any other Ordinance of God; and our Damnation is no more
affected by any Power in the Persons, whom we may be damned
for disobeying, than a Person that is dawmmned for killing his
Father, is damned by any Power of his Father's.

Neither is it in the Power of the Governors in the Church,
though they have Authority in Matters of Salvation, to make
our Salvation any more difficult to us, than if they had no suc/
Authority.

For all their Injunctions must be either Lawful, or Unlawful;
if they are Lawfu/, then by our Obedience to an Ordinance of
God, we recommend ourselves to the Favour of God ; and sure
there is no harm in this Authority thus far. And if their
Commands are Unlawful, then by our not obeying them, we
still please God, in choosing rather to obey him than Men,
where bot/ cannot be obeyed. And where, my Lord, is the
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Terror of this Authority so much complained of? How does
this make our Salvation lie at the Mercy of our Church
Governors ¢ We are still as truly saved or damned by our own
Behaviour, as though they had no suck Authority over us; and
though we may make their Authority the Occasion of our
Damnation, by our rebelling against it, yet it is only in such a
manner as anyone may make Baptism, or the Supper of the
Lord, the Occasion of his Damnation, by a profane Refusal of
them.

Upon the whole of this Matter, it appears, First, that when
the Authority of the Church is said to be an Awthority in
Matters of Conscience and Salvation, or an Authority which
concerns and affects our State with regard to the Favour of God ;
that this is the only true Meaning of those Propositions, vzz., an
Authority in Matters of Religion, to whick Obedience is a Duty,
and Disobedience a Sin.

Secondly, That this Authority to which we are zhus obliged, is
as consistent with our working out our own Salvation, and no
more puts our Souls into the Disposal of such Authority, than
our Salvation is at the Mercy of our Parents and Princes,
because to obey their Authority is a greaz Duzy, and to disobey
it, a grear Sin.

Your Lordship has yet another Argument against Church
Auwuthorety, taken from the Nature of our Reformation, which it
seems cannot be defended, if there was then this Church Autlority
we have been pleading for.

Thus you say ; If there be a Church Authority, I beg to know,
how can the Reformation ttself be justified *

My Lord, I cdnnot but wonder this should be a Difficulty
with your Lordship, who has writ so famouns a Treatise to inform
People, /ww they not only wmzay, but owght in point of Duzy to
get rid of a rea/ Authority ; I mean in your Defence of Reszsz-
ance.

I suppose it is taken for granted, that /ames the Second was
King of England, that he had a Rega/ Authority over all the
People of England, and that they all of what Station soever were
his Subjects ; yet granting this Rega/ Authority in him, and this
State of Subjection in all the People of England, your Lordship
knows how to set aside that Government, and set up another
Government ; and even to make it our Dusy as Men and Pro-
testants to set up another Government.

Now since you know how to get rid of this Authority in
so Christian and Protestant a manner, one cannot but wonder

* Answ. to Repr., p. 117.
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how you should be at a loss to justify the Reformation, without
supposing that the Church at zZaz #/me had no Authority.

For did you ever justify the Rewvolution, because James the
Second had no Kzngly Authority, or that the People of England
were not his Swuéjects 7 Nay, did you not defend it upon the
quite contrary Supposition, that though /asmes the Second had a
Regal Authority, though all the People of England were his
Subjects, and had sworn to be his faztifu/ Subjects, yet in spite
of all these Considerations, did you not assert that they not only
might, but ouglt to set him aside and choose another Governor in
his stead ?

And yet after all this, you &now not /ww to defend the Refor-
mation, it is a perfectly lost Cause, and not a word to be said for
it, unless we suppose that there was no Awtiority in the Church
when we reformed from it. Surely if your Lordship loved to
defend the Reformation,as well as you loved to defend the Revo-
lution, you would not have so many Reasons for one, and none for
the other.

For supposing an Authority in the Church, will not Tyranny,
Breach of Fundamentals, and unlawful Terms of Communion,
defend our Departure from a 7ea/ Authority in the Church, as
well as any Grievances or Oppressions will defend our leaving a
7eal/ Authority in the State?

What a pizzful Advocate, what a Betrayer of the Rights of the
People would you reckon him, who should say, /f there was any
Regal Authority in James the Second, if the People of England
were lizs Subjects ; [ beg to know, how can the Revolution itself
be justified ?

Yet just such an Advocate are you, just such a Betrayer of the
Reformation, you cannot defend it, it has no bottom to stand
upon ; and if there was any Aut/ority in the Church before the
Reformation, you beg to know, how the Reformation tiself can be
Justzfied ?

My Lord, I do not urge this to shew either that the Revolution
and Reformation are equally justifiable, or that they both are to
be justified upon the same Reasons; but to shew that your
Lordship from your own Principles, needed not to have wanted
as good Reasons for the Reformation, as you have produced for
the Revolution, even supposing the Church of Rome had as real
an Authority over us as /ames the Second had,and that we were
as truly in a State of Subjection to that Church before the
Reformation, as we were in a State of Subjection to that King
before the Revolution.

Again, you proceed thus ; For there was then (at the Time of
the Reformation) @ Church, and an Order of Church-men, vested
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with all suck spivitual Authority, as is of the Essence of the
Church. There was therefore a Church Authority #o0 oblige
Christians ; and a Power in some over others. What was it
therefore to which we owe this very Church of England ?*

Now, my Lord, I hope you will grant, that just at the Time of
the Revolution, ‘ there was then a K7ng, vested with all such Civil
¢ Authority as is of the Essence of a K7izg. There was therefore
‘a Regal Authority to oblige the People of England, and a Power
‘in one over others. What was it therefore to which we owe this
‘very Revolution in England ?’

I suppose you will say that we owe it, not to any Want of
Authority in the late King /ames, but to his Abuse of his Autho-
rity : Why therefore is it not as easy to account for the Refor-
mation, not from the Want, but the Aduse of Authority in the
Church of ARome? Is it an Argument that the People of
England were no Subjects, under no Government, nor had any
King, because they would no longer submit to the Oppressions
and Grrevances of a late Reign, but asserted their Zzberties and
appealed to the Conditions of the Original Contract ?

If not, why is it an Argument that the Church had 7o Aut/o-
712y, because some Years ago the People of England would no
longer submit to the Corruptions, and wunlawful Injunctions of
the Church of Rome, but appealed to the Scriptures, and the
Practice of the first and purest Ages of Christianity ?

If your Lordship was so entirely consistent with yourself as you
tell us you are ; if you never pursued an Argument farther than
the plain Reason of it led you; how is it possible that you, who
have so strenuously defended the Reszstance of People against a
Legal King+ (for so you expressly call him), should declare that
our Separation from the Church of Rome canuot be justified,
without supposing that the Church of Rome had never any
Authority over us?

For supposing that Church had been really our Sovereign in
Affairs of Religion, is it not strange that you, who have asserted
that our present Settlement is owing entirely to the taking up Arvis,
and adhering to suclk as were in Arins against their Sovereign,i
should yet declare that our opposing the Church of Roize,
cannot be justified but by supposing, that she never had any
Sovereignty over us?

Is it not yet stranger, that you, who have defended the Revo-
lution by comparing it to the Reformation, should yet declare
that the Reformation cannot be justified without supposing that

* Answ. to Repr., p. 118.
t Sev. Tracts, p. 332. I 7éid., p. 366.
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the Church of England was under no Authority of the Church of
Rome ?

For, my Lord, if the Church of England had not been under
the Authority of the Church of Rome, how could our opposing
that Church be compared to the resisting of King James 7 How
could our Separation from that Church be a Defence of our wz?/-
drawing our Allegiance from King Jasmes, without supposing that
the Church before that Separation, had as Real and Legal Autho-
rity as that King had before the Revolution ?

Your Words are these ; Wiy should that (i.., Resistance) be
absolutely and entively condemned, as a damnable Sin, any more
than Church Separation, by whick we got rid of the Tyranny of
Rome? And again, A/ Churck Reformation zs not Church
Destruction; Wiy therefore must all Resistance be called
Rebellion ?*

Now is it not very strange, my Lord, that after this, you
should assert that the Church had 7o Auwuthority before the
Reformation ; and that if it had any Authority, then our
Separation from it cannot be justified ? Is not this very strange,
after you had used it as an Argument to justify the withdrawing
of our Allegiance from King James the Second ?

For let us suppose with you, that there was 2o Church
Authority at the time of the Reformaiion, and then see how
excellent an Argument you have found out in Defence of the
Revolution, which, upon this Supposition, must proceed in this
manner.

The Church of England might separate from the Church of
Rome, who had no Authority over her ; therefore the People of
England might resist their ZLega/ King, who had a Regal
Authority over them. Again, The Clergy of England, who
were 7o Swubjects of the Church of Rome, might separate from
that Church ; therefore the People of Englarnd, who were
Subpects to King James the Second, might withdraw their
Allegiance from him.

Thus absurd is your Argument made, by supposing that the
Church had not as real and rightful an Authority before the
Reformation, as James the Second had before the Rewvolution.

Farther ; Let us suppose with your Lordship, that 7/ #ere was
a real Authority in the Church at the time of the Reformation,
then the Reformation /Zas no bottom, but is altogether unjustifiable,
let us suppose that this Doctrine is true, and then see how con-
sistently you have argued upon this Supposition.

You say the Reformation cannot be justified ; it has no dottom
to stand upon, if the Church of Rome had a real Authority ; yet

*Efez—/. 7 ;z;cls_, _p 334.
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this Opposition, which is so entirely wrong, because an Opposition
to Authority, is brought by you as a paralle/ Case to prove that
the Resistance against the Authority of King James was entirely
right. This Reformation, which if it was brought about against
any Church Authority, is said to be for that very Reason without
any bottorn, and to have no Foundation, is used by your Lordship
to point out the #rue Bottom and firme Foundation of the Revo-
lution.

And here let all the World judge, whether Reasor and
Religion alone can induce anyone to maintain the Truz/4, the
Justice, the Honour, the Christianity of the Revolution, as
founded upon Resistance to a Legal King ; and yet condemn at
the same time the Reformation, as having neither Reason, nor
Truth, nor Justice to support it, as founded upon a Departure
from a real Authority in the Church of Rome. For Reason and
Religion do as plainly give leave to depart from the /Aiglest
Authority in the Church, when the Laws of God cannot be
observed without departing from it, as in any other Case; and
there is no more Necessity of supposing or proving that there
was no rightful Authority in the Church, to justify cur departing
from it, than it is necessary to prove such a Person not to be my
Father, or to have no Authority over me, in order to justify my
disobeying his unlawful Commands.

Again, your Lordship is farther at a loss about the Reforma-
tion, which cannot possibly be justified, if afterwards, an Authority
in Matters of Conscience and Salvation, be still claimed.

Thus you say; Nor can I ever understand, wpon this bottom
(viz., the claiming such Authority) what ¢t was that could move
or justify those, who broke off from the Tyranny of the Church of
Rome ; unless it be sufficient to say, that it was only that Power
might change Hands.*

Here your Lordship cannot conceive anything more unjustifi-
able than the Reformation, if Church Authority is still to be kept
up ; nor can you upon this Claim assign any other Pretence for
reforining, but only that Power might change Hands.

Did your Lordship then never hear of the /ustice of removing
one Aut